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1.
Introduction

Background and Puzzle
During the past decades significant changes took place in the European political order.
Until the second half of the twentieth century, the basic unit of governance was the sovereign
nation-state, which was not only responsible for internal order and external defense, but also
for the welfare of its citizens (Bartolini 2005). In the last fifty years, however, these nationstates are challenged by two fundamental developments. First, subnational authorities (SNAs)
have gained a much more important role in policymaking and currently SNAs supply a large
number of public goods to the citizens. Since the 1960s almost all Western European states
have decentralized policymaking competences to meso-level authorities, political entities
situated between the national and local level of governance (Hooghe et al. 2010). At the same
time, a second development took place, as the EU has engendered a transfer of power and a
pooling of sovereignty from the nation-states to the supranational institutions (Piattoni 2010).
Hence, next to a trend towards decentralization, there also was an upward competence pull as
a result of deepening EU integration. Thirdly, in addition to this vertical development nationstates increasingly delegated critical tasks to public and private agents, other than the classic
government institutions and private actors became increasingly involved in all sorts of
governance arrangements. All this has blurred the boundaries between public and private
interests (hence, governance without government).
As a result of the interplay between these three developments, SNAs have become
increasingly interested and involved in EU policymaking. That is, devolved competences
frequently included policy domains where substantial quantities of EU law need to be
implemented, such as education, consumer policies, health and environmental regulations.
Moreover, a considerable number of EU policies have a direct or indirect effect on sub-state
interests. These policies for instance include re-distributive matters (for instance the cohesion
and structural funds, as well as the common agricultural policy), or European policy programs
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that affect the economic competitiveness of regional entities (for instance in the area of
transport and infrastructure).
An important question, and fundamental political research puzzle, involves to what
extent the European political system can be characterized as a governmental arena in which
the member-states still play a predominant (central) role (Marks, Hooghe and Blank 1996;
Moravcsik 1998; Thurner and Binder 2009). The study of regional authorities and their
involvement in EU-affairs is considered quintessential in this debate, as it provides a key case
to observe the possible implications of the up- and downward transfer of policy competencies
mentioned earlier (Hooghe 1995/1996; Hooghe and Marks 1996). Sometimes, the
combination of European integration and processes of devolution and regionalization, is
conceived as hollowing out central government agencies and ministries and potentially
undermining the importance of the member-states. Still, other scholars argue that precisely
these various acts of – downward and upward – delegation enable European nation-states to
maintain their central role, albeit in a different form (Bache 1999; Bache and Jones 2000;
Beyers and Bursens 2006, 2013). State-centered scholars frequently highlight the enduring
gate-keeping capacities of central state executives within the European political order
(Moravcsik 1998; Bursens and Geeraerts 2006). According to this view, central government
executives still have considerable capabilities to constrain or weaken the autonomy and
discretion of sub-state entities. In contrast, proponents of a multilevel governance perspective
would rather underline the considerable discretion and capabilities of sub-state jurisdictions,
and emphasize the fragmented and segmented nature of contemporary governance structures.
Regardless one’s view on the centrality of the nation state, the role of the European
institutions as an important provider of public policies is widely acknowledged. As many
public policies are increasingly created at the European level, the latter has become a relevant
political venue for political elites, including those situated at the regional level (Bartolini
2005). Moreover, the single market makes that the European integrated economy, rather than
the national economy, has become an crucial point of reference for regional political elites, as
EU-wide developments considerably affect the economic room of manoeuvre (in terms of
subsidies, public goods, regulations, and foreign investment) regional political and economic
elite have at their disposal.
Notwithstanding this increased level of interdependence, key European institutions,
such as the Council and the European Parliament, formally still primarily rely on memberstates positions, or the voice of directly elected representatives. As a result, the representation
of regional and sub-state interests in the European political order remains rather indirect and
16

informal. A non-systematic or haphazard representation of sub-state interests might contribute
to a problem of input-legitimacy and engenders a representational deficit. In many countries
political consensus building and processes of accountability take place at the regional level,
while it is the central government level that represents these member states in the EU.
Without any sub-state representation, the EU would create a serious representational gap for
such countries. A shortage of regional input in EU policymaking processes might also affect
output-legitimacy or the quality of EU policies. Regional expertise might be relevant for EUlevel policymakers as sub-state authorities are quite regularly involved in the implementation
and execution of EU distributive and regulatory policies. Their experience and expertise is
highly relevant to EU-level policymakers, and should be taken into account when new
political initiatives are being developed, or existing legislation is revised or amended.
In this dissertation four research questions are studied: 1) Which regional authorities
mobilize in Brussels? 2) With whom do regional representations cooperate? 3) On what
political issues do they become active? 4) Which venues do they approach to defend their
interests? Below, I will further discuss how these questions can be situated in a broader
academic literature and how they can contribute to advancing our knowledge in these areas.

State of the Art
In the literature on regionalism the study of subnational authorities’ interaction with
the EU institutions represents a growing subfield. Much of this scholarly work regarding
subnational authorities can be situated in a broader field encompassing studies that analyze
inter-governmental relations in federal or multi-layered polities (Jeffrey 1997, 2000; Aldecoa
and Keating 1997; Keating and Loughlin 1999; Keating 2008; Bursens 2012). Regarding the
development of research on the interplay of subnational authorities, national governments and
the EU institutions, Marks and Hooghe’s early work on regional and structural policymaking,
in which they developed the concept of multi-level governance (MLG hereafter), has had a
great impact (Marks 1992, 1993; Hooghe 1995; Hooghe and Marks 2001). One of their core
expectations was that the potential re-distributive impact of EU regional policymaking would
energize and stimulate regional interest representation. When establishing regional policies
(such as structural and cohesion funding) EU policymakers, especially the European
Commission, may prefer to directly interact with regional interests as this would enable them
to bypass central state executives, or diminish the influence of central state executives in EU
17

matters. This pattern became particularly manifest with the establishment of the cohesion
policy in the mid-1980s, which entailed the direct participation of regional authorities in the
determination and implementation of the Structural Funds. The emergence of the European
regional and structural policies represented a strong trigger for the establishment of new
regional structures in some states (Piattoni 2010). In addition, the EU facilitated the
construction of a dynamic meso-level, for instance by establishing the NUTS-nomenclature,
making structural funds conditional on specific administrative and institutional conditions and
involving regional authorities in the execution of these programs, as well as by encouraging
trans-regional collaboration (for instance via its INTERREG-program).
While much research has been conducted on regionalization within member-states and
the link between regionalization and European integration (see for instance Leonardi 2005;
Bruszt 2008; Borghetto and Franchino 2011, Dellmuth 2011; Dellmuth and Stoffel 2012),
systematic research regarding how regional authorities seek to influence EU policymaking is
rather scarce. Although some (mostly qualitative) research (Jeffrey 2000; Kettunen and Kull
2009; Scherpereel 2007; Greenwood 2011) has examined how regional offices operate in
Brussels, most scholars have conceived territorial lobbying vertically, zooming in on the
interaction between regional authorities, their central governments and the EU. Considering
that most of these studies adopt a federalism and regionalism perspective (Marks et al. 1996;
Bomberg and Peterson 1998; Bache 1999; Bache and Jones 2000; Jeffrey 2000; Marks et al.
2002; Moore 2008; Ketunnen and Kull 2009; Tatham 2008, 2010, 2012; Rowe 2011;),
exploring the multilevel nature of the EU polity (for instance by studying the extent to which
regions bypass the central state), this vertical focus is not so surprising. So far, in contrast to
the initial MLG expectations, research in this area shows that the regionalization of European
states has not led to a hollowing out, nor did it weaken the position of the central state. Rather
than bypassing the central state, work in this field has increasingly demonstrated that in many
countries, sub-state authorities actually collaborate intensively with central state agencies and
do not bypass central state agencies (Tatham 2008/2010/2012; see also Beyers and Bursens
2006; Moore 2008; Morata 2010).
Due to the emphasis on the vertical dimension, however, we still know fairly little
about the role and influence of regional authorities throughout the European policymaking
process. In this doctoral dissertation I aim to analyze this more horizontal dimension, namely
how representatives of regional offices operate in Brussels. For this, I borrow extensively
from the interest group literature. When studying lobbying, interest group scholars usually
take a broader and more horizontal focus, making a distinction between four phases of the
18

influence production process: interest mobilization, community dynamics, political strategies,
and influence (Lowery and Brasher 2004; Lowery et al. 2008). Following this approach, this
PhD tries to advance the MLG-literature and study regional representations by shifting focus
towards the collaboration and establishment of networks between SNAs and the extent to
which they seek attention from, and gain access to, EU policymakers (for some early research
see also Borras 1993; Weyand 1997; Sodupe 1998; Salk et al. 2001; Ketunnen and Kull
2009). This doctoral research primarily concentrates on the first three components of the
influence production process, namely the mobilization of SNAs (article 1), community
dynamics (article 2) and the strategies they develop once a presence in Brussels has been
established (article 3 and 4). As I will demonstrate, although most European sub-state
jurisdictions get organized in Brussels, many of them struggle to consolidate their activities
and only few develop into prominent EU policy participants.
Figure 1.1: PhD Outline

The major objective of the dissertation is to explain why subnational authorities adopt
a particular set of political practices when seeking to influence EU policies. One of the unique
contributions of my PhD thus involves the detailed and systematic assessment of the activities
of regional players in Brussels. In order to provide a coherent view of the mobilization and
community dynamics of regional representations, four distinct articles analyze these various
aspects of lobbying, as shown in Figure 1. More specifically, these articles study in depth: 1)
mobilization through varying organizational forms (article 1), 2) the exchange of policy
19

information and expertise among regional representations (article 2), 3) the monitoring and
lobbying of different policymaking issues (article 3) and 4) the development of

lobby

campaigns concerning specific policy issues (article 4). As a result my research project is
constructed on four key building blocks or concepts, namely organizational form, networking,
development of policy portfolios and the advocacy strategies of territorial interests. Figure 1
presents my dissertation as a structural model demonstrating the interaction between these
different blocks. According to this model, early decisions (for instance establishing a regional
office or becoming member of trans-regional associations) will affect future strategies (for
instance, the nature of the exchange networks, the type of policy portfolio or the advocacy
tactics). By developing systematic knowledge on each building block related to mobilization
and strategies, which are two important preconditions for exerting influence, I aim to
contribute to more robust knowledge on the action repertoire of regional representations and
improve our understanding of the role these actors play in Brussels .

An Interest Group Perspective
In this PhD thesis the role and position of Brussels-based regional interests is
perceived as similar to interest groups which lobby the European institutions. The approaches
developed by interest group researchers are highly useful for understanding how regional
authorities operate in Brussels. Also earlier studies on regional authorities and the EU
strongly relied on interest group literature (for instance Marks et al. 1996; Marks, Heasly et al.
2002). However, although territorial interests are often mentioned in broad reviews of EU
interest groups (Greenwood 2003; van Schendelen 2010) or referred to in broader studies on
interest groups (Salisbury 1984; Lowery and Gray 1996), only a limited number of interest
group studies has adopted them as main unit of analysis (exceptions from the US scene
include Haider 1971; Cammisa 1995; Marbach and Lecrone 2002).
Interest groups are frequently defined by three central components, namely
organization, political interest and informality (Beyers et al. 2008). Each of these three aspect
can be applied to Brussels based regional representations, namely their political interest, the
collective form of representation and their informal nature. Subnational authorities are well
mobilized in Brussels, and there exists a large diversity in terms of organizational form. In
addition to the individual representation of sub-national executives in Brussels, there are also
quite some SNAs that share representation costs with other SNAs of the same country by
establishing a joint office. An example of this is the joint office of Schleswig-Holstein and
20

Hamburg. In some cases, all SNAs in one member-state decide to create one single
representation for the entire subnational tier of this member-state. For instance, the
Representation of Irish Regions encompasses all regions of Ireland. Finally, SNAs from
different member-states may create a trans-regional interest association. Some of these
associations have a very broad and generic focus – for instance REGLEG, the European
Network of Regions with Legislative Powers – while other have a more sectoral focus – for
instance, the Association des Régions Européennes des Produit d’Origine. The fact that SNAs
regularly adopt collective forms of representation makes them somewhat similar to traditional
interest organizations, although in a few cases – for example, when relying on a liaison office
that functions as an unofficial embassy – they take on state-like properties.
Another reason for conceiving territorial interests as equivalent to interest groups is
that, similar to traditional Brussels-based interest organizations, sub-state jurisdictions do not
enjoy a strong formal position in the EU polity. Regions are vaguely mentioned in the treaties
and generally lack a formal representational position. Yet, quite some scholars presume that
they play an informal role that is comparable to involvement of functional interests (Marks et
al. 2002, 1). Still, one could question the applicability of the interest group concept, as some
SNAs have obtained formal access to EU policymaking process through two main channels,
namely the Committee of the Regions (CoR) and the Council of Ministers, more precisely on
the basis of article 203 of the treaty (Hooghe 1995, 180; Hooghe and Marks 1996; Tatham
2008). Yet, these two formal channels are not sufficient to argue against the interest group
equivalence. First, also a limited number of functional interests are granted formal access, but
this does not preclude the qualification of these actors as being interest groups. Nobody
questions the role of labor and business organizations as interest groups. Nevertheless, both
are ‘institutionalized’ in the European Economic and Social Committee (Coen and Richardson
2009). Second, it is doubtful whether the two channels – CoR and Council – truly enlarge the
influence of regional interests. Access to the Council is only available to a very small number
of regions and if such access is available, regional representatives are expected to represent
the member-state interests (and not the regional interests), which according to some scholars
makes access to the Council a merely symbolic matter (Hooghe 1995, 180). Likewise, the
CoR offers few powers to subnational authorities, as it only has an advisory function.
Consequently, in this PhD thesis, territorial interest representations are conceived as
equivalent to traditional interest groups. This position also implies that similar theoretical
approaches can be used to understand the political practices of Brussels-based regional
interests. There are two additional reasons why an interest group approach is useful. Regional
21

representations are useful examples of how public and private interests become increasingly
intermingled (see also article 3). First, regions with an office in Brussels operate in an
increasingly crowded environment, where numerous other private interests – ranging from
business interests to NGOs and labor interests – are active. Consequently, when seeking
access to and attention from EU policymakers, regional offices face competition from many
other actors. At the same time, these private interests are also potentially interesting allies for
regional interests. In some cases, policy experts from large regional companies or interest
groups are seconded at the regional office. Second, while regional offices officially represent
public authorities, they also frequently act as intermediaries for regional business or other
interests. In this way, the regional representation in Brussels acts as a transmission belt, not
only or merely for the regional government, yet also for specific sectoral concerns that are
concentrated in a particular region. For instance, territories with a large and extensive port
infrastructure play an important role as spokesperson for harbor interest. In other cases,
regions act as brokers for the representation of economic interests that are strongly tied to
specific territories (harbors, airports, specific industries). The active support of a regional
public authority might be of an added value for specific economic interests, as the latter’s gain
legitimacy when endorsed or supported by democratically elected regional governments that
are actively lobbying in Brussels.

A contextual approach
The theoretical framework which will be used to explain lobbying activities of
regional representations combines insights from the literature on MLG and neo-pluralism. In
many ways, interesting parallels can be drawn between MLG and neo-pluralist accounts of
interest representation (Smith 1990; Dunleavy and O'Leary 1992; McFarland 2004; Lowery
and Gray 2004). Both MLG and neo-pluralism provide perspectives on the development of
contemporary political systems. More specifically they argue that, during the past decades,
some important structural transformations took place in ‘the political order’. Neo-pluralist and
MLG thinking emphasizes the fragmentation of the nation-state in multiple subunits resulting
in complex multi-level networks of governance. In this regard, these theories stress the nonhierarchical or ‘network’ character of contemporary policymaking (in contrast to more
traditional hierarchical modes). These network arrangements are a critical contextual factor
for explaining the policy development of organized interests, as well as their political
22

strategies (Dunleavy and O’Leary 1992: 305-306). In other words, the absence of a strong
hierarchy in policymaking processes makes gaining insight in how policy networks function
crucial for our understanding of the European political order.
However, there are only a small number of studies that specifically measure and
control for contextual factors when explaining the behavior the of regional interests. In most
cases, empirical studies primarily take into account the actors themselves (e.g. their resources,
views, experiences and so on), and somewhat ignore the broader context within which these
actors are embedded, indirectly assuming that actors and their actions are independent
autonomous units. In contrast, more contextual approaches consider organizations as
interdependent units, embedded in networks through social and institutional relations and in
this way influencing each other’s behavior. This view echoes the underlying assumption
within the study of policy networks, namely that ties which connect actors to each other affect
their perceptions, beliefs, and actions through a variety of structural and relational
mechanisms. By channeling information, policy networks help to create interests and shared
identities, while also promoting shared norms and values. In other words the structure of
networks has a major influence on the logic of interaction between the members of the larger
policy community (either other organizations or policymakers) thus affecting both the policy
process and policy outcomes (Knoke 1990; Atkinson and Coleman 1992; see also Knoke and
Yang 2008; Börzel 1998). My goal is to uncover the set of theoretical mechanisms by which
social relations affect the behavior of regional representations. Structural relations are
believed to be (at least) equally important for understanding observed behaviors as are
individual characteristics, such as resources, age or policy positions. Consequently, social
embeddedness and actor-centeredexplanations, are considered complementary rather than
mutually exclusive.
The theoretical contribution of all four articles included in this thesis involves a
systematic assessment of this social embeddedness argument for explaining the political
practices of regional interests in Brussels (see figure 1). The basic thrust here is that different
network positions clarify varying practices, strategies and tactics of regional representations.
In the first article focusing on the organizational format of regional interests I use a multilevel model in order to account for contextual factors. Understanding the dynamics behind
mobilization will provide us with some first insights in who mobilizes and whether this results
in a systematic underrepresentation of some type of subnational authorities. Building on this
insight I get some hints into whether domestic decentralization leads to more regional
mobilization in Brussels. Article two aims to explain the overall Brussels network
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embeddedness of regional offices, i.e. their propensity to exchange information with other
regional offices, through the use of social network analysis and some explanatory variables
that were identified in the first article. This will further provide us insight in whether the
Brussels sphere is trans-European or rather a patchwork a national bubbles, where regional
representation mostly cooperate internally. In articles three and four I use evidence on the
regional offices network embeddedness as independent variables in order to explain varying
policy portfolios and the advocacy tactics of regional offices. Both these papers test for the
contextual embeddedness of the regional representation in order to explain for the political
practices. Combined these papers, render us with a unique picture of the (plausible) bias in
territorial interest representation in Brussels. The understanding of these mechanisms is also
crucial for our perspective on the role regional representations play concerning the in the EU
multilevel polity. Some regional representation might refrain from becoming active on some
type of issues and merely focus on monitoring policy developments, resulting in different
advocacy tactics. Do we see that regional governments with more autonomy are more likely
to approach the key EU institutions? Or is it just the opposite and are they more focused on
the national Permanent Representation?

Research methods and data
The empirical evidence analyzed for this PhD project integrates three data sources: the
systematic mapping of the territorial interests that are represented in Brussels, a telephone
survey targeted at all territorial interests identified, and finally a set of in-depth face-to-face
interviews with representatives of regional representations focusing on four specific lobbying
campaigns regional interests were involved in. Table 1 provides an overview the data
collection methods and the amount of regional representations studied in depth.

Table 1.1: Data collection methods
Mapping (Article 1)

Telephone Interviews (Article 2&3)

Face-to-face Interviews (Article 4)

275 regional representations

127 regional representations

33 regional representations



175 liaison offices





25 partial national associations





7 national associations



68 trans-regional associations

114 liaison offices



27 liaison offices

13 partial national associations



6 partial national associations
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Mapping regional representation in Brussels
The mapping of SNAs’ representations in Brussels is the crucial starting point for all
the articles as it provides a systematic overview of the population of regional representations.
For this I relied on data collection techniques that are becoming increasingly common in
research on organized interests, namely the systematic mapping of actors that are mobilized at
a particular venue (Halpin and Jordan 2012; Berkhout and Lowery 2008). More concretely, I
combine directories published by private organizations with registers created by European and
Brussels institutions. I start with directories on European interest associations, namely The
European and Public Affairs Directory and The Directory of EU Information Sources, which
both compile data via annual surveys in which organizations are requested to fill out a short
form. In addition to these two sources, I use four specialized sources on territorial interest
organizations: (1) a list of the Committee of the Regions with all the registered Brussels
offices (COR), (2) the Open Days Directory which provides contact information of all
participating SNAs, (3) the voluntary EU representatives register, and (4) the Brussels
Region’s Regional Register (BELO). The dataset combines these six sources in order to create
a comprehensive overview of territorial interests. By combining these six sources and leaving
out the doubles, I get a list of 410 organizations that are active in Brussels, namely 237 liaison
offices, 51 national associations grouping a small number of regions from one member-state,
44 national associations grouping all the regions of one member-state and 78 trans-regional
associations active in Brussels.1
I then broke down each of these entities and identified all the SNAs represented by it. I
only kept the SNA-membership of an organization if these SNAs are located at the first level
below the central government (1), are not a de-concentrated administrative unit (2), and have
on average a population of at least 150,000 inhabitants (3). For various reasons I use a
threshold of an average population of at least 150,000 inhabitants for one subnational level
within a country. First, without this threshold I would have to include the lowest level of
countries such as Cyprus, Slovenia and Luxembourg. As a result, small villages and
communes would vastly outnumber larger regions, counties, provinces or cities in our sample.
Second, the 150,000 threshold is the same as the one used in Hooghe et al. (2010); data on
self-rule, shared-rule and economic indicators are only available for jurisdictions of this size.
As a consequence, I exclude development regions in Greece and the commicãoes de
coordenacão in Portugal since they are generally classified as de-concentrated administrations

1

In addition, I found 18 trans-regional networks for which I was not able to collect additional data.
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(Hooghe et al. 2010). Likewise, the Bulgarian oblasti are left out as the average population of
the oblasti within Bulgaria is below 150,000. However, the Finish region of Aland Island with
a population of around 27,000 is included because the average size of a Finnish region at this
level is 265,000.

Table 1.2: 297 SNAs located below the central state level
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Cyprus
Czech
Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
EIRE

9 Bundesländer
3 Regions
0
0
14 13 Kraj + capital city

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta

21 15 Regioni + 5 with special autonomous
status + split of Bolzano and Trente
0
10 Apskritis
0
0

5 Regions
0
20 19 Maakunta (regions) +
Aland
26 Regions + DOM
16 Bundesländer
13 Peripheries
20 19 Megyék (regions)+
Főváros (capital city)
8 Regions

Netherlands
Poland
Portugal

12 Provincies
16 Voivodeships (provinces);
2 Regiões Autonomas

Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain

42 41 Judeţe (counties) + capital city
8 Kraj (regions)
0
19 Autonomous communities and cities

Sweden
UK

21 Iän (counties)
12 3 constituent countries + 9 regions

Italy

This procedure led to a total of 297 SNAs located below the central state level. Table 2
shows that this is a very heterogeneous set that reflects various types of territorial politics
within the member-states and differences related to the varying histories of state formation.
Some countries have many (>=20) subnational authorities, namely Romania, France, Sweden,
Italy, Finland and Hungary, while other countries, mostly the smallest member-states, like
Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta and Slovenia, have no SNAs that
fulfill the above named criteria. For each of these 297 SNAs I collected data on the forms
through which they organize their Brussels’ representation. These 297 SNA are involved in
the 175 (74 percent) regional offices, 25 (49 percent) grouping a small number of regions
from one member-state, 7 (16 percent) national associations grouping all the regions of one
member-state and 68 (87 percent) trans-regional associations I identified. This distribution
already shows that large territorial entities, namely those below the central government level
with an average of more than 150,000 inhabitants, are quite likely to have their own office
and be part of a trans-regional association. Of the 410 organizations I identified, 275 (67
percent) represent at least one of the 297 SNAs below the central state level.2
2

The other 33 percent (or 135 of identified organizations that mobilize other SNAs than the ones I identified)
consists of 62 liaison offices, 26 partial national associations, 37 complete national associations, and 10 transregional associations. On 15 of these organizations I could not find data; in many of these cases a website said
the organization had stopped its activities. Of the remaining 120 organizations 12 originate from an memberstate without a regional tier of government that fits the sampling criteria (Bulgaria 5, Estonia 2, Latvia 2, Cyprus
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In total, 159 SNAs, which is 54 percent of all 297 SNAs below the central state level,
have their own office in Brussels. Second, 74 SNAs (25 percent of the 297 SNAs) are
represented through national associations that involve a small number of regions (on average
ranging between two and three). These are mostly Swedish, Finish and Dutch regions. In
comparison, the 7 national associations that represent all SNAs in one country act on behalf of
110 SNAs, which is 37 percent of all the regions below the central state level. Almost all,
more precisely 283 SNAs (or 95 percent), are member of one of the 68 trans-regional
associations. By identifying the total number of SNAs using one or more of these
organizational forms, I observe that 214 SNAs of the 297 identified SNAs have their own
liaison office or established a representation with one or two other regions from the same
member state in Brussels. Adding SNAs represented through a complete national association
increases this to 259, and, finally, adding SNAs that are member of a trans-regional
association leads to the conclusion that all 297 SNAs utilize at least one of these mobilization
options. In addition to the mapping of the representations I collected for all these regions
evidence on factors such as the composition of the regional governments, the EU-funds they
receive, their amount of self-rule, party politics, as well as the socio-economic prosperity of
these regions.

Assessing territorial lobbying; a telephone survey
In order to do more in depth research on the activities of these representations (articles
from two to four), I conducted a telephone survey (conducted in the Fall of 2011 and Winter
of 2012). For this, I started out with contacting 159 liaison offices that represent one single
SNA and 21 offices of national associations that represent two or three (mostly adjacent)
regions. I was able to collect data on 127 regional offices, which implies that our dataset
covers the population of Brussels’ based regional representations fairly well.3 In total 53 of
the contacted representations did not take part in the interviews. In seventeen cases I was
confronted with a refusal, or it appeared to be very difficult to find a suitable moment for an
interview. Analysis of the non-response shows that it are mostly Southern European regions
(Spain, Italy and France) who refused to participate in the telephone survey. For the other 36
regional representations, I have a strong indications through contacts with officials from the
same member-state (either other regional offices or from the member-state Permanent
2 and Slovenia 1). The other 108 organizations represent lower level jurisdictions that are nested in a higher level
jurisdiction which has its own liaison office or a partial national association.
3
Two respondents answered through email.
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Representation) that they recently closed down or substantially decreased their activities in
Brussels. In most of these cases our interviewees pointed at the fact that the recent financial
crises has seriously hit on the budget available for a permanent Brussels-based presence.
Several (but not all) of these regions originate from member-states where the financial crisis
has resulted in serious cuts in the regional budgets (Greece, Spain and the UK) or from some
less prosperous, mostly East European, member-states.
Depending on how the respondents elaborated their answers, the interviews varied
strongly in length; some took ten minutes, others one hour. All respondents were the head of
office with an average experience of six years at the organization. The questions in the survey
focused on information exchanges through informal networks, organizational characteristic of
the office, the policy domains the office monitors, the most important policy issues on which
the office was active during the past six months, the policy venues the offices addressed in
lobbying on specific issues as well as the political institutions and actors with which the
offices closely collaborates. The interview guide is added to the appendix.

A close analysis of four lobby campaigns
Following up on these telephone interviews, I conducted 33 face-to-face interviews
with a subset of these regional offices (Spring 2012) regarding their political strategies (article
4). In these interviews respondents were asked more in depth questions concerning their own
policy position, the position of other actors, the policy processes and specific strategies they
used in order to influence pending EU legislation regarding four cases. Through some closed
questions I assessed to which venue these regional offices were seeking access to and
attention from. In order to get a comprehensive overview I focused on four policy processes
namely the ongoing reform of the regional policy, the reform of the common agricultural
politics, TEN-T and Horizon 2020. These four policy processes were identified during the
telephone interviews as topics on which at least 30 percent of the responding regional offices
lobbied actively during the six months prior to the survey.
In total, I addressed 47 regional representations of which 33 (70 percent) took part in
the interview. In selecting the respondents I aimed to get a variance in terms of some crucial
independent variables such as the self-rule the region enjoys and the resources it has at its
disposal.. The reason heard most frequently was a lack of time by the head of office and an
over-demand to participate in research projects. The 33 regional representation I interviewed
were active on at least two or three of the above mentioned processes (on average in 2.64

28

processes), which means that I was able to collect data on a 87 concrete lobby campaigns
related to these four policy processes.
One of the challenges of face-to-face interviewing is that the time lag between the
moment of the interview and the topic on which the interview focuses may distort the
reliability of the answers. One option is to concentrate on issues that are closed, but the
problem with this is that such issues are usually situated in the past which makes that
respondents might not remember all the details. Another option is to opt for ongoing cases,
but although respondent may vividly remember all the different aspects, they might be
reluctant to answer questions and go into some of the details. As I opted for four ongoing
policy processes, each concerned legislative processes aiming to revise already existing
policies, I faced less problems with memory effects. In order to compensate for distortions
due to deliberate misrepresentations or reluctance to answer questions, I carried out multiple
interviews for one singe policy process (instead of relying on one expert per policy process).
One interesting thing about the four policy processes is that they show an interesting
variance in terms of the different stakeholders that become involved and the issues that are at
stake. The Regional Policy Reform concerns the overall revision of the criteria for funding for
the EU regions. The most salient matters involve the size of budget, the threshold criteria in
order to eligible to be allocated funding, and/or the creation of a transition category for the
regions that have a GDP per capita between 75 percent and 90 percent of the EU average. The
Common Agricultural Policy Reform aims to modernize the CAP, to render it more marketoriented and sustainable. From interviews I infer that the important topics for regional
representations were the greening of the CAP, the size of the budget and the rural
development. Third, the goal of TEN-T is the allocation of funding to build the missing links
in the transport infrastructures in Europe, which implies specific re-distributive implications
at regional level. Important topics on this process involve the lobbying on very specific
projects, such as the Bothnian Corridor in Scandinavia and the Brenner Bass Tunnel from
Austria to Italy. Finally, Horizon 2020 revises the current EU Framework Program for
Research and Innovation. The goal of this program is to strengthen the position of science in
the European economy, for instance by bridging the gap between research communities and
the economy. The conflictual issues are also redistributive, as they involve the nature of the
funding (e.g. should resources be concentrated in a small set of top universities situated in a
small number of regions or should all universities get the chance to innovate) as well as a
tension between the private versus public allocation of funding.
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Content and structure of the doctoral thesis
In this introduction, I have presented the research problem, a short overview of the
state of the art and clarified the major contributions of this doctoral thesis. In the following
paragraph, a brief outline of the included articles will be given.
In the first article “How Regions Assemble in Brussels - The organizational form of
territorial representation in the European Union” I investigate multiple organizational forms –
such as trans-regional associations and national associations - and see how these different
forms are combined by regional entities. Subnational authorities (SNAs) are increasingly
mobilized at the European level and much research has been conducted on the liaison offices
that represent these sub-state jurisdictions. Yet, liaison offices are only one of the available
organizational forms that SNAs rely on in Brussels. This broader perspective leads to the
conclusion that the scope and diversity of EU-level territorial mobilization is much more
extensive than generally considered. Still, resource-full SNAs, SNAs benefiting from a high
level of self-rule or SNAs harboring regionalist political parties are relatively more active in
Brussels, which is demonstrated by the more frequent establishment of liaison offices as well
as a prominent position in various trans-regional associations.
The second article “Trans-Regional Networks in Brussels - Analyzing the Information
Exchanges among Regional Offices”, presents the first large-N quantitative study on EU-level
trans-regional policy networks This article focuses on the following question: “What triggers
the information exchanges among regional offices in Brussels?” In order to answer this
question, a framework based on network theory is developed. The results show that
information exchanges among regional offices are predominantly exchanges among territories
originating from the same member-state. The extensiveness of establishing trans-regional
networks ties and the likelihood that two regional offices exchange information is explained
by resources, the joint involvement in trans-regional associations, the sharing of policy
interests and geographical proximity. In contrast to the expectations, the findings refute the
hypothesis that more regional autonomy or socialization in Brussels encourages trans-regional
networking and leads to the fragmentation of member-state representation.
In “It’s Not All About Money - Explaining Varying Policy Portfolios of Regional
representations in Brussels” I argue that the issue prioritization of regionalist interests forms
an important ingredient of their strategic repertoire, as knowledge about their policy portfolios
offers insights into the type of interests regional lobbyists represent. The literature on
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territorial lobbying in the EU has paid much attention to the interaction between regional
offices and central state governments, as well as their relation with the EU institutions.
Surprisingly, far less systematic research has been conducted on the policy domains and
policy issues that regional representations prioritize in Brussels. Empirically, I demonstrate
that the size and the nature of a policy portfolio, i.e. the set of issues in which interests invest
resources, is not primarily affected by the mobilized resources, but rather results from
structural connections of lobbyists to other public and private interests. This claim is
corroborated by data collected through website coding, document analysis and a telephone
survey with 127 officials from regional offices.
The final article “Finding Your Side in Brussels’ Marsh: A study of four distributive
lobby campaigns” sets out to explain the different venues regional representations approach
when seeking to influence EU policymaking. Regional representations do not lobby all
available venues with the same frequency and intensity. So far, most studies have adopted an
institution-centered approach emphasizing the policy exchanges among stakeholders and the
EU institutions. As the needs of EU-level institutions are put central, non-state actors tend to
be portrayed as passive suppliers of policy relevant information. In contrast, this article relies
on a neo-pluralist framework presuming that, although differences in organizational type
matter, these differences are moderated by the specific competitive context surrounding
particular policy issues. Where actors stand politically and how they are embedded in a
broader context matters a lot. To test my hypotheses I use evidence collected through 33 faceto-face interviews with the directors of regional representations focusing on four concrete
political issues, being TENT, CAP, Regional Policy Reform and Horizon 2020. The results
confirm the resource exchange expectations, yet also highlight the structural importance of
network embeddedness and the varying tactical maneuvering related to specific issues. While
the findings show that almost all regional representation interact with their national
Permanent Representation, I also show a general propensity to develop closer relations with
the EC Commissioner as the distance in the policy positions with the national government
increases.
The final part, the conclusion, summarizes the main empirical findings of the entire
thesis, and presents a critical reflection on my findings and its implications for future research
projects.
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How Regions Assemble in Brussels

The Organizational Form of Territorial Representation in the European Union

Tom Donas and Jan Beyers
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Abstract. Subnational authorities (SNAs) are increasingly mobilized at the European level and much research
has been conducted on the liaison offices that represent these sub-state jurisdictions. Yet, liaison offices are only
one of the available organizational forms SNAs rely on in Brussels. In this article we investigate multiple
organizational forms – such as trans-regional associations and national associations - and see how regional
entities combine them. This broader perspective leads to the conclusion that the scope and diversity of EU-level
territorial mobilization is much more extensive than liaison offices only. However, resource-full SNAs, SNAs
benefiting from a high level of self-rule or SNAs harboring regionalist political parties are comparatively much
more active in establishing liaison offices and occupy a prominent position in various trans-regional associations.
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2.
How Regions Assemble in Brussels
Introduction
The presence of regions, provinces, counties and cities in Brussels has, next to the
more institutionalized channels of representations for subnational authorities (SNAs) such as
the Committee of the Regions and/or representation through the EU Council, become a
commonplace phenomenon in the EU interest group community (Hooghe 1995; Tatham
2008). One of the earliest systematic studies on territorial interest representation in the EU has
been conducted by Marks et al. (1996) who explained the increasing number of liaison offices
in Brussels through a multi-level governance (MLG) perspective emphasizing how regional
distinctiveness triggers the establishment of liaison offices. While Marks et al. identified 54
liaison offices in 1993, today we count in addition to more than 200 offices many other forms
of regional representation. All this points to the validity of the MLG argument, namely that
sub-state territorial interests are capable of building an independent and sustained presence at
the EU-level (Marks et al. 1996; Nielsen and Salk 1998).
Brussels based regional offices are distinct from other organized interests in the sense
that they represent the public sector, democratically elected executives and territorial
jurisdictions. However, somewhat less attention has been given to the fact that sub-state
jurisdictions have various ways to represent themselves, for instance creating or joining a
territorial interest association. Such associations can be created at the national (e.g. the Mid
Sweden EU Office) or the European level (e.g. the European Chemical Regions Network). The
fact that SNAs adopt collective forms of representation makes them somewhat similar to
functional interests, although at other times – for example, when relying on a liaison office
that functions as an unofficial embassy – they take on state-like properties. Clearly, many of
the activities SNAs deploy in Brussels, in particular their attempts to represent their interests
through collective forms of representation, can be considered as equivalent to interest group
behavior. In this regard it is no surprise that some earlier studies on regional offices strongly
relied on interest group literature (for instance Marks et al. 1996; Marks, Heasly et al. 2002).
SNAs use multiple organizational forms for making their voice heard in the EU. Some
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forms entail collective forms of representation, while others concern one single SNA. The two
most mentioned forms in the literature are the liaison offices and the trans-regional
associations. The first one, the liaison office, is the individual presence of a sub-national
executive that establishes an office in Brussels. The second one, the trans-regional
association, is a collective form and consists of SNAs originating from different memberstates. These organizations group several SNAs, focus on particular policy fields, and their
activities are similar or equivalent to functional interest groups (Piattoni 2010, 250-1). Some
of these associations have a very broad and generic focus – for instance REGLEG, the
European Network of Regions with Legislative Powers – while others have a more sector or
function focus – for instance, the Association des Régions Européennes des Produit
d’Origine. Because of their encompassing nature – multiple regions with interests in a
particular area – these associations may play an important role in the Brussels lobby circuit
(Tatham 2008). In addition, to strengthen their lobby efforts individual SNAs may make
strategic use of these associations and in many cases liaison offices provide the structural
logistics (offices, staff) for these organizations, especially at the time of their establishment.
Some authors pointed at other collective forms of representation (Jeffrey 1997; Marks
et al. 2002; Huysseune and Jans 2007). Firstly, SNAs may share representation costs with
other SNAs of the same country by establishing a joint office. As these associations do not
need to cover all SNAs in one single country, we call them partial national associations. An
example is the joint office of Schleswig-Holstein and Hamburg. Although these partial
national associations fulfill more or less the same function as a liaison office, within these
associations a limited number of regional executives originating from one member-state share
the infrastructure and the costs of an office. Secondly, all SNAs in one member-state may
decide to establish one single representation in Brussels, which we call a complete national
association. For instance, the Irish Regions Office (IRO) encompasses all regions of Ireland.
Organizational form is an important variable for our understanding of concrete
lobbying practices and capabilities (Halpin 2012; Halpin and Nownes 2012). For instance, the
value of organized interests to policymakers depends on their capability to foster coordination
among different actors, which is connected to organizational form. However, collective forms
of representation may also constrain interest representation. A complete national association
allows the representation of widely supported positions, but given the fact that it covers a
whole member-state its position and strategy may often tend to be complementary with what
the central state executive presents in the EU Council. Complete national associations need to
reconcile the views of an encompassing membership and the substantial number of regional
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executives involved makes that this form does not entail direct and distinct interactions
between an individual SNA and EU policymakers. The membership of a partial national
association may affect the representation of regional interests in a similar way. For example,
in one of our case-studies we observed a low level of activity of Swedish regions regarding
the Trans European Network program (TEN-T), not because of a lack of interest, but because
of conflicting interests among the members of a Swedish partial national association. As some
proposed transport lines would not cross through all members’ territory, its members did not
share similar interests on this particular issue.
The aim of this article is to explain varying organizational forms SNAs use when
mobilizing in Brussels. Although the literature is aware of these various forms of territorial
representation (Hooghe 1995; Hooghe and Marks 1996; Bomberg and Peterson 1998; Tatham
2008; Blatter et al. 2008, 2009), few have analyzed and compared multiple forms of territorial
lobbying. A systematic mapping of multiple forms is particularly needed in order to
understand better the scope and diversity of the Brussels’ territorial interest community.
While some view the EU institutions and the emergence of collective and individual forms of
regional mobilization as an opportunity for peripheral regions (Barolini 2005, 269), others are
more skeptical as they expect that mostly the wealthy and prosperous regions get represented
(Borras 1993). The latter argument resembles a repeatedly heard conclusion in the interest
group literature, namely that interest representation tends to be biased toward a few selective
interests and that most interest group populations are skewed towards resourceful and wellendowed actors (Baumgartner and Leech 2001; Lowery and Gray 2004; Beyers, Maloney et
al. 2008; Scholzman 2010). Is the EU best described as a plural system where a large variety
and diversity of regional representations compete and forge coalitions? Or, is EU governance
more accurately portrayed by elitism whereby a limited number of resourceful regions tend to
dominate the influence production process (Greenwood 2011)?
This article offers a large-n study analyzing the multiple organizational forms sub-state
jurisdictions rely on in Brussels. In the next two sections we discuss our theoretical
framework and we outline the hypotheses that guide our empirical analysis. Then we present
our newly created dataset on the involvement of 297 regions from 20 member-states in 275
different EU-level representations. The final section includes the multivariate data-analyses
with which we test our hypotheses. Our results demonstrate that although all European SNAs
have some presence in Brussels, substantial differences exist in the sense that resource-full
SNAs are very active through multiple forms and occupy a prominent position in several
trans-regional associations.
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Theoretical perspectives on EU territor ial lobbying
One of the earliest and most systematic studies on territorial mobilization in the EU
has been conducted by Marks et al. (1996), who relied on data from before the enlargement
waves. Marks et al. situated their expectations within a MLG framework, which they
contrasted with a state-centric perspective. A state-centered approach would highlight the
gate-keeping capacities of central state executives as constraining the number and diversity of
territorial interests that get mobilized in Brussels. However, conceptually and empirically it is
not always clear where to draw the line between what is state-centered and MLG. Much
empirical evidence suggests that contrasting a state-centered versus a MLG-perspective and
emphasizing the cooperative or conflictual relation of an SNA vis-à-vis the central
government, is possibly not that fruitful for explaining variation in territorial lobbying. For
instance, when looking at the lobby strategies liaison offices adopt, Tatham shows that many
regions – particularly those with much self-rule – develop cooperative and mutually
supportive relations with their central state government (Tatham 2008/2010; see also Beyers
and Bursens 2006; Moore 2008; Morata 2011). This finding does not fit well with the notion
of political distinctiveness which would expect us to see bypassing and autonomous
regionalist behavior in Brussels. Increasingly, we see a system whereby regional actors seek a
place within the work of the central government in Brussels (Jeffrey 1997). True, at times,
this relationship is conflictual, but quite often the dominant interaction mode is cooperative.
We conceive MLG as part of a more general perspective on interest representation and
state-society relations. In many ways, interesting parallels can be drawn between MLG and
neo-pluralist accounts of interest representation (Smith 1990; Dunleavy and O'Leary 1992;
McFarland 2004; Lowery and Gray 2004), which responded to some more traditional lines of
thinking, in particular traditional pluralism and elitism (Truman 1951; Schattschneider 1960;
Olson 1965). MLG and neo-pluralism have in common that they are statements about how
contemporary political systems developed, more precisely that during the past decades
important structural transformations took place in ‘the business of rule’. Another shared
theoretical idea is that the pivotal role of the central state government as a unitary actor that
mediates between and aggregates societal interests has eroded substantially and cannot be
taken for granted anymore. Increasingly, the state has disaggregated itself into multiple, often
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devolved, agencies that are capable of pursuing sectional interests concentrated in a particular
field or territory.
Neo-pluralist and MLG thinking emphasize the importance of complex multi-level
arrangements for explaining the extent to which contextual variables shape the development
of organized interests and their political strategies (Dunleavy and O’Leary 1992). Important is
that both stress the non-hierarchical or ‘network’ character of contemporary policymaking (in
contrast to more hierarchical modes in earlier times). Early scholars of MLG mostly
emphasized the novel opportunities created by supranational levels of government and argued
that these supranational venues stimulate sub-state entities to bypass the central government.
Stressing the vertical dependencies and the juxtaposing of sub-state authorities versus central
state authorities leads to a research focus on SNAs establishing their own representation and
ignores the multiple organizational forms SNAs may rely on. This perspective, which focuses
primarily on strategic considerations of individual SNAs, gives only a partial image of the
Brussels’ based community of territorial interests.
Instead, this article maps multiple organizational forms and investigates the extent to
which regions rely on individual or collective forms of lobbying. Our research expectations
will be embedded into contemporary empirical and theoretical literature on population
ecology, interest representation and state-society relations (Lowery and Gray 1995; Gray and
Lowery 1996, 2000; Messer, Berkhout et al. 2011). A central theoretical idea in this literature
is that the composition of interest communities is shaped by the overall context in which
constituent entities operate. Various ingredients of population ecology models form a useful
starting point for a more general theoretical understanding of EU territorial lobbying and most
of the hypotheses that we elaborate below will be situated within this theoretical perspective.
Key is that we take the internal characteristics of an region as a starting point (such as its
economic prosperity or the presence of regionalist parties) and combine this with contextual
and structural factors that shape territorial mobilization at the EU-level (such as its relative
position vis-à-vis other SNAs and the type of political autonomy the SNA enjoys).

Research expectations
Assessing resource levels is the most common feature of any analyses of interest
representation, and it is not different here. Firstly, the resource push hypothesis predicts that
especially large and resourceful SNAs will mobilize in Brussels by establishing their own
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office. In their analysis of 54 regions with their own office in 1993, Marks et al. (1996) found
no support for this hypothesis, but recent research by Blatter et al. (2008/2009) on 81 regions
from six federalized and regionalized European countries showed that resources do positively
affect the extensiveness of EU-level activities (see also Tatham 2010). In our empirical
analysis we measure and test the effect of absolute resource endowment through the regional
GDP.
Although absolute resources might explain the emergence of liaison offices, on its
own this factor does not explain properly the origins of complete and partial associations.
Prosperous and affluent regions are not always big in terms of absolute size (Tatham 2010).
For instance, Scandinavian regions are resource-rich, but small in terms of population size and
GDP. For these SNAs, establishing and running a liaison office might be considered as costly
compared to the potential benefits, but the sharing of representation costs with a small number
of other prosperous might be a valuable option. Therefore, we expect that absolute resources
will negatively impact on collective action among regions of the same member-state, but that
prosperous regions, measured in terms of GDP per capita, are more likely to establish partial
national associations. The situation is different for weaker regions in terms of absolute
resources and prosperity; for these SNAs we expect a strong reliance on complete national
associations.
A strong Brussels’ presence of resourceful regions shapes the overall environment in
which Brussels’ liaison offices operate, which in turn affects the emergence of other
organizational forms (Gray and Lowery 2000, 69-74). If the population of liaison offices
consists primarily of wealthy regions, then the set of trans-regional associations will reflect
this environmental variable. Although, it sounds plausible that less resourceful regions would
rely more on trans-regional associations as this allows them to share the burden of
representation, an organizational ecology perspective leads us to expect that especially sizable
and resourceful regions are the drivers behind these associations. These regions are more
capable of developing their own distinct strategies, which includes both the opening of
Brussels’ office, and having staff that stays and regularly travels to Brussels. All this makes
them better acquainted with the Brussels scene and increases their involvement in a large
number of trans-regional associations.
Another way to understand the role of resources is to look at relative resources, which
can be measured in terms of the share (in percentage) of the regional GDP in the national
GDP. Some scholars expect that large regions, in terms of their share of a domestic resource
variable (population, GDP, etc.), will mobilize more on their own. For instance, Hooghe
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claims that regions with a firm status in domestic politics would be eager to represent their
interests effectively at the EU-level (2002). However, others suggest that particularly small
regions would mobilize as these are less capable of influencing the central government. For
instance, Nielsen and Salk argue that absolute size stimulates representation in Brussels, while
relative size stimulates cooperation with the central governments as the latter are more able to
be influenced by the former (Nielsen and Salk 1998, 239; see also Tatham 2010). One of the
reasons why much can be said in favor of the latter expectation is that SNAs with a large
relative GDP mostly contain a country’s capital, which locates these regions more proximate
to the central state government. Yet, as these centrally situated SNAs are usually also very
resourceful, they tend to establish their own office and are members of a higher number of
trans-regional associations. This may result in both effects – being resourceful and having a
pivotal position – canceling each other out. Nonetheless, because the relative resource
position is much more important for partial and complete national associations, we expect that
regions with a weaker relative position to be inclined to act collectively.
In addition to this resource push hypothesis, Marks et al. (1996) formulated a so-called
resource pull hypothesis stating that SNAs that receive substantial EU funding are more
active. The potential of government agencies to redistribute resources energizes and
stimulates interest representation (Gray and Lowery 2000, 69-74). Still, one has to be careful
with this expectation as most regional funds are distributed according to socio-economic
criteria and depend on intergovernmental bargaining. Thus, regional mobilization will hardly
affect the actual distribution of these funds. Although lobbying for EU funds is unlikely to
‘pull’ regions directly to Brussels, SNAs receiving funds are involved in the development of
operational programs and the implementation by the Commission. Also the strong interests of
some regional authorities in the overall design of regional and structural policies may
stimulate them to become active in Brussels (Hooghe 1996; Bache 1998; Leonardi 2005).
This expectation holds mostly for the individual representation of SNAs (liaison offices) as
fund-seeking has some re-distributive implications, while SNAs that benefit from EU funds
are less eager to act collectively as this may imply the sharing of realized benefits.
This argument portrays SNAs as fund-seeking. However, in addition to seeking
tangible financial benefits, SNA mobilization is largely policy-seeking. It can be expected
that, because they are potentially more affected by implementation problems related to EU
law, SNAs with larger portfolios of competencies need more information on EU policies
compared to SNAs with smaller portfolios. To put it in organizational ecology parlance, these
SNAs may perceive their policy environment, including the impact or the EU, as more
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disruptive (Gray and Lowery 2000, 74). As SNAs with a large portfolio of competencies are
more confronted with the implementation of EU-law, they potentially face more uncertainty
originating from the EU and, therefore, the inclination to monitor and watch out for policy
changes will be greater. While Marks et al. measured regional autonomy with one composite
index (1996; Lane and Errson 1991), we suggest that it is not autonomy as such that matters,
but that one should consider the type of autonomy a region enjoys.
For regions with a large portfolio of self-rule – autonomous authority exercised by the
SNA executive over the constituency living in the region – we presume a higher need to
influence EU policies (Marks et al. 1996; Hooghe et al. 2010). These regions mobilize more
because the cost of remaining inactive may be high, but also because more policy benefits can
be realized (Marks et al. 1996, Nielsen and Salk 1998, Tatham 2010; Blatter et al. 2008;
2009). More competencies imply a larger number of policy areas in which one has a stake and
a larger need for additional specialized and functional representation. Therefore, we expect
that regions with more self-rule tend to be involved in a larger number of trans-regional
associations. Moreover, as EU regulatory policies have less tangible redistributive
implications for SNAs with a shared stake in one particular area, SNAs seeking to influence
regulatory outcomes may profit from collective forms of representation..
Self-rule needs to be separated from shared-rule whereby all sub-state jurisdictions
enjoy some level of autonomy, but in addition also jointly exercise collective authority in the
country as a whole (Hooghe et al., 2012). Given the fact that many regional competencies in
shared-rule systems are also central government competences, SNAs with much shared-rule
are required to collaborate with SNAs of the same country, for instance in order to influence
the national position. Therefore, an increase in shared-rule will positively impact the
establishment of partial, but in particular complete, national associations, as the latter group
represents all the SNAs within one country. For trans-regional associations we expect a
negative effect, because of the opportunities to shape EU policies at the domestic level makes
these SNAs internally rather than externally oriented. Finally, more shared-rule, however,
does not affect the likelihood of opening a liaison office, as the opportunities and constraints
of a liaison office are unrelated to the amount of shared-rule.
Self-rule indicates the extent to which SNAs are able to cultivate regional
distinctiveness and policy diversity within a member-state. Additionally, divergence in terms
of party politics can also be considered as a sign of distinctiveness. Variables, such as party
politics and domestic intergovernmental relations have been used in various studies, mostly
for explaining variation in SNA influence and lobbying style. Concerning party politics,
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Tatham pointed out that SNAs governed by parties that are excluded from the central state
government, are more likely to adopt a non-cooperative style of advocacy and tend to bypass
the central state executive (2010). Tatham’s variable refers to regional distinctiveness in terms
of how a region is governed compared to the central state level. In his study on regional
strategies aiming to influence the process of EU Treaty reform, Bauer observed that the
intersection of territorial politics with national party political struggles carries significant
explanatory power with respect to accounting for conflictual behavior (Bauer 2006).
We do not analyze governing coalition overlap as it is doubtful whether a particular
governing coalition, which might be a temporary political situation, affects the establishment
of a specific organizational form such as a liaison office. Establishing an organizational form
differs from the concrete practice of lobbying to which Tatham and Bauer refer. Yet, the
presence of parties that strive for more regional autonomy – regionalist parties – heats up the
autonomy debate within a region, which is something that may stimulate an SNA executive to
develop its own presence in Brussels (Bauer 2006; Tatham 2010). The fact that regionalist
parties are often EU-oriented and/or pro-European triggers EU-level political strategies
(Marks and Wilson 1999; but see Hepburn and Elias 2010), which makes that SNAs that
harbor such parties are more likely members of a trans-regional network. On the other hand,
we expect these regions to be less interested in developing cooperative ties with other regions
from the same country and, therefore, they will be less visible in complete and partial national
associations.

Mapping organizational forms
Our mapping of SNAs’ representations in Brussels relies on data collection techniques
that are becoming increasingly common in research on organized interests, namely the
systematic mapping of actors that are mobilized in a particular venue (Halpin and Jordan
2012; Berkhout and Lowery 2008). More concretely, for 2010 we combine directories
published by private organizations with registers created by European and Brussels
institutions. We started with directories on European interest associations, namely The
European and Public Affairs Directory and The Directory of EU Information Sources, which
both compile data via annual surveys in which organizations are requested to fill out a short
form. In addition to these two sources, we use four specialized sources on territorial interest
organizations: (1) a list of the Committee of the Regions with all the registered Brussels
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offices (COR), (2) the Open Days Directory which provides contact information of all
participating SNAs, (3) the voluntary EU representatives register, and (4) the Brussels
Region’s Regional Register (BELO). Our dataset combines these six sources in order to create
a comprehensive overview of territorial interests. By combining these six sources and leaving
out the doubles, we get a list of 410 organizations that are active in Brussels, namely 237
liaison offices, 51 partial national associations, 44 complete national associations and 78
trans-regional associations active in Brussels.4
We then broke down each organization and identified all the SNAs represented by it.
We only kept the SNA-membership of an organization if these SNAs are located at the first
level below the central government (1), are not a de-concentrated administrative unit (2), and
have on average a population of at least 150.000 inhabitants (3). 5 As a consequence, we
exclude development regions in Greece and the commissaoes de coordenacao in Portugal
since they are generally classified as de-concentrated administrations (Hooghe et al. 2010).
Likewise, the Bulgarian oblasti are left out as the average population of the oblasti within
Bulgaria is below 150.000. However, the Finish region of Aland Island with a population of
around 27.000 is included because the average size of a Finnish region at this level is 265.000.
This procedure led to a total of 297 SNAs located below the central state level. Note that this
is a very heterogeneous set that reflects various types of territorial politics within the memberstates and differences related to the varying histories of state formation. Some countries have
many (>=20) subnational authorities, namely Romania, France, Sweden, Italy, Finland and
Hungary, while other countries, mostly the smallest member-states, like Bulgaria, Cyprus,
Estonia, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta and Slovenia, have no SNAs that fulfill the above named
criteria.
For each of these 297 SNAs we have data on the forms through which they organize
their Brussels’ representation. These 297 SNA are involved in the 175 (74 percent) liaison
offices, 25 (49 percent) partial national associations, 7 (16 percent) complete national
associations and 68 (87 percent) trans-regional associations we identified. This distribution
already shows that large territorial entities, namely those below the central government level
4

In addition, we found 18 trans-regional networks for which we were not able to collect any further data on their
members.
5
For various reasons we use a threshold of an average population of at least 150.000 inhabitants for one
subnational level within a country. First, without this threshold we would have to include the lowest level of
countries such as Cyprus, Slovenia and Luxembourg. As a result, small villages and communes would vastly
outnumber larger regions, counties, provinces or cities in our sample. Second, the 150.000 threshold is the same
as the one uses in Hooghe et al. (2010); data on self-rule, shared-rule and economic indicators are only available
for jurisdictions of this size.
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with an average of more than 150.000 inhabitants, are quite likely to have their own office
and be part of a trans-regional association. Of the 410 organizations we identified, 275 (67
percent) represent at least one of the 297 SNAs below the central state level.6
In total, 159 SNAs, which is 54 percent of all 297 SNAs below the central state level,
have their own office in Brussels. Second, 74 SNAs (25 percent of the 297 SNAs) are
represented through partial national associations. These are mostly Swedish, Finish and Dutch
regions. In comparison, the 7 national associations that represent all SNAs in one country act
on behalf of 110 SNAs, which is 37 percent of all the regions below the central state level.
Almost all, more precisely 283 SNAs (or 95 percent), are member of one of the 68 transregional associations. By identifying the total number of SNAs using one or more of these
organizational forms, we observe that 214 SNAs of the 297 identified SNAs have a partial
national association and/or liaison office based in Brussels. Adding SNAs represented through
a complete national association increases this to 259, and, finally, adding SNAs that are
member of a trans-regional association leads to the conclusion that all 297 SNAs utilize at
least one of these mobilization options. So, a mapping that includes multiple forms of
representation and combines various sources demonstrates that all SNAs at the first level
below the central government are, in one way or another, active at the EU level. For instance,
also economically weaker SNAs (such as the Czech kraj or Polish Vojdovojships) or SNAs
from unitary countries (such as the Danish regions or the Dutch provinces) are in one way or
another represented in Brussels. The observation that all European SNAs have some presence
in Brussels lends credit to the argument that sub-state representation has become a natural
ingredient of EU interest representation.
Before we analyze our different independent variables, we discuss the combination of
different forms more closely. SNAs do not rely exclusively on one, collective or individual,
organizational form, often they use both (Hooghe 1995, 186). In this regard, there is no great
difference between territorial lobbying and traditional interest group politics, as also other
societal interests combine a multitude of influence strategies and organizational forms
(Baumgartner and Leech 1998). Evidence on these combinations is important as this points to
the extensiveness with which SNAs invest resources in their Brussels representation.
6

The other 33 percent (or 135 of identified organizations that mobilize other SNAs than the ones we identified)
consists of 62 liaison offices, 26 partial national associations, 37 complete national associations, and 10 transregional associations. On 15 of these organizations we could not find data; in many of these cases a website said
the organization had stopped its activities. Of the remaining 120 organizations 12 originate from an memberstate without a regional tier of government that fits our sampling criteria (Bulgaria 5, Estonia 2, Latvia 2, Cyprus
2 and Slovenia 1). The other 108 organizations represent lower level jurisdictions that are nested in a higher level
jurisdiction which has its own liaison office or a partial national association.
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Table 2.1. Relationships among organizational forms (n=297, Cramérs V and Pearson
Correlation Coefficient, df=1, ***<.001)

LO n=159

Established a partial national
association
Cramérs V
-32***

Established a complete
national association
Cramérs V
-.25***

Average number of transregional memberships
Pearson correlation coefficient
.42***

.08 (ns)

-.07 (ns)

PNA n=74

-.31***

CNA n=110

Table 2.1 shows the association between the adoption of a particular form and the use
of other organizational forms. As expected SNAs with a Brussels office are less inclined to be
part of national collective forms, but most of them belong to a high number of EU-level transregional associations. Combining an office with a complete or a partial national association is
rather uncommon; this concerns respectively only 26 percent and 12 percent of the SNAs.
More than 90 percent of the SNAs have at least one membership tie to a trans-regional
association, but the number of such ties strongly relates to the adoption of other organizational
forms. SNAs that are represented through an office have a significant higher amount of
involvements in EU-level collective forms ( =6.88 compared to =3.11; F=63.08, p<.0001),
while SNAs that rely on a complete national association show a significant lower involvement
( =3.32 compared to =6.19; F=31.23, p<.0001).7 Whether or not an SNA is part of a partial
national association shows no significant difference in terms of collective trans-regional
participation ( =5.30 compared to =4.59; F=1.37, p=.2436). In sum, although all European
SNAs get represented at the EU-level, a first look at the combination of forms shows that EUlevel collective action by SNAs with their own office is quite high. In contrast, those relying
on national level organizations show a substantially lower amount of EU-level collective
action.

7

Typical examples are the 52 SNAs from Spain, Italy, Portugal and Greece of which 75 percent established their
own office (compared to 54 percent in the overall population) and no membership in complete or partial national
associations is observed. In contrast, these SNAs are on average part of 9.10 trans-regional associations
(compared to 5.12 in the overall population).
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Table 2.2. Dependent and independent variables, hypotheses, and operationalization
Established
regional office
LO

1. Resource push:
absolute
resources
2. Resources push:
resources/per
capita

Dependent variables
Established
Established a
partial
complete
national
national
association
association
PNA
CNA

Average
number of
trans-regional
memberships
TRA

measurement of independent
variables

+

No effect or -

-

+

Regional GDP
Sources Eurostat, OECD

No effect

+

-

+

Regional GDP/capita of the
Region
Sources Eurostat, OECD

No effect

-

-

No effect

4. Regional and
structural
funding

+

-

-

-

5. Self-rule

+

-

-

+

No effect

+

+

-

+

-

-

+

3. Relative
resources

6. Shared-rule

7. The presence of
regionalist
parties

Share of the regional GDP in
the national GDP, in
percentage
Sources Eurostat, OECD
Amount of support (in Euros)
from cohesion and structural
policies fund per capita (period
2007-2013)
Source Eurostat
Hooghe et al. 2010; a
combination of 4 items that
measure institutional depth,
policy scope, fiscal autonomy
and representation
Hooghe et al. 2010; a
combination of 4 items that
measure law making, executive
control, fiscal control, and
constitutional reform
Dichotomous*
1 = region harbors a party that
is member or observer of the
European Free Alliance (EFA),
and/or is coded by Massetti
(2009) and/or Jolly (2006) as
regionalist.
0 = regions harbors no such
parties

*In order to determine whether a region harbors a regionalist party we build upon three largely overlapping lists. We use the lists of Massetti
(2009) and Jolly (2005) who conducted a comprehensive study of West-European regionalist parties. However, in order to get a sense of
Eastern European regionalist parties we added the members and observers of the EFA. Obviously, not all regionalist parties are member of
EFA. Yet, we are not coding parties, but whether or not a region harbors one or more regionalist parties. In many cases when there is one
regionalist EFA-party, there is a regionalist party competitor that is not part of EFA. We simply code an SNA as having a regionalist parties,
irrespective of whether this party has MPs or MEPs elected or not (as the number of elected officials is strongly affected by the electoral
system).

Explaining variation in organizational forms
This section presents the multivariate tests with the adoption of a particular
organizational form as a dependent variable. Table 2.2 above lists the operationalization of the
dependent and independent variables included in our models. For dichotomous dependent
variables – establishing an office, belonging to a complete or partial national association –, we
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estimate the effects of the independent variables with logistic regression.8 As the membership
of trans-regional associations is a count variable, we use a Poisson regression model (Menard
1995; Long 1997).
Because SNAs are hierarchically nested within member-states, the assumptions of
independence and constant residual variance are potentially violated. The potential lack of
variance or homogeneity within clusters makes that conventional estimation techniques can
result into downward biased standard errors and a higher chance of accepting the nullhypothesis. We conducted our analyses in two steps. First, we analyzed the data ignoring
potential clustering and carried out an extensive analyses of standardized residuals and
predicted values. Based on the fact that the constant variance assumption was not violated, we
decided to rely on model-based standard errors for evaluating the significance of the estimates
(see table 2.3).9 Next, in order to control for potential nesting, we tested a small set of random
coefficients models and checked whether or not significant effects in the conventional models
are caused by variation between member-states only (see table 2.4).

Overall large, sizable and rich regions are likely to establish their own office, while
absolute resources have a negative impact on the involvement in partial and, particularly,
complete association. 10 Basically, these multivariate effects are confirmed by comparing
average GDP-levels; the overall economic clout for regions with a liaison office is 2.5 times
larger compared to regions with a partial or complete national association. Our hypotheses on
how resources lead to a strong involvement in trans-regional associations is confirmed, which
demonstrates, as suggested by the qualitative literature, that these associations are mainly
driven by the strong and large European regions (Weyand 1996; Sodupe 1999). Finally, while
absolute resources are important for establishing a liaison office, SNAs with their own office
are not necessarily the most prosperous in terms of relative resources. The GDP/capita of
8

As only nine SNAs established more than one office, we decided to dichotomize this variable.
We have 30 cases with standardized residuals ranging between 2 (or -2) and 3 (or -3), but not higher. The
residuals are not correlated with the predicted values, the Q-Q plots demonstrate that the standardized residuals
follow a normal distribution and plots of residuals versus predicted values do not show clustering. Finally,
collinearity should not be a serious problem as all VIF-values are substantially below the critical threshold of 5.
10
We also analyzed models with population density in order to capture the size of an SNA. The results are
almost identical. Yet, as population size correlates substantially with GDP, we decided to use only GDP data, in
order to avoid problems with collinearity. One might argue that GDP is too remote a proxy for the overall SNA
resources and that data on the size of the regional administration or the regional budget would be better. The
problem is that reliable and comparable budget data are not readily available for most SNAs in our sample.
However, the regional GDP can be considered as a close proxy of an SNA’s capabilities; the partial correlation
of our GDP-measure with the budget-data of Blatter (2009, N=80 regions) is .81, when controlled for the selfrule, shared rule and GDP/capita (and .74 when the outlier Ile-de-France is included). Moreover, as Blatter’s data
is substantially correlated with Hooghe’s et al. index of self-rule (r=.49, p<.0001), we presume that GDP can be
considered as a more independent measure of capabilities.
9
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regions with an office is 28 percent lower than those regions without an office. This results
from the fact that the most prosperous regions – in terms of GDP/capita – are not those with
their own liaison office, but those who form a partial national association. This positive effect
for partial national associations results from a 24 percent higher GDP/capita for their
members compared to other SNAs.

Table 2.3. Explaining the adoption of organizational forms (logistic and poisson
regression results, N=296)ab
Logistic regression results
B, (se)
Partial national
association

Complete national
association

Poisson
B, (se)
Membership of transregional associations

-1.56
(2.99)

-8.12***
(2.52)

28.10***
(3.90)

-2.63***
(.61)

2.02***
(.28)

-.39*
(.17)

-.54**
(.18)

.17***
(.03)

-2.03***
(.39)

1.33***
(.28)

-1.98***
(.35)

.18***
(.06)

-.01
(.03)

-.10**
(.04)

.06**
(.03)

-.001*
(.00)

.20
(.18)

-.44**
(.15)

-.98***
(.19)

-.06*
(.03)

.28*
(.09)

-.03
(.07)

-.09
(.08)

.12***
(.01)

.10
(.10)

.00
(.07)

.53***
(.08)

-.03*
(.01)

.97*
(.42)
Likelihood = 202.55***

-.93**
(.31)
Likelihood = 65.25***

-.48
(.28)
Likelihood = 154.01***

Nagelkerke = .66
Correctly predicted =
92%

Nagelkerke = .28
Correctly predicted =
77%

Nagelkerke = .55
Correctly predicted =
89%

.29***
(.06)
-LL= -659.30
df = 288
χ2= 380.95

Liaison office
Constant
Absolute resources (natural
log)
Absolute resources/capita
(natural log)
Relative resources
Regional and structural
funding/capita (natural log)
Self-rule
Shared-rule
Regionalist parties

a) significance levels are based on model-based standard errors (in parenthesis), b) one missing value
* < .05 , ** < .01 , *** < .001
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Model improvement
versus null-model
2*(-LL - LL)=321.90***

Table 2.4. Explaining liaison offices and trans-regional network membership (random
coefficient models, N=296)ab
Trans-regional associations

Fixed effects
Intercept
Absolute resources (natural log)
Absolute resources/capita
(natural log)
Shared-rule
Self-rule
Regionalist parties
Random effects
Intercept
Covariance
Slope
Residual
Model fit
-2LL
Wald χ2
N SNAs (level 1)
N countries (level 2)

Liaison offices

Random: absolute
resources

Random: regionalist
parties

Random: absolute
resources

Random: regionalist
parties

-12.89*
(4.56)
.82*
(.30)
.63
(.53)
.23
(.17)
.34**
(.13)
1.81***
(.46)

-5.94
(4.56)
1.44***
(.19)
-.69
(.55)
.26
(.17)
.36*
(.14)
1.85**
(.57)

.39
(.73)
.13***
(.03)
-.14
(.07)
-

-8.09
(4.27)
1.41***
(.19)
-.51
(.53)
-

.03*
(.02)
.09
(.05)

.50***
(.11)
1.91***
(.60)

66.92*
(36.74)
-7.72
(4.13)
.91*
(.47)
5.43***
(.47)

3.98*
(1.80)
2.75
(1.41)
1.68
(1.67)
5.83***
(.51)

.95*
(.50)
-.08
(.05)
.01*
(.00)
.07***
(.01)

3.07***
(1.28)
2.36
(1.38)
1.90
(1.86)
5.91***
(.51)

135.5
123.03***
296
20

1409.6
73.80***
296
20

1395.5
1409.3
88.41***
74.56***
296
296
20
20
a) standard errors in parenthesis, b) one missing value
* < .05 , ** < .01, *** < .001

There is an interesting result for relative resources among the partial and complete
national associations. Relative resources – the relative share of the regional GDP as part of the
national GDP – affect the establishment of partial national associations negatively, e.g. the
higher this share, the lower the chance that an SNA belongs to a partial national association.
However, we are talking about a rather small effect. An increase in relative GDP from 1
percent to 50 percent makes the SNA only 1.3 percent less likely to be represented by a partial
national association. The effect is reversed for complete national associations, here a positive
change in relative share increases the adherence to a complete national association. Also
significant is that relative resources do not predict the establishment of liaison offices which
demonstrates that it is not a strong or weak relative position that stimulates actors to seek
access to Europe. It is interesting to interpret this result in combination with other results
regarding the partial national associations. Basically, these associations consist of prosperous
regions, with a limited level of self- and shared-rule, no regionalist parties, but – at the level
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of the separate jurisdictions – a lower share of the total national resources.11 Apparently, such
regions carry less economic and political weight – on their own – and the political elites in
these regions conceive collective action with similar (and in most cases adjacent) regions
within their country as a tool to improve their leverage at the European level.
With regard to the possible dependence on EU funds, SNAs with their own office,
those who are members of many trans-regional associations, or another type of representation
(complete or partial), are not pulled to Europe because they gain substantial EU funds. This
finding is further corroborated by the negative effect for complete and partial national
associations, implying that regions who establish such a representation gain on average 50
percent less, and not more, EU-funding. This is not completely surprising as less prosperous
regions, who on average get more EU funding, are generally less capable to invest in EU-level
lobbying.
Our results on shared- and self-rule demonstrate that self-rule, as hypothesized,
significantly predicts the emergence of liaison offices. For instance, an increase of self-rule
from 3 to 10, on a scale that ranges from 2-14, boosts the establishment of offices with 24
percent, from 70 percent to 94 percent respectively. The expectation that self-rule would have
a negative effect for partial and complete national associations has to be, although the signs of
the estimates point into the right direction, rejected. Apparently, self-rule affects mobilization
through liaison offices and trans-regional associations, but it does not stimulate SNAs to
collaborate at the national level. Complete national associations group SNAs that score lower
on self-rule, but regions that benefit from much shared-rule are more likely to be members of
complete national associations. As hypothesized, self-rule and shared-rule have respectively a
positive and negative significant impact on the membership in trans-regional organizations.
While more self-rule increases the trans-regional membership, more shared-rule diminishes
this type of membership.
Basically, this demonstrates that the domestic constitutional order, more precisely the
role and position of sub-state jurisdictions therein, strongly affects the Brussels community of
territorial interests. In particular, self-rule can be considered as a proxy for heterogeneity as it
indicates the ability of SNAs to develop policies that are distinct from the rest of the country.
Note that this largely political-institutional indicator may not be confused with cultural,
linguistic or ethnic heterogeneity. In analyzing our data we added controls (not shown in table
11

The average self-rule (range 2-14) and shared-rule (range 0-9) for SNAs belonging to partial national
associations is 7.88 and 0.44 respectively compared to 9.54 and 2.03 for SNAs that have established their own
office (on a scale that ranges from 2-14; Hooghe et al 2010).
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3) for other factors measuring heterogeneity, namely the indices of linguistic, religious and
ethnic fractionalization as developed by Alesina et al. (2003) as well as a simple count of the
number of SNAs within the member-state. One might expect that heterogeneity and a high
density of jurisdictions inhibits collective action in the form of complete and partial national
associations, but stimulates the opening of liaison offices. However, controlling for these
factors did not yield any systematic relation between heterogeneity, the number of
jurisdictions and organizational form. True, for countries such as Ireland homogeneity may
make forming a complete national association easier, but there are no similar practices in
other rather homogeneous countries such as Poland or Sweden.
The findings on regionalist parties confirm our expectations. The effect is substantial
as regions without a regionalist party have 80 percent less chance of establishing a liaison
office, while more than 90 percent of the SNAs with a regionalist party have their own office.
Only 5 percent of the SNAs in partial national associations harbors regionalist parties,
compared to 31 percent of the SNAs that have a liaison office. Moreover, the presence of
regionalist parties not only stimulates the emergence of regional offices, but also the
membership of trans-regional associations. Regions with regionalist parties are more strongly
tied to a larger number of trans-regional associations, while their propensity to invest in
cooperative strategies with other SNAs from the same member-state is significantly lower.
This finding is interesting in contrast to the non-result for relative economic position, in terms
of GDP-share, which has no impact on the opening of liaison offices. Basically, regional
distinctiveness needs to be mobilized politically, otherwise it remains something hidden and
less important.
In order to control for the relations between the organizational formats, said differently
testing for the correlation of memberships, we reran each model including the other
organizational forms as independent variables.12 We found very similar estimates for almost
all independent variables confirming the results of the previous models. However, one needs
to be careful with interpreting the estimates of the organizational forms as independent
variables in each model as there a causal relations between the independent variables. For
instance, GDPCAP and the (no) presence of a regionalist party explains being part of a partial
national association, while all three are part of the regression equation to explain a liaison
office. In order to truly capture the added value of an organizational form to another

12

A table with these results can be found in the online available appendix.
http://publius.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2013/08/16/publius.pjs042/suppl/DC1
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organizational a path model or LISREL approach, in addition to more in depth theoretical
elaboration, is required, which would take us beyond the scope of this paper.
Finally, some results might be caused or moderated by the member-state from which
SNAs originate. For instance, the result for self-rule could be a country-level effect, namely
regions nested in the same country have similar capabilities and will therefore develop similar
political strategies. The impact of the member-state context could be tested by random
coefficient regression analysis. However, the small sample size (297), the small and
heterogeneous group size (ranging from 2 to 42), and in particular the low number of groups
(20) may cause highly inaccurate parameter estimates (see Maas and Hox 2004, Hox 2010,
235). This is especially the case if we would control simultaneously for multiple random
effects, which might be appropriate as we have several independent variables clustered at the
member-state level (for instance, self-rule and GDP). Because of these limitations we tested
only a small set of random coefficient models and included only covariates that already
showed a significant impact in the single-level models (table 3). The models reported in table
4 are those where the random part showed a statistical significant moderation effect that can
be attributed to the member-state of the SNA.
On the outcomes for complete and partial national associations we can be brief (not
reported in table 4). For these two forms we observed significant between country variation,
but no random effect if variables are added to the random component and no significance for
any of the fixed effects. This implies that most variation with respect to these organizational
forms concerns variation across countries, not within countries. This country-effect is
primarily due to the fact that these national associations consist of SNAs from the same
member-state that all adopted a similar organizational form. Although this observation puts
our findings in a broader perspective, this does not necessarily invalidate all of the
aforementioned conclusions, as mixed models tend to underestimate the leverage of
covariates that are country-invariant. Especially, when one keeps in mind that we have a
limited number of groups (countries) and an unequal distribution of partial national
associations across these countries. For instance, regionalist parties are much less
preponderant in SNAs that have a complete or partial national associations compared to those
that have a liaison office (8 percent and 5 percent respectively compared to 46 percent). In
addition SNAs in complete or partial national associations, are on average smaller in size and
capabilities compared to those with their own office (see above).
Table 4 shows some results for liaison offices and trans-regional associations. These
analyses demonstrate that, despite some country-level moderation, most first-level effects
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reported in table 3 are rather robust. One important conclusion is that the impact of sharedrule looses significance when controlling for contextual variation at the country-level, while
self-rule remains significant in all the models. When we add self-rule to the random
component, we observe no significant impact in the random part, but its fixed estimate
remains significant. This implies that self-rule is, especially compared to shared rule, a quite
robust predictor of both liaison offices and trans-regional network membership. True, self-rule
varies mostly between countries and not within countries. However, at similar levels of selfrule within countries we observe substantial variation in organizational form, implying that
the variation in the dependent variable cannot be accounted for by self-rule only.
The results are also relatively robust for regionalist parties for which we observe that
fixed effects remain significant once controls for contextual factors are added. If we insert
evidence on the occurrence of regionalist parties to the random component, the random
intercept becomes significant, entailing more offices and trans-regional network membership
for all regions in member-states where such parties exist (compared to member-states without
such parties). This contextual effect implies that if a small set of regions within a country
harbors regionalist parties, not only are these regions more active, but other regions within the
same country lacking regionalist parties become ‘infected’ by their immediate context and get
mobilized at the European level. This is what we see in countries such as Spain and Italy
where we find some regions with strong regionalist currents, but a high rate of offices and
associational membership for all SNAs. Yet, the insignificant slope indicates that the marginal
effect of harboring a regionalist parties is invariant across countries. Although the intercept
varies between countries, this is not true for the slope of harboring a regionalist parties. 13 For
the Italian or Spanish regions the change in the predicted memberships of trans-regional
memberships due the presence of a regionalist party differs not from the effect observed in the
UK.
For both trans-regional and liaison offices, our evidence points at an interesting
moderation effect. First of all, there are significant differences between the member-states in
the sense that SNAs from rich countries have, on average, more liaison offices and show a
higher involvement in trans-regional associations. Basically, this effect is due to the
differences between Central European SNAs and SNAs from other member-states. Of the 110
Central European SNAs only 39 percent have their own office (compared to 74 percent in the
overall population), while their average membership incidence is 2.09 (compared to 5.12 in
13

A bivariate visualization of this result, as well as the clustered effect of GDP-levels, can be found in the online
appendix.
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the overall population). In addition, there is a significant random slope, which means that as
member-states have a higher GDP, the importance of economic differences between SNAs for
explaining varying levels of membership and office establishment grows. To make this
somewhat more concrete, as we move from Central Europe to Southern and Western Europe,
in particular large and more prosperous SNAs become much more likely to open their own
office and to belong to a trans-regional association. Or, the impact of varying economic
capabilities is significantly larger for SNAs in rich and core member-states than for SNAs in
more peripheral member-states. In other words, for regions in countries with a steep slope
(such as the Belgian, Italian and Spanish regions) an increase in GDP increases the predicted
number of memberships much more substantially compared to those with a more gradual
slope (such as the Irish, Czech, Polish and Greek regions). Consequently, in order to predict
its trans-regional membership rate, it makes a difference in which member-state a resourceful
region is located.

Conclusion and discussion
While most studies on territorial mobilization in the EU concentrate on liaison offices
only, this article demonstrates that SNAs rely on and often combine multiple forms.
Moreover, our comprehensive approach shows that all SNAs at the first level below the
central government are, in one way or another, active at the EU-level. Not all forms are
equally combined and there are substantial differences between SNAs. For instance, SNAs
with a liaison office are connected to many more trans-regional associations than SNAs that
are represented by complete national associations.
This variation can be explained by various domestic factors and contextual variables.
First, SNAs with an office appear to be wealthier and more autonomous. Second, SNAs with
a partial national association have a much smaller overall GDP, but their GDP/capita is larger
compared to other SNAs. Overall, these are prosperous and resourceful regions – as they do
not need to share resources with all other SNAs within a member-state in order to establish a
representation – but for whom the added value of setting up their own office is possibly not
high enough. Third, SNAs that rely on a complete national association are weaker in terms of
their overall GDP and, in particular, their GDP/capita. They usually have, compared to
regions with an office, not much self-rule, but a substantial amount of shared-rule. Finally, an
extensive membership of trans-regional associations is strongly resource and competence
55

driven; the more resources and the more self-rule, the higher the investment in trans-regional
associations. In addition to resources and competencies, party politics matters. Regions
harboring regionalist parties are generally more active in trans-regional associations and they
are more likely to establish their own liaison office.
Organizational form is important as it may affect how regional interests organize, the
costs of their lobbying-efforts as well as their political influence and access. For instance, in
discussing business lobbying, Bouwen argues that organizational form relates to the type of
‘policy good’ that can be supplied to policymakers, and that this explains varying levels of
access (2002; see also Halpin 2012; Halpin and Nownes 2012). As the EU institutions have
varying informational needs, the multiple organizational forms adopted by SNAs will shape
their relation with European policymakers. Yet, although we were not able to elaborate on
how SNAs interact with EU institutions, our findings give a first answer to some basic
questions on EU territorial lobbying. On the one hand, the fact that all European SNAs have
some presence in Brussels gives credit to the argument that sub-state representation has
become a natural way of interest representation in the EU. On the other hand, our results show
substantial differences in the sense that resource-full SNAs are very active through multiple
forms and occupy a prominent position in several trans-regional associations. The fact that
these SNAs combine different forms allows them to mobilize a large variety of ‘policy goods’
and considerably improve their chances to gain access and attention from EU policymakers.
Our current data-set does not allow us to test the full implications of this unevenness.
For this, more research is needed on how regional representatives strategically rely on
functional forms of representation. Often, the role of an SNA is conceived vertically, namely
in relation to the central government, whereby the extent to which an SNA bypasses or
collaborates with the central state agencies is put central. These are important issues, but in
addition to this vertical perspective, more attention should be given to the horizontal
dimension of territorial lobbying. Instead of focusing solely on the cooperative (or noncooperative) interaction with the central state, a deeper and richer understanding of territorial
mobilization in Brussels will depend on knowledge regarding how SNAs strategically forge
coalitions or are in conflict with other SNAs and/or EU-level organized interests, including
business associations, labor unions and NGOs.
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Article 2

Trans-Regional Networks in Brussels

Analyzing the Information Exchanges among Regional Offices

Tom Donas and Jan Beyers

Revise and Resubmit
European Union Politics

Abstract. What triggers the information exchanges among regional offices in Brussels? In order to answer this
question, this article develops a framework based on network theory and presents the first large-N quantitative
study on EU-level trans-regional policy networks. Our results show that information exchanges among regional
offices are predominantly exchanges among regions originating from the same member-state. The extensiveness
of establishing trans-regional networks ties and the likelihood that two regional offices exchange information is
explained by resources, the joint involvement in trans-regional associations, the sharing of policy interests and
geographical proximity. In contrast to our expectations, our findings refute the hypotheses that more regional
autonomy or socialization in Brussels exhibits a higher propensity towards trans-regional networking which may
potentially contribute to the fragmentation of member-state representation.
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3.
Trans-Regional Networks in Brussels
Introduction
European subnational authorities (SNAs) develop regular and intense contact with
each other through various formal and informal networks and associations (Borras, 1993;
Hooghe, 1995; Sodupe, 1999; Bartolini, 2005; Tatham, 2008; Donas and Beyers, 2013). Yet,
much of the literature conceives the role of SNAs vertically, namely in relation to the central
government, whereby the extent to which an SNA bypasses or collaborates with central state
agencies is put central (Donas and Beyers 2013). The horizontal interaction of regions within
the European Union (EU), for instance through trans-regional cooperation among SNAs in
Brussels, has received far less attention. This is remarkable as the importance of networking
in order to gain clout in EU policymaking processes has been mentioned by various authors
(Marks and Hooghe 1996; Bomberg and Peterson 1998; Tatham 2008). Yet, what drives
information exchange networks among regional authorities when they lobby in Brussels and
which form do these networks take? This question refers to a general puzzle regarding the
nature of the European political order, namely how and to what extent can Europe be
characterized as a governmental arena in which member-states still play a pre-dominant role
(Marks, Hooghe, et al. 1996; Moravcsik 1998) and the study of regional authorities, more
specifically their involvement in EU-affairs, has played a pivotal role in this debate (Hooghe
1995/1996; Hooghe and Marks 1996).
Nonetheless, recent empirical research concludes that the regionalization of European
states has not necessarily hollowed out or weakened the central state and that, instead of
bypassing the central state executives and agencies, in many instances sub-state authorities
collaborate intensively with central state policy elites (Tatham 2008/2010/2012; see also
Beyers and Bursens 2006; Moore 2008; Morata 2010). Instead of analyzing this vertical
perspective, this paper pays closer attention to the horizontal dimension of territorial
lobbying, more precisely how Brussels’ based SNAs collaborate and build policy networks
with other SNAs. One of the scarce quantitative studies focusing on horizontal network
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behavior in Brussels dates from more than ten years ago and was based on evidence collected
among 53 regional offices. It concluded that national embeddedness is a key explanatory
factor explaining the trans-regional networks that emerge at the EU-level (Salk, Nielsen, et al.
2001). Most other studies in this field are of a qualitative and descriptive nature (for instance
Rowe 2011). However, during the past decades much has changed in Brussels. The increasing
number of regional offices coincided with the growth of the European interest group
population, which entails more competition in seeking access and attention (Berkhout and
Lowery 2008/2010; Beyers et al. 2008). SNAs have adapted to this by acting more
collectively, for instance through establishing trans-regional associations. These associations
enable individual regions to coordinate their strategies and to exchange information, in
particular on those occasions where multiple regions share an interest in a particular field or
have similar policy preferences. For officials in the European Commission such trans-regional
associations or networks are interesting devices as they prevent them of becoming bombarded
by a large number of individual regional policy positions.
Our starting point is that in order to understand the EU-level activities of SNAs, one
needs to look systematically to Brussels-based patterns of trans-regional policy exchanges and
the role of regional offices therein. This is not just a matter of knowing with how many other
representations a regional office is connected, but also with whom these offices exchange
information. This paper has two empirical goals. Firstly, we map the community of regional
offices and how they are connected by answering who is most active and central in this
Brussels-based trans-regional network. Secondly, we aim to identify the factors that explain
the emergence of trans-regional policy-networks and information exchanges. For this we rely
on network data collected by a telephone survey conducted among 127 regional offices and as
explanatory factors we use data on political, functional and sociological similarities among
the regions these offices represent.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In the next section, we elaborate
our theoretical framework and we establish a set of hypotheses. Then we present our research
design. After our mapping of trans-regional policy networks in the subsequent section, we
present our explanatory analyses. Our results indicate that Brussels-based trans-regional
networking is to a considerable extent networking among regions originating from the same
member-state. Yet, we also find substantial variation in the propensity to engage in transregional networks. Furthermore, the extensiveness of establishing external ties and the
likelihood that two offices exchange information is explained by resources, the sharing of a
formal membership in the same trans-regional associations, the sharing of policy interests as
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well as geographical proximity. In contrast to our expectations, the self-rule of a regional
authority or extensive experiences in Brussels do not result in more trans-regional networks.
Our conclusion presents some further reflection on these findings.
Understanding trans-regional policy networks in Brussels
As mentioned above, recent empirical research concludes that the regionalization of
European states has not necessarily weakened the central state and that, instead of bypassing
the central state, SNAs collaborate intensively with central executive agencies (Tatham
2008/2010/2012; see also Beyers and Bursens 2006; Moore 2008; Morata 2010). There is far
less systematic information on how this plays out at the EU-level. Yet, if central state
executives play a significant role in vertical arrangements, one can expect that member-state
attachments still shape the interactions among Brussels-based regional offices. Indeed, casestudies show that regional offices of the same member-state tend to coordinate their activities,
although the intensity of this collaboration varies from member-state to member-state (Rowe
2011). For example, the German länder organize monthly meetings, the Dutch provinces are
housed in the same building and have their own association and even in the Spanish case,
where one would not expect it given the centripetal nature of the Spanish state, there is
evidence of Brussels-based intra-state coordination. Increasingly, member-state Permanent
Representations have specialized staff channeling regional demands and coordinating the
SNA involvement in EU-affairs (Beyers and Bursens 2006). Such intra-state coordination,
policy exchanges and networking makes a lot of sense. SNAs located in the same memberstate often face similar challenges regarding the implementation of EU regulation, they
depend on the same central government ministers when it comes to Council negotiations and
because of their proximity they may have similar policy interests. Moreover, also the dense
and crowded Brussels’ context stimulates national coordination at the EU-level as this saves
transaction costs for EU-level policymakers. The European Commission and other institutions
may prefer listening to the coordinated position of regions coming from the same memberstate, instead of being shelled by hundred separate regional positions. As a result, our baseline
hypothesis for explaining trans-regional cooperation is:
H1: Belonging to the same member-state increases the likelihood that two regional
offices exchange information in policy networks.
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Nonetheless, it would be strange if only national embeddedness drives trans-regional
information exchanges, which would imply that interactions among regional offices in
Brussels are basically reproducing domestic inter-governmental relations. This would make
establishing a regional office in Brussels a somewhat futile enterprise. Regional policymakers
could equally meet at the national level, for instance in the capital, and save the costs of
seconding officials to a Brussels office where they will mostly meet with regional officials
seconded by other regions belonging to the same member-state. Yet, this argument
underestimates the multiple roles and functions of regional offices, more in particular the
relevance of a Brussels presence in order to monitor EU policy developments, to support or
monitor the central government representation, to get first-hand information on European
subsidies, or to exchange policy relevant information with SNAs from other member-states.
Most importantly, it is not only intra-national coordination – for instance, establishing a
national policy position supported by all the regions from a member-state – that saves
transaction costs for European policymakers. The latter do not necessarily rely only on
arrangements that originate from member-states. Also functional forms of collective action
may diminish transaction costs and provide EU policymakers with relevant policy
information. Some EU policymakers may prefer to interact with functionally based
arrangements as this allows them to circumvent, diminish or bypass their dependence on
central state executives, an argument made in the field or regional and structural
policymaking (Hooghe 1996) and in the interest group literature (Bouwen 2002). The
underlying presupposition in all this is that policy networks among regional offices largely
operate as channels that transmit policy relevant information. Therefore, similar to interest
groups (see for instance, Leifeld and Schneider 2012; Beyers and Braun 2013), the networks
in which SNAs are embedded will affect their position as being a more or less valuable
partner for policymakers.
Which other factors, in addition to national embeddedness, shape the formation of
policy networks among regional offices? One of the basic ideas in social network theory is
that actors who are connected to each other, for instance through exchanging information,
have something in common; actors select their interlocutors on the basis of some shared
attribute (Coleman 1958; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, et al. 2001). Yet, SNAs can share many
different attributes and not all of these are of an equal importance in explaining the emergence
of trans-regional policy cooperation. Based on the literature, we distill three sets of
explanatory factors – political and functional variables and factors related to experiences with
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the day-to-day practice of policymaking at the EU-level – that may explain the exchanges
among regional offices.

One of the goals of Brussels-based regional mobilization is to optimize the political
leverage of regional governments in the EU. For instance, regions try to shape pending
legislation, they seek or avoid changes in EU-programs or they attempt to influence the
institutional development of the EU, in particular the constitutional role of regions. One of the
reasons for the emergence of networks among regional offices are shared interests in terms of
the institutional powers. Regions with much self-rule are similar in the sense that they have a
large policy portfolio, which makes them more visibly present in Brussels and stimulates
them to seek access to each other (see also Donas and Beyers 2013). As these SNAs are
potentially more affected by implementation problems related to EU law, SNAs with a larger
set of competencies need more EU policy information compared to other SNAs. The joint
monitoring of the specific policy areas, through acting collectively, may save considerable
resources. Therefore, we expect that information exchanges will be more outspoken among
SNAs that enjoy much self-rule. In contrast, regions with less political autonomy will spend
relatively more resources on coordinating with regions from the same country, for instance in
order to influence the national position; their propensity to build trans-regional networks will
be lower.
Other political factors concern the political alignment among regions. In political
exchange networks actors agree to reveal private, valuable and, possibly salient information to
each other. We know from interest group research that organized interests have most
exchanges with like-minded interests (Carpenter, Esterling, et al. 2003, Beyers and Braun
2013); overall, getting valuable information is easier among compatible and non-competitive
actors. One can imagine that regions where similar political parties are in government will
seek more exchanges as these regions’ executives share similar political views. Also,
information from regions with like-minded government could be perceived as being more
trustworthy and useful. Another, more specific, political factor concerns the extent to which
there is a considerable regionalist political movement, and related political parties, striving for
more political autonomy. The presence of such regionalists political parties heats up the
autonomy debate within a region, which is something that stimulates SNA executives to
develop their own presence in Brussels (Bauer 2006; Donas and Beyers 2013). As regionalist
parties have already established their own collaboration in and around the European
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Parliament (e.g. European Free Alliance), one can imagine that such trans-regional
collaboration is reproduced in dyads where both SNAs face similar regionalist tendencies.
To summarize, the political factors concern three hypotheses:
H2: The more two regions enjoy higher levels of self-rule, the higher the chance that
regional offices representing these SNAs exchange information.
H3: The more similar the political majorities of two SNAs, the more likely that the
regional offices representing these SNAs exchange information.
H4: If SNAs harbor regionalist parties, the higher the chance that the regional offices
representing these SNAs exchange information.

Another, goal of regional offices is to seek concrete policy benefits or avoid
disadvantageous policy outcomes. Trans-regional networks are often inspired by overlapping
interests and policy needs. For instance, the joint application for a TEN-T project or side-byside lobbying for the creation of a transition category in cohesion policy are clear examples of
trans-regional collective action driven by shared functional needs. Our overall expectation is
that, controlled for other factors, the more the needs of two regions overlap, the more likely
exchanges will emerge. In the EU context, there are three factors that potentially affect transregional network formation: dependence on EU structural funding, geographical proximity
and, finally, a shared interest in similar domains.
First, if two regions gain substantial EU-funds, they will interact with the same DG
when submitting their programs, they are subject to similar evaluation criteria and they share
an interest in the smooth implementation of regional and structural policies. Moreover, some
early literature on regionalism hypothesized that the re-distributive impact of EU regional
policymaking energizes and stimulates regional interest representation (Marks, Nielsen, et al.
1996; Hooghe 1996). However, we doubt whether a shared dependence on EU-funds
stimulates information exchanges. Seeking and gaining funds from the EU has re-distributive
implications, which could make SNAs that benefit from EU-funds less eager to collaborate in
trans-regional networks, as this may imply the sharing of realized benefits. Instead of
outward-looking, regions that depend on substantial EU-funds will mostly interact with
regions from their own member-states that are in a similar position.
Second, our first hypothesis states that SNAs originating from the same member-state
are more likely to exchange information. This is because, due to being located within the
same member-state, they have similar needs or policy interests. Regional representatives who
originate from the same member-state often speak the same language, which eases policy
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exchanges. A related argument can be made for neighboring regions, i.e. SNA located in
different member-states, but being geographically near to each other (see also Bochsler 2008).
Such SNAs often face comparable cross-border problems, use the same or a related language,
and may feel some cultural affinity. Moreover, the EU actively stimulates such trans-regional
collaboration, for instance via its Interreg-program.
Third, irrespective of having a similar geographical location or gaining resources from
the EU, SNAs may form networks because they simply share an interest in the same policy
fields. One concrete example is agricultural policy which unites SNAs that do not necessarily
share borders, but have a large farmers’ constituency situated in their territory or produce the
same commodities making them dependent on the same set of EU regulations. In short,
policymakers representing such regions face similar policy challenges and requests from the
EU institutions. Trans-regional exchanges are more likely to take place among regions that
share a similar policy interest.
In short, this leads to the following hypotheses:
H5: The more two SNAs depend on EU-funding, the lower the chance that regional
offices representing these SNAs exchange information.
H6: The more geographically proximate two SNAs, the higher the chance that
regional offices representing these SNAs exchange information.
H7: The more two SNAs are interested in similar policy areas, the higher the chance
that regional offices representing these SNAs exchange information.
A final set of factors focuses upon the Brussels’ presence of SNAs through a regional
office. Following Marks, Haesly, et al. (2002) having a Brussels office lowers the transaction
costs of informational exchanges and facilitates dense cooperative networks (see also Borras
1993). A large majority of regional representations is situated in a square mile around the
European Parliament, which eases information exchanges among trans-regional associations
and regional offices. In particular two organizational features help to explain the formation of
ties among regional offices, namely the staff size of the regional office and its experience of
how to proceed in Brussels. The activities of officials at a regional office resemble what
lobbyists do, namely the allying with other lobbyists and mobilizing policy experts. Much of
what is informally observed in lobby-circuits – namely meetings in workshops and seminars,
attending receptions, conferences, cocktail parties, dinners – fits into this image of lobbyists
who try to improve their social capital. One needs time and resources (staff) in order to stay
informed and to invest in these network activities. Therefore, we expect that two regional
65

offices that benefit from a large staff size are more likely to form a tie compared to offices
with a smaller staff. As it takes time to learn how to operate in Brussels, we expect that
different rates of tie formation can be explained by the length of time two offices have coexisted in Brussels.
Another Brussels-based socialization factor concerns the joint membership of formal
trans-regional associations. At this moment, there are more than 60 EU-level trans-regional
associations, whose activities are similar or equivalent to functional interest groups (Piattoni
2010, 250-1; see also Donas and Beyers 2013). Some of these associations have a very broad
and generic focus – for instance REGLEG, the European Network of Regions with Legislative
Powers – while others have a more sector or function focus – for instance, the Association des
Régions Européennes des Produits d’Origine. Because of their encompassing nature –
multiple regions with interests in a particular area – these associations play an important role
in the Brussels lobby circuit (Tatham 2008). In addition, to strengthen their lobby efforts
individual SNAs make strategic use of these associations and in many cases liaison offices
provide the structural logistics for these associations, especially at the time of their
establishment. Therefore, we expect that two regional offices of whom the regional
governments shares a formal membership in the same trans-regional associations will be
inclined to work more closely together due to lower transaction costs and past experiences.
Our last three hypotheses are:
H8: The larger the staff size of two regional offices in a dyad, the higher the chance
that these regional offices exchange information.
H9: The longer two regional offices in a dyad co-exist in Brussels, the higher the
chance that these regional offices exchange information.
H10: The larger the shared formal memberships of trans-regional associations in a
dyad, the higher the chance that these regional offices exchange information.

Research design
To test these hypotheses we had to identify the regional representations that are active
in Brussels. For this purpose, we pursued a data collection strategy commonly applied in
recent large-scale studies on organized interests, namely the systematic mapping of all actors
lobbying at a particular venue (Berkhout and Lowery 2008; Halpin and Jordan 2012). More
concretely, we combine directories published by private organizations with registers created
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by European and Brussels institutions (for details see Donas and Beyers, 2013). From this list
we selected those regional offices that represent a region located at the first level below the
central government (1), no de-concentrated administrative unit (2), and having an average
population of at least 150,000 inhabitants (3) (Hooghe, Marks, et al. 2010).14 This led to a set
of 159 liaison offices that represent one single SNA and 21 partial national associations
(n=180), offices that represent a small number of, mostly neighboring, SNAs of the same
country.
Then, through a telephone survey, we collected data on the informal information
exchanges these representations develop (conducted in the Fall of 2011 and Winter of 2012).
We started out with contacting the 180 territorial representations in Brussels. In total, we were
able to collect data on 127 regional offices, which implies that our dataset covers the
population of Brussels-based regional representations fairly well.15 In total 53 of the contacted
representations did not take part in our interviews. In only seventeen cases we were
confronted with a refusal, or it appeared to be very difficult to find a suitable moment for an
interview. Analysis of the non-response shows that it are mostly Southern European regions
(Spain, Italy and France) who refused to participate in the interview. For the other 36 regional
representations we have a strong indications, through contacts with officials from the same
member-state (either other regional offices or from the Permanent Representation), that they
recently closed down or substantially decreased their activities in Brussels. In most of these
cases our interviewees pointed at the fact that the recent financial crises has seriously hit on
the budget available for a permanent Brussels-based presence. Several of these regions
originate from member-states where the financial crisis has resulted in serious cuts in the
regional budgets (Greece, Spain and the UK) or from some less prosperous, mostly East
European, member-states.
The central question concerning information exchanges we posed during the
interviews was introduced and asked through an open question, namely:
“Now, I would like to ask you some questions about the policy networks you are
involved in. Basically, it concerns the networks through which you share and
exchange policy relevant information with other significant actors. Could you tell me
14

For various reasons we use a threshold of an average population of at least 150,000 inhabitants for one
subnational level within a country. First, without this threshold we would have to include the lowest level of
countries such as Cyprus, Slovenia and Luxembourg. As a result, small villages and communes would vastly
outnumber larger regions, counties, provinces or cities in our sample. Second, the 150,000 threshold is the same
as the one Hooghe, Marks, et al. use (2010); data on self-rule, shared-rule and economic indicators are only
available for jurisdictions of this size.
15
Two respondents answered through email.
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which are, for your office, the most important Brussels-based regional representations
with whom you had regular contact during the past six months?”
All the contacts mentioned during the telephone interview were coded into a 127x127
adjacency matrix. During the interview we also asked questions on the staff size, the year in
which the office was established as well as the policy domains the office monitors. For the
latter, we asked closed dummy-questions on eighteen domains resulting in a 127X18
affiliation matrix which we then transformed into a one-node network, a 127X127 matrix
containing counts of policy domains two regional offices claim to monitor closely.
We pursued a similar method for collection data on the formal affiliation with transregional associations. For this, we coded the membership of 68 trans-regional associations in
a 127X68 affiliation network which was then transformed in a one-mode adjacency matrix
(127x127) indicating the extensiveness of overlapping membership in trans-regional
associations. Meaning that if Flanders and Scotland are jointly member of five associations
their mutual tie in the adjacency matrix measuring formal network has a value of five. The
reliance on EU funding was measured by the dependence on support from cohesion and
structural funds per capita (period 2007-2013; Eurostat; natural log). Finally, we measure the
distance between two regions as the count of the number of regions laying between a dyad of
two regions. For this, we relied on the European NUTS-map, which is available through the
EU Publication Office.16
For testing the political hypotheses we first collected evidence on the composition of
regional executives, more precisely the political parties governing the regions during the
period we conducted our fieldwork. 17 For many regions we can construct, based on the
Parties and Election Database 18 and the left-right scale of the European Expert Survey
(Hooghe, Bakker, et al. 2010), an index measuring whether a regional executive tends more to
the left or more to the right. However, many SNAs (for instance Slovakia, Denmark and
France) do not have an executive body as a separate institutional venue (‘a government’); in
these cases the regional parliament delegated executive tasks to a parliamentary committee
chaired by a politician of the biggest party and in some cases this committees consists of all
parties. In order to have comparable measures, we use the left-right index for the political
party that chairs this executive committee or the regional government (prime minister), which
is in almost all cases the largest political party in a region (Hooghe, Marks, et al. 2010). We
16

The map number is QG301042ENC can be ordered on www.bookshop.europa.eu.
We thank Anne Binderkrantz, Laura Chaques, Attila Kovács, Luz Muñoz Marquez, Ellen Mastenbroek,
Daniel Naurin, Patrycja Rozbicka, Paulina Tabery, and Stephen Weirfor helping us to collect parts of this data.
18
http://www.parties-and-elections.eu/
17
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adopted for this executive-centered measure of the political center of gravity of a region
because the external relations of regions – which includes the decision on whether and how to
establish a regional office– are always executive competencies.
For measuring self-rule – autonomous authority exercised by the SNA executive over
the constituency living in the region – we employ the index developed by Hooghe, Marks, et
al. (2010), which is a combination of four four-point items measuring institutional depth,
policy scope, fiscal autonomy and representation. The occurrence of regionalist regional
parties that strive for more regional autonomy was measured with a dichotomous variable that
indicates whether a region harbors a party that is member or observer of the European Free
Alliance (EFA), and/or is coded by Massetti (2009) and/or Jolly (2006) as being regionalist.19

Data analyses
Before presenting the explanatory analyses, we give a short descriptive account of the
network data. Figure 1 presents a two-dimensional visualization of the exchange networks
reported by the regional offices; offices belonging to the same member-state have the same
color. This map clearly shows some clustering on a country basis, suggesting that many
exchanges take place between offices representing regions from the same member state,
which fits with the first hypotheses.
Yet, there are some other noteworthy observations. For instance, the Belgian (blue)
and UK regions (orange) are more dispersed across the network compared to other memberstates, meaning that regions from these two member-states are less internally focused. This
suggests that, although the focus of regional offices is strongly on regions from the same
member-state, there is considerable variation in terms of outside networks. Moreover, it seems
that the geographical position within a member-state matters. For instance, some central and
northern located French offices (e.g. Ile-de-France, Alsace-Lorraine) are closer positioned to
the German and Belgian offices, while offices representing southern French regions (e.g.
Midi-Pyrénées) are more adjacent to the Spanish offices. Similarly, Danish, Finish and

19

In order to determine whether a region harbors a regionalist party we build upon three overlapping lists. We use the lists of
Massetti (2009) and Jolly (2005) who conducted a comprehensive study of West-European regionalist parties. However, in
order to get a sense of Eastern European regionalist parties we added the members and observers of the EFA. Obviously, not
all regionalist parties are member of EFA. Yet, we are not coding parties, but whether or not a region harbors one or more
regionalist parties. In many cases when there is one regionalist EFA-party, there is a regionalist party competitor that is not
part of EFA. We simply code an SNA as having a regionalist party, irrespective of whether this party has MPs or MEPs
elected or not (as the number of elected officials is strongly affected by the electoral system).
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Swedish representations are positioned nearby each other, which substantiates our expectation
that geographical proximity – through the sharing of a (water)border – corresponds with a
higher chance to exchange information. Finally, the sizes of the nodes are depicted in
proportion with their centrality, more precisely the indegree centrality which simply measures
the number of times an office was named by another regional office. This shows that the
exchange network among regional offices exhibits some center-periphery structure with a
central set of strongly connected and highly active actors and those who are positioned on the
periphery. The latter consists of offices representing more recently established Eastern
European regional offices (from Hungary, the Czech Republic or Slovakia), but also some
offices representing regions from unitary member-states (from the Netherlands, Denmark or
Finland) or some Southern European regions (from Spain or Italy).
This descriptive map demonstrates that, although much Brussels-based exchanges
among regional offices remain member-state centered (hypothesis 1), there is also substantial
variation in the propensity with which regional offices seek exchanges with offices from other
member-states. One way to measure this propensity is Krackhardt and Stern’s E-I index
(1988, 127-8) which expresses the homophily or heterophily of actor ties. The E-I index was
developed for networks with multiple types of mutually exclusive groups and measures the
extent to which ties external to a particular group dominate over internal ties, in this case ties
of regional offices that are nested within member-states. For each regional office this index is
calculated by subtracting the number of internal ties from the number of external ties, and
dividing this difference by the total number of ties. The index varies between -1 (all
exchanges are with regional offices of the same member state), 0 (an equal number of internal
and external links) and +1 (all exchanges are with offices hailing from other member-states).
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Figure 3.1. Information Exchange Networks among Regional Offices in Brussels
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In addition to this individual measure we can apply this measure to the whole sample,
measuring the overall propensity to exchange with offices external to the own member-state.
As the size of the groups varies considerably, the measure is rescaled taking into account the
number of sub-groups (here, member-states) and the size of the groups (here, the number of
offices per member-state). For the overall exchange network the E-I index is strongly
negative, namely -.663, confirming the expectation that, generally, regional offices prioritize
tie-formation with offices representing regions from their own member-state. Despite this
strong internal identification, we also observe substantial variation among the offices in our
sample (see figure 2). About thirty percent of the offices has an E-I index higher than 0
meaning that they have more external than internal exchanges. For 33 percent (n=42 offices)
the E-I index lies between -.50 and 0. Although most attention of these actors is concentrated
on within member-state exchanges, these offices develop policy related exchanges with at
least five other regional offices external to their member-state. The set of regional offices (38
percent or 48 offices) with an E-I index lower than -.50 heavily concentrates on regional
offices from their home country; in this set no one has more than five external contacts and 80
percent has just two or less external contacts.

Figure 3.2. Variation in average number of internal en external ties developed by 127
regional offices
14
12
10
average internal ties
8
6
average external ties
4
2
0
E-I index lower than E-I index between - E-I index between 0
-0,50 (n=48)
.50 and 0 (n=42)
and .50 (n=28)
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E-I index higher
than .50 (n=9)

Given the fact that establishing ties is demanding in terms of resources and that most
interactions takes place among regions from the same member-state, a key question is what
drives offices to build external exchange networks on top of the already within state
interactions. Regarding the political variables we expect that, for the reasons outlined above,
representations with much self-rule and a politicized regionalist movement will be more eager
to seek trans-regional exchanges and build networks with regions from other member-states.
For functional variables, we expect that regions that monitor many policy domains are more
actively seeking policy relevant information, which implies a more outward looking attitude.
In contrast, we suppose that, because of the re-distributive implications, a strong dependence
on EU structural and cohesion funds leads to a lower E-I index. Finally, a large staff size, a
long presence in Brussels and extensive formal ties through trans-regional associations
stimulate policy-related exchanges between regional offices of different member-states.

Table 3.1. Predicting the extensiveness of external networking (OLS regression, N=127)
E-I index
β

Standardized
b

Number of external ties
β
Standardized
b
7.10 (2.41)
p=.0039

Intercept

.30 (.28)
p=.2782

Regionalist parties

.12 (.10)
p=.2333

.12

-.07 (.88)
p=.9366

-.01

Self-rule

-.06 (.02)
p=.0129

-.29

-.38 (.20)
p=.0582

-.19

EU funding

-.08 (.04)
p=.0039

-.17

-.79 (.32)
p=.0173

-.18

Policy portfolio

.03 (.01)
p=.0365

.19

.41 (.12)
p=.0016

.25

Staff regional office

.02 (.00)
p=.0160

.25

.38 (.08)
p<.0001

.42

Time in Brussels

.02 (.01)
p=.0033

-.30

-.24 (.07)
p=.0006

-.31

Trans-regional
associations
Model fit

.03 (.01)
.35
p=.0021
Adjusted R2 = .25
F = 6.85, p<.0001 (df=7)
Index: standard errors between brackets
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.37 (.09)
.40
p<.0001
Adjusted R2 = .43
F = 14.19, p<.0001 (df=7)

Table 1 presents the results of two OLS-regressions with as dependent variables the EI index and the overall number of external ties.20 Most of our hypotheses get confirmed, but
there are also some findings that contradict our expectations. First of all, we need to reject the
hypotheses on regionalist parties. Although regions that harbor such parties are more likely to
establish an office (Donas and Beyers 2013), such regions are not significantly more eager to
establish trans-regional ties. Second, a large policy portfolio, or regions that monitor and seek
influence in multiple policy fields, stimulates offices to develop externally oriented transregional ties. The strongest predictors of expansive trans-regional networks are the
membership of trans-regional associations and the staff size of a regional office. The more
staff and the higher the involvement in trans-regional associations, the more externally
oriented offices are. These results corroborate the relevance a formal associational
infrastructure for the emergence of informal information exchanges among regional offices.
The results also confirm our expectation about the dependence on EU-funds; the higher the
amount of funds one receives, the lower the number of external ties relative to the internal
ties.
Two findings contradict our expectations. First, instead of triggering trans-regional
exchanges, the results show that regions with substantial self-rule are relatively more inclined
to network with regions from their own country. Interesting is that self-rule has a negative
significant impact on the E-I index, but a much weaker (and less significant) impact on the
number of external ties. This implies that the absolute number of external ties does not differ
that much for different levels of self-rule, but that the relative number of internal ties
(compared to external ties) is considerably higher for regions with much self-rule. Basically,
this corroborates earlier research demonstrating the absence of bypassing behavior of highly
autonomous regions as well as their overall propensity to develop cooperative and supportive
interactions with other domestic actors. Second, the amount of experience in Brussels (in
years) results in a lower number of externally oriented and more internal exchanges. Yet, we
need to be careful with the latter result as some collinearity, more precisely the strong
correlation between staff size and age (r=.55, p<.0001), may affect the significance tests.
There is no substantial and significant bivariate relation between age and the inclination to
20

Note that the first dependent variable is bounded by a -1 and 1, while the second is bounded by 0 and 126 (the
maximum number of nodes on can supply information to). To ensure that predicted values are within these
boundaries, one could apply a logit transformation of the first dependent variable or to run a count model for the
second variable. We tested the same models with a count and fractional logit model, but as the results are
virtually identical to the traditional OLS-models, we report the latter results.
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develop trans-regional exchanges.21 A model (not reported) without age results in significant
parameter estimates for staff size, but a model without staff size leads to a non-significant and
negligible effect for age. Therefore, in comparing resources with the experience of regional
offices, we conclude that Brussels-based experiences (in years) are much less important than
expected.
In a next step we modeled the hypothesized dyadic relations. Our dependent variable
is a squared matrix with 127X127 nodes (regional offices), implying n(n-1)=16002 directed
dyadic ties. One challenge thereby is that, within a social network, conditional independence
cannot be assumed, which makes it problematic to rely on traditional regression models. One
might use a logistic model in predicting the binary outcome variable, but the varying
dependencies between the nodes (e.g. the friend of one’s friend is a friend) as well as the
potential clustering of these dependencies in specific sub-sets of the network (e.g. transitive
triples are clustered within member-states) makes that standard errors tend to be
underestimated, severely biased and unreliable. Fortunately, there are a set of statistical
models that take into account this endogeneity and control for network-related factors. In this
paper we test multiple models with Exponential Random Graph Modeling (ERGM).22
ERGM consists of a set of recently developed parametric approaches which aim to test
for the randomness and hypothesized regularities in observed network data (Wasserman and
Robins 2005; Robins, Pattison, et al. 2007; for applications in political science see Thurner
and Binder 2009; Cranmer and Desmarais 2011; Leifeld and Schneider 2012). The starting
point of these models is that each observed network of a particular size is conceived as one
realization of the set of all possible realization of networks with this particular size (ranging
from a completely disconnected to a full connected network). Instead of assuming that
observations are sampled from a univariate distribution (as in traditional regression models),
ERGM presumes that network data are a realization of a multivariate distribution in which the
value of one node depends on the values of neighboring nodes. The standard exponential
random graph model takes the form

21

The bivariate correlation with the E-I index is -.10 (p=.2802) and with the number of external ties .06
(p=.5329).
22
Another useful method is the logistic Quadratic Assignment Procedure (QAP) with which we tested our
models. This led to highly similar results. However, since we want to control for the network endogeneity we
opted for the ERGM method.
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where (1) k is a normalizing constant which ensures a proper probability distribution, (2) ΣA
refers to a summation over all configurations, (3)

parameters referring to the coefficients

of the network-effects or dependencies within the observed network and (4)

represent

covariate terms and their affiliated hypotheses or control variables. This equation describes a
general probability exponential distribution of graphs, a distribution which presumes that
nodes are dependent upon each other. This implies that

> 0 if pairs of observations in A are

conditionally dependent; a model that lacks dependencies will show non-significant
parameters. ERGM allows estimating how covariates affect network choices (e.g. similarities
among actors and/or specific actor attributes), it can provide tests for structural or selforganizing features of a network, more in particular how actors are locally embedded (for
instance, the propensity of triades to close), without having to assume independence between
the observations.
We tested six ERG-models as implemented in the statnet package for R: three
covariate-only-models with Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) and three models
including network variables with the Markov Chain Monte Carlo Maximum Likelihood
Estimation (MCMC MLE). The resulting coefficients can be interpreted in a similar way as
logistic regression coefficients, namely the log-odds of establishing a tie are conditional on
the rest of the network. Table 2 presents the results. Model I and Model II contain
respectively an intercept-only model and a model with one single covariate, namely whether
two offices originate from the same member-state. Model III includes the other covariates. All
other models incorporate three network three network-variables, namely reciprocity,
cyclicality and transitivity. Model V is similar as model IV, but includes the shared memberstate variable. The aim of these two models is to control whether the effect of the covariates is
spurious due to the endogenous nature of tie-formation, for instance that dyadic ties mainly
occur because they connect triplets or because they reciprocate other ties. The final model
(VI) combines both the hypothesized covariates and all network control variables. In order to
ease the interpretation of log-odds table 3 shows the probabilities of forming a tie when the
independent variable is at its 20th percentile and its 80th percentile value and all other variables
are at their mean for Model III. Also the odds ratio for when an independent variables moves
from the 20th to the 80th percentile are presented.

The edge term is comparable to the intercept in traditional statistical models. If it has a
negative value, which is the case in our models, this indicates that it is more likely not to form
a tie. If both regional offices hail from the same member-state, the country matching value
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equals one. It is obvious that, considering the strongly positive and significant coefficients for
the member-state match, that the best predictor for a connected dyad is whether two offices
represent a region from the same country. For instance, considering model III, the chance that
two regions from the same member-state exchange information is 39 percent, compared to
only 2 percent for external ties. Said differently, offices originating from the same memberstate are no less than 17 times more likely to cooperate with each other than with regions from
other countries. This strong effect is observed in most models, a finding that confirms the
predominant national orientation of most regional offices (see above).
Regarding the political variables, we need to reject or qualify all our hypotheses. The
political color of the regional executive has no significant effect on trans-regional tie
formation; regions with a similar (left or right) government do not approach each other more
often. Moreover, the observed signs for the other variables point into the opposite direction as
what we expected. For instance, if an office represents a region with a high level of self-rule,
it is significantly less likely (.55 times, Model III) to exchange information in a dyad with a
strongly autonomous region, but more likely to exchange with a region with a lower level of
self-rule. Also the effect for regionalist parties is negative, although it is statistically not
significant, meaning if two regions exhibit strong regionalist tendencies they are less (and not
more) likely to exchange information.
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Table 3.2. Explaining dyadic exchange networks among regional offices in Brussels (ERG models)
Model I
ERGM NullModel
β (se)
Intercept or edge

-2.580
(.031)

P
value
<.001

Model II
ERGM Country Model
β (se)
-3.675
(.053)

P
value
<.001

Model III
ERGM Country +
Covariates Model
β (se)

P value

-1.656
(.384)

<.001

Mutual - Reciprocity
Cyclic triads
Transitive triples
Originate from the same
member-state

4.150
(0.079)

<.001

Model IV
ERGM Endogenous
Network Effects Model
Β
(se)
-4.496
(.002)
2.260
(.227)
-.575
(.001)
.466
(.000)

P value
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001

Model V
ERGM Endogenous Network
Effects + Country Model
β
(se)
-4.471
(.104)
2.143
(.421)
-.591
(.000)
.423
(.005)
.809
(.066)

P value
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001

3.347
(.114)

<.001

Exhibit jointly a high level of
self-rule

-.088
(.015)

<.001

-.068
(.001)

<.001

Have regionalist parties (total
number)

-.042
(.069)

.554

-.002
(.011)

.865

The same type of political
leadership (left right) (distance
to each other)

-.036
(.023)

.118

-.003
(.003)

.246

A jointly high dependence
level of EU funding

-.036
(.025)

.155

-.063
(.001)

<.001

Geographical distance

-.118
(.015)
.048
(.015)

<.001

-.095
(.001)
.001
(.000)

<.001

.040
(.005)

<.001

.012
(.002)

<.001

An interest in many similar
policy fields
Large joint staff size

Joint Time in Brussels
A large overlap in membership
of trans-regional associations
Model Fit

LL-ratio= 4073.453 (df=1)
AIC = 8154.9
BIC = 8162.6

LL-ratio= -2533.885
(df=2)
AIC = 5087.8
BIC = 5087.1

<.001

Model VI
ERGM Endogenous Network
Effects + Country + Covariates
Model
β
P value
(se)
-2.129
<.001
(.077)
1.941
<.001
(.482)
-.581
<.001
(.000)
.392
<.001
(.001)
.586
.014
(.238)

.003

-.005
.546
(.009)
.149
<.001
(.022)
LL-ratio=-2410.922
(df=11)
AIC = 4843.8
BIC = 4928.3
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Deviance = -361975
(4df)
AIC = 384167
BIC =384197

Deviance = -151233
(5df)
AIC = 173427
BIC = 173465

.142

.001
.285
(.001
.114
<.001
(.004)
Deviance= -151312
(14df)
AIC = 173524
BIC = 173631

Table 3.3. Probabilities and Odds of Exchanging Information in Model III1
Originate from the same member-state

Exhibit jointly a high level of self-rule

NO
probability of forming a tie
percentile 20
percentile 80
3.11%
1.71%

YES
Odds Ratio
P20/P80
.55

probability of forming a tie
percentile 20
percentile 80
47.76%
33.06%

Odds Ratio
P20/P80
.69

Have regionalist parties (total number)

2.27%

2.18%

.96

39.78%

38.78%

.97

The same type of political leadership (left right)

2.35%

2.21%

.94

40.64%

37.49%

.92

A joint high dependence level of EU funding

2.32%

2.11%

.91

40.29%

37.98%

.94

Geographical proximity

3.35%

1.49%

.44

49.64%

30.15%

.61

An interest in many similar policy fields

1.99%

2.52%

1.27

36.62%

42.35%

1.16

Large joint staff size

1.69%

2.71%

1.60

32.88%

44.18%

1.34

Joint time in Brussels

2.27%

2.16%

.95

39.75%

38.56%

.97

A large overlap in membership of trans-regional
1.71%
2.65%
1.55
33.07%
43.59%
1.32
associations
1
For the dichotomous variable measuring the shared member-state origin the probabilities of establishing a ties changes from 2.21% (different member states) to 39.10%
(same member state).
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Instead of political considerations, we find considerable support for the functional
hypotheses. As we expected, we do not observe a strong impact of a dependence on EUfunding, meaning that regions that gain much EU subsidies are not closely aligned in day-today exchanges. What matters most are geographical proximity and the shared interest in
similar areas. The larger the geographical distance, the lower the chance that regional offices
will exchange information. The odds of distant regions to cooperate is only half those of being
situated in the same geographical area (see table 3). In addition, the more two regional offices
monitor similar policy areas, the more likely they will establish an exchange relation. These
findings are interesting in combination with the non-findings for the political variables.
Regions with much self-rule are often geographically close to regions that enjoy much less
self-rule (e.g. Picardie - France, low self-rule is close to Wallonia - Belgium, much self-rule).
In these instances, immediate exchanges and contacts with close neighbors are considerably
more important that political concerns. Also, when an office seeks exchanges outside its own
country, it is more likely to do so with a region from another country with lower self-rule, but
with which it shares substantial policy interests.
Finally, Brussels-based factors are relevant, especially staff resources and membership
of trans-regional associations. Regional offices with a substantial staff size are 1.6 times more
likely to meet each other in policy related exchanges (Model III), which fits into the notion
that staff resources are an important commodity that enables an office to monitor many
policies and gather policy relevant expertise. The staff size reflects the eagerness to seek
information and it makes that potentially relevant information can be supplied to other offices.
Brussels-based experiences matter, but not in terms of time. Offices that have a long presence
in Brussels are not more likely to seek exchanges among each other (for instance, because
they know each other already for a longer time); they are equally likely to exchange with
newcomers. However, a substantial shared membership in trans-regional associations
stimulates policy exchanges among two regional offices, which demonstrates that establishing
a formal associational infrastructure contributes to informal exchanges and tie formation.
Most of these findings are confirmed when we control for network statistics;
reciprocity (x->y), transitive triads (x->y, z->y, z->x) and cyclic triples (x->y, y->z, z->x). As
reciprocity and transitivity of within country exchanges are considerably higher compared
(respectively 48 and 65 percent) to external ties (respectively 13 and 4 percent), the
coefficient of joint member-state embeddedness becomes much smaller (Model V) or loses its
significance (Model VI). Similarly, we observe that controlling for the network statistics,
makes that the shared interest in policy domains loses its significance (Model VI). These
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results suggest that the confirmation of ties (reciprocity) and ‘the friend of my friend is my
friend’-logic (transitivity) plays most when substantial policy interests are shared. The effects
of these network characteristics are quite strong in Model V and VI. If forming a tie would be
reciprocated its chance of forming a tie is six times higher when the other independent
variables are at their averages. And a tie that completes a transitive relationship is a third more
likely to be formed.
Conclusion
The objective of this paper was to analyze EU-level trans-regional collaboration and to
explain information exchanges among regional offices in Brussels. Although SNAs are
increasingly mobilized and active in EU policymaking, recent research shows that this
regional factor has not necessarily hollowed out or fragmented member-state representation.
Instead of bypassing the central state, in many instances SNAs collaborate intensively with
central state agencies. By presenting a detailed analysis of the horizontal dimension of
territorial lobbying, more precisely how regional offices build policy networks with other
regional offices, we were able to add some important insights to this perspective.
Our most important observation is that member-state embeddedness is by far the
strongest predictor for trans-regional networking and exchanges among regional offices. Of
course, we did not hypothesize the irrelevance or absence of intra-state exchanges. However,
we did not expect such a strong and profound inward-looking propensity, especially not for
regions with high levels of self-rule. This predominant inward-looking propensity of regional
offices also implies that increased regional mobilization in Brussels does not necessarily lead
to a fragmentation of member-state representation. Rather than jeopardizing member-state
representation, it appears as if regional mobilization can be highly complementary to the
overall representation of a member-state.
Significantly, increased regional autonomy at home or high levels of self-rule do not
contribute to the hollowing out of member-state representation. One might expect that the
similarities among strongly autonomous regions, for instance in terms of being affected by
EU-law, stimulate cooperation and information exchanges. True, this happens to some degree.
For instance, elsewhere we demonstrated that autonomous regions are eager to establish their
own representation and that they belong to more trans-regional associations (Donas and
Beyers 2013). In sum, there are quite some reasons to expect an outward-looking propensity
among these regional offices.
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However, our analyses show the opposite. True, these regional offices are highly
active, but relatively spoken, most of their attention goes to offices that represent regions from
their own country. Moreover, instead of seeking political allies and building politicized
coalitions, exchanges and contacts with geographically close neighbors is more important that
politicized mobilization. While the dependence of highly autonomous regions on EUlegislative outcomes can be seen as a factor driving independent lobbying practices in
Brussels, we submit the opposite. It is precisely their dependence on EU policies that explains
the inward-looking propensity among regions with high levels of self-rule. The fact that EU
legislation needs to be agreed upon in the Council, makes such regions highly dependent on
well-prepared national policy positions. And for this, they depend mainly on the national
government and other regions from their member-state.
Finally, when regional offices seek trans-regional exchanges, it is more likely to do so
with an office representing a region with lower self-rule and with which it shares substantial
policy interests. Overall, functional needs are more important than politics. Trans-regional
cooperation is not inspired by a quest for more self-rule, the bypassing of national
governments, or the preservation of political autonomy. It is primarily driven by specific
interests in particular policy domains. We believe that, given these results, future research
needs to pay more attention to networks of Brussels-based regional offices with functional
interests (such as business, civil society) and public actors (such as the European Parliament).
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Article 3

It’s Not All About The Money

Explaining Varying Policy Portfolios of Regional Representations in Brussels

Tom Donas
Jan Beyers
Bert Fraussen

Submitted to
Interest Groups and Advocacy

Abstract. The literature on territorial lobbying in the EU has paid much attention to the interaction between
regional offices and central state governments, as well as their relation with the EU institutions. Surprisingly, far
less systematic research has been conducted on the policy domains and policy issues that regional
representations prioritize in Brussels. In this paper, we argue that the issue prioritization of regionalist interests
forms an important ingredient of their strategic repertoire, as knowledge about their policy portfolios offers
insights into the type of interests lobbyists represent. Empirically, we demonstrate that the size and the nature of
a policy portfolio, i.e. the set of issues in which interests invest resources, is not primarily affected by the
mobilized resources, but rather results from structural ties of regional lobbyists with other public and private
interests. This claim is corroborated by data collected through a telephone survey with 127 officials from
regional offices and trans-regional associations.
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4.
It’s Not All About The Money

Introduction
Subnational authorities (SNAs) mobilize in large numbers in the European Union
(EU) by establishing a permanent representation in Brussels (Donas and Beyers 2013a). These
regional representations, or regional offices, all fulfill similar functions, as they act as twodirection communication channels between the respective subnational entity and the EU
institutions. They monitor policy developments in Brussels, functioning as a kind of ‘early
warning systems’ for subnational governments, while sometimes also taking a pro-active
stance, for instance by offering information to the EU Commission. Consequently, they are
very similar to other interest organizations such as business associations and citizen groups,
who also act as intermediaries between their constituency and policymakers. Furthermore,
similar to other organized interests, these territorial organized interest can be conceived as
‘issue entrepreneurs’ whose activities are strongly issue-related (Baumgartner and Leech
1998; Baumgartner and Leech 2001).
Regional representations, and the sub-state jurisdictions they represent, have policy
interests in a potentially very large and diverse number of domains, as they aim to represent
territorial interests of both a public and private nature. Similar to other organizations,
however, they also face a ‘bottleneck of attention’, implying that ‘only one or a very few
things can be attended simultaneously’ (Simon 1985). Political organizations are confronted
with a large number of potential issues. As a result of finite resources, and the limited amount
of information that can be processed by a single organization, only a small number of issues
will be prioritized and most issues will drop from the organizational agenda. Therefore, a key
question involves which domains and issues interest organizations prioritize, or how they
translate their broad mission (in this paper the representation of regional interests) into
specific lobbying efforts.
How organized interests determine their political agenda has scarcely been studied
(exceptions include Heaney 2004; Strolovitch 2007). This lack of scholarly attention also
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applies to regional interests lobbying the EU institutions. Various studies have examined the
activities of regional offices in Brussels highlighting the differences in their action repertoire,
for instance the extent to which they focus on the organizing of conferences and/or liaising
with civil society actors (Jeffrey 1997; Marks, Heasley et al. 2002; Huyssuenne and Jans
2008; Rowe 2011). Surprisingly, far less systematic research has been conducted on their
policy portfolio, the policy domains and policy issues that they prioritize in Brussels.
However, these policy portfolio are relevant as they provide cues about what an organization
stands for. The size and nature of a policy portfolio has an important signaling function
towards an organization’s environment, such as political elites, constituencies and,
importantly, other organized interests. It can indicate whether a regional representation has a
rather general orientation, or instead focuses on a small policy niche. Another important
question involves whether these regional interests are mostly active on distributive or
regulatory issues, as these two types involve a different set of private interests and are
characterized by distinct political dynamics.
One could argue that the size and nature of a policy portfolio largely reflects the
resources and needs of an interest organization. For instance, an interest organization with
more (financial and/or human) capabilities can probably prioritize a larger set of policy issues.
Or, an organization that depends on public grants and subsidies will focus more on redistributive issues. Nonetheless, we argue that the policy portfolio of organized interests, and
in particular sub-state representations, is structurally affected by how they are tied to other
actors in their environment. Due to their limited resources, regional representations will
frequently cooperate, amongst themselves, yet also with other interest organizations (see
Donas and Beyers 2013b). In many instances, regional representation have adopted the role of
‘transmission belt’ between regional private interests and the European institutions.
Therefore, varying networks with public and/or private actors will provide different kinds of
information, which may affect the type of issues that are being prioritized.
In this paper we explain the variance of policy portfolios across different regional
representations by taking into account their network embeddedness, that is, their degree of
cooperation with other organized interests, such as trans-regional associations or domestic
private actors. Following network theory, our main expectation is that relations with other
actors will significantly affect the size and nature of a regional representations’ portfolio. In
the first section of this paper, we explain why we conceive the activities of regions at the EUlevel as equivalent to other types of interest representation. Next, we clarify the concept of a
policy portfolio by addressing its different analytical dimensions, and formulate research
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hypotheses explaining variation across policy portfolios. In the third part, we present our
research design and dataset, which relies on evidence collected through a telephone survey
with 127 officials from regional offices. Finally, we analyze the diversity of issue
prioritization by regional representations in Brussels and discuss our most important results.
Our findings suggest that the size and nature of a policy portfolio, i.e. the set of issues in
which interests invest resources, is not primarily affected by the mobilized resources, but
rather results from how regional lobbyist are connected to other public and private interests.

A lobbying perspective on the activities of regional representations
Our main goal is to describe and explain the variance in issues prioritized by
subnational authorities who have established a representation in Brussels and frequently
interact with EU institutions. In this paper, we conceptualize regional offices – i.e.
representatives of subnational governments – as equivalent to interest groups. In the following
paragraphs, we clarify why an interest group perspective is applicable and how it can
contribute to our understanding of the activities of regional authorities in Brussels.
Many subnational authorities have mobilized at the EU level. At this moment, there
are more than 400 unique territorial interest organizations active in Brussels (Donas and
Beyers 2013a). The organizational form of these representations is marked by considerable
diversity. In addition to the regional offices analyzed in this paper, it includes associations of
all SNAs in one member-state (that establish a single representation for the entire subnational
tier of this country) and associations that consist of regions from different member-states (socalled trans-regional associations). Some of these trans-regional associations have a very
broad and generic focus – for instance REGLEG, the European Network of Regions with
Legislative Powers – while other have a more sectoral or function focus – for instance, the
Association des Régions Européennes des Produit d’Origine.
Although the representation of these regions sometimes engage in state-like practices
– such as relying on a liaison office that functions as an unofficial embassy –, the fact that
they adopt collective forms of representation makes them very similar to interest groups. In
this regard, it is no surprise that some studies on the relations between regional authorities and
the EU strongly rely on interest group literature (for instance Marks, Heasley et al. 2002;
Marks et al. 1996). Still, although territorial interests and local governments are regularly
mentioned in reviews of the EU interest population (Greenwood 2003), or referred to in
broader studies on organized interests (Salisbury 1983; Gray and Lowery 1996), they rarely
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are the main unit of analysis in interest group studies (exceptions from the US scene include
Haider 1971; Cammisa 1995; Marbach and Lecrone 2002).
One could question the applicability of the interest group concept, however, as some
SNAs have obtained formal access to EU policymaking process through two institutional
channels, namely the Committee of the Regions (CoR) and the Council of Ministers, more
precisely on the basis of article 203 of the Amsterdam Treaty (Hooghe 1995, 180; Hooghe
and Marks 1996; Tatham 2008). Yet, these two formal access points are not inconsistent with
our conceptualization of these actors as interest organizations. That is, a limited number of
functional interests are also granted formal access; labor unions and business organizations
are still qualified as interest groups, notwithstanding their degree of ‘institutionalization’
through the European Economic and Social Committee or the European Social Dialogue
(Coen and Richardson 2009). Furthermore, it is questionable whether an inclusion in the CoR
or the Council truly enlarges the influence of these regional interests. Access to the Council is
available to only a very small number of regions, and even if such access is granted, regional
officials are expected to represent the position of the member-state (and not the regional
interests). For this reason, some scholars have qualified this access to the Council as being
merely symbolic (Hooghe 1995, 180). Likewise, the CoR offers few powers to subnational
authorities, considering that it has only an advisory function. Again, state governments play a
vital role, as it is often the prerogative of the central state governments to assign the members
of the CoR. All in all, similar to traditional Brussels-based interest groups, SNAs lack a strong
formal position, and therefore frequently engage in collection action behavior to strengthen
their (informal) role and position in the EU policymaking process (Beyers et al. 2008, 1106).
Conceptualizing and explaining policy portfolios
In order to establish its policy portfolio – the overall set of issues an actor seeks to
influence – interest groups need to conceptualize their constituencies’ interests, translate these
into operational terms and determine policy positions. This process of issue prioritization
plays a crucial role during the policy process, as exchanges with policymakers often revolve
around issue-related expertise and this information affects policymakers’ understanding of
particular policy matters. Considering that organized interest lobby on various policy issues in
different forms and varying degrees of intensity, the nature of these policy portfolios can be
quite diverse (Strolovitch 2007). Whereas the broad mission of organized interests might be
quite similar or even identical, the translation of this general orientation into political action
can differ considerably (Fraussen 2013). All Brussels’ based regional representations fulfill a
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similar function and gain their legitimacy from defending regional interests. Nonetheless,
their prioritized policy objectives can be highly different, as has been demonstrated in several
case studies (Greenwood 2011; Jeffrey 1997; Moore 2006; MacNeil et al. 2007; Rowe 2011).
Moreover, such differences are not necessarily a matter of variation across member-states. For
example, Criekemans showed that the policy priorities of the Belgian regions – Flanders and
Wallonia – varied considerably (Criekemans 2010). The Flemish representation considers EU
policies as a key component of its external policy and is generally active on a wide range of
regulatory and redistributive policy topics. Although Wallonia has identical policy
responsibilities, this region has a much more specialized policy portfolio, that is mainly
focused on redistributive policies.
To clarify for variation in policy portfolios, we explicitly take into account the broader
context in which these regional offices are embedded and acknowledge their dependence on
other organizations. Our starting point is social network and exchange theory, which
presumes that relations between actors strongly shape their behavioral practices (Pfeffer and
Salancik 1978). These ties are expected to affect the perceptions, beliefs, and actions of
organized interests, for instance promoting shared norms and understandings, and affecting
policy portfolio development. As Strolovitch extensively demonstrates in her work on
affirmative advocacy:
‘there is no objectively determined set of issues that are central to a group’s mission
or niche. Rather, it is (…) perceptions about and constructions of their missions and
niches that are key, perceptions and constructions that are influenced a great deal by
the same factors that suppress levels of activity on some issues while boosting
activities on other issues’ (2007, 108).
The social environment is thus highly relevant for the construction of policy
portfolios, in particular the interaction between regional offices and other stakeholders. First,
regional offices operate in a crowded environment in which numerous other interests –
businesses, labor unions, research organizations and NGOs – are active. This implies that
SNAs face competition from other interests in seeking access to and attention from EU
policymakers. On the other hand, the same interest organizations can also be potentially
useful information providers, or even allies. Second, while regional offices formally represent
public authorities, in many cases they also act as intermediaries for private interests such as
companies, NGOs, civil society organizations, or institutions. In this way, the regional office
acts as a transmission belt, who is not only in charge of the regional executive, but also acts as
a spokesperson for specific territorial interests. For instance, SNAs with a large and extensive
port infrastructure may pay particular attention to defending harbor interests. In some cases
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regional offices may act as broker for the representation of specific economic interests that are
strongly tied to specific territories (such as harbors, airports, specific industries). Moreover,
the active support of regional public authorities might also be of great value to specific
interests, as it enhances the political credibility and legitimacy of their claims. It enables the
latter to claim political credibility and legitimacy in the sense that their positions are endorsed
by democratically elected governments.
In this paper, we analyze two aspects of policy portfolios, the re-distributive and/or
regulatory nature of a portfolio and the number or policy issues covered by a regional
representation. Following Lowi (1964), re-distributive and regulatory issues involve a
different set of private interests and exhibit distinct political dynamics. We expect regional
public authorities to be very active on re-distributive matters, such as the allocation of
structural funds or the construction of trans-European transportation links. Such policies
directly affect regional public budgets and furthermore provide regional political elites with
additional policy opportunities. Both factors make that the stakes in such dossiers are very
high. When it comes to regulatory issues – for instance safety regulations for chemical or food
products – private interests such as business, labor and consumer interests are directly
affected, and are likely to demonstrate a high level of activity. Consequently, we expect that
SNAs which lobby on regulatory issues tend to do this embedded in networks with private
interests.
Furthermore, interest group communities usually encompass a majority of specialized
organizations and a small (but often well-resourced) number of generalist associations
(Walker 1991; Heinz, Laumann et al. 1993; Heaney 2004; Soule and King 2008; Halpin and
Binderkrantz-Skorkjær 2009; Halpin and Thomas III 2011). A similar pattern can be expected
for the Brussels’ based community of regional interest organizations. Some regional
representations monitor and lobby developments within a small number of domains or
concentrate on a single topic, whereas others cover broader interests that are not confined to a
particular sector. As the latter generally have a large potential portfolio, their issue
prioritization will be of a different nature compared to that of a more specialist organization.
Usually it is expected these interests with a more general outlook are rather central players,
who demonstrate a high capability to integrate, aggregate and represent the demands of larger
coalitions (Browne 1990; Halpin and Thomas III 2011).
By focusing on these substantive dimensions, we aim to highlight the representative
dimension of a policy portfolio, that considers the extent to which a regional office’s lobbying
activities are inspired by other public and private actors with whom an SNAs interact. Do
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resources, institutional capabilities and needs determine the representational activities of
regional offices? Or are their policy portfolios primarily shaped by input from other actors
with whom the offices frequently interact? The information and expertise provided by various
regional interests, such as businesses, farmers’ associations, consumer groups, the transport
sector or environmental NGOs can be highly relevant for SNAs. Within a regional executive,
or the Brussels’ office, different opinions can exist regarding what needs to be prioritized.
These interests might not always be compatible, such as investing in a road infrastructure visà-vis preserving the environment (Schlozman and Tierney 1986). As a result, establishing a
portfolio that satisfies an entire constituency, frequently represents quite a challenge
(Schmitter and Streeck 1999 [1982], 15). In many cases, the general interests is presented in a
very broad way, relating to a ‘common interest’ of a region’s constituency (e.g. re-distributive
issues such as support to less developed regions), while the concrete issue-centered
organizational agenda is geared to a particular subset of that constituency (e.g. regulatory
matters of concern to particular businesses) (Moe 1980; Salisbury 1983; Strolovitch 2007). In
general, while re-distributive issues mostly allocate resources directly to the regional
government, the impact of regulatory issues often targets a more narrow constituency of a
region, for instance a specific economic sector or a particular industry.

To account for the for the differences in policy portfolios, we start off by focusing on
one crucial variable, namely how many resources an SNA mobilizes. It is generally
hypothesized that more resources lead to an expansion of the breadth of policy engagement
(Halpin and Binderkrantz 2009). Therefore, we expect that resourceful SNAs are more likely
to invest in many different policy issues (Marks, Nielsen et al. 1996; Nielsen and Salk 1998).
However, this effect will be particularly strong for policy domains or issues that are
demanding in terms of investment, whether in time or in financial resources. Offices that
dispose of a large staff often also have more experience in Brussels. Consequently, they are
more likely to invest resources in complicated and unfamiliar fields in which regional
authorities traditionally were not mobilized, in particular regulatory issues. In this regard, one
could argue that the more wealthy regions will be tempted to hire additional staff resources,
that specifically focuses on seeking regulatory benefits for regional businesses. In short:
Hypothesis 1: The more resources an SNA mobilized, the larger the size of the
regulatory policy portfolio.
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Additionally, we test for two structural features of SNAs. Regarding politicalinstitutional variables, we expect that SNAs with many policy responsibilities need more
information on EU policies, as they are to a greater extent affected by EU policies that need to
be transposed and implemented. Thus, highly autonomous SNAs will have a larger regulatory
policy portfolio (Marks, Nielsen et al. 1996). Next, SNAs that acquire substantial EU-funding
will try to preserve the acquired financial resources. Officials representing such regions will
spend most of their time on monitoring and seeking information regarding these redistributive policies. In short, we have two hypotheses related to key structural features of
SNAs:
Hypothesis 2: The more an SNA enjoys higher levels of self-rule, the larger the size of
the regulatory policy portfolio.
Hypothesis 3: The more EU-funding an SNA receives, the larger the size of the redistributive policy portfolio.

Since we assume that ties to other actors are critical to explaining the issue
prioritization of regional representations, we specifically consider whether Brussels’ offices
establish ties with other offices and public and private actors at different levels of
government. In earlier work, we have demonstrated that Brussels-based SNAs are strongly
connected to each other, both formally, through their membership of trans-regional
associations (Donas and Beyers 2013a) and informally, through exchanges with other
Brussels offices (Donas and Beyers 2013b). Furthermore, in their political activities, regional
representations rely on input from their constituency which may include territorial, yet also
EU-level public and/or private interests (see also Rowe 2011), next to (regional or
supranational) governmental actors. This also reflects one of the rationales behind
establishing a Brussels representation, namely enabling SNAs to monitor the broader policy
environment and build networks with other key stakeholders.
We presume that the size of the re-distributive and regulatory policy portfolio will be
affected by different contextual factors. As re-distributive matters, especially regional and
structural funds, to a large extent depend on intergovernmental bargaining in the Council of
Ministers, a regional office mostly cannot affect the allocation of these resources by going
solo. Therefore, we expect that for re-distributive policies – i.e. issues that directly affect the
budget of the regional government – especially relations with other domestic public actors are
critical. In order to influence these issues, a regional office requires information to woo its
national Permanent Representation and close cooperation with other regions from the same
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country may be helpful in this process. As a result, we hypothesize that especially inwardlooking SNAs – i.e. those that mostly have contact with regions from their own country –
mobilize information of re-distributive matters and are more likely to be active on redistributive issues. In other words, more internal ties with regional offices hailing from the
same member-state corresponds with a larger portfolio of re-distributive issues. This leads to
our fourth hypothesis:
Hypothesis 4: SNAs that have most of their information exchanges with regions from
their own country, have a larger re-distributive policy portfolio.

In addition to domestic networks, SNAs can also seek representation through various
trans-regional associations (Donas and Beyers 2013a). In this regard, two outcomes seem
possible. These networks could function as a substitute for some of the lobbying activities of
the office, thus resulting in a smaller policy portfolio (or a shift in attention). On the other
hand, they could provide relevant knowledge to regional representations, in this way
expanding its portfolio, or changing its policy focus. Some earlier work has shown that the
majority of these associations focuses on ‘community development’ in geographically
connected regions (e.g. NSPA Northern Sparsely Populated Areas) or ‘research and
innovations’ (for example ERRIN European Regions Research and Innovation Network) (see
Borras 1993; Weynand 1996; Sodupe 1999). Given the project oriented nature of many of
these associations, and their propensity to focus on re-distributive matters, we hypothesize
that Brussels offices that have many ties with these associations will be more active on redistributive issues:
Hypothesis 5: SNAs that belong to many trans-regional associations, have a larger redistributive policy portfolio.

Finally, we propose two factors explaining the size of the regulatory policy portfolio.
As the subnational executive might not necessarily possess specialized information on the
possible impact of EU regulatory policies on companies and firms located in its region,
policymakers are strongly dependent on the input and expertise of regional private interests.
This logic also applies to regional offices. Therefore, we hypothesize that SNAs that establish
ties with the regional societal interests are much more likely to be active on several regulatory
issues (and thus develop a larger policy portfolio). In addition to these domestic networks, we
expect that regional offices, who regularly exchange information with regions from other
countries, will develop a better understanding of European regulatory policies. While trans93

regional networks will generally aim at sharing information on re-distributive issues, the
exchange of information with other regions will mostly coincide with a larger regulatory
portfolio. In sum:
Hypothesis 6: Regions that establish contacts with regional societal interests, have a
larger regulatory policy portfolio.
Hypothesis 7: Regions that have most of their information exchanges with regions
from other member-states, have a larger regulatory policy portfolio.

Data and Research Design
An important part of our project consists of the systematic mapping of territorial
representations that are active in Brussels. Here, we relied on data collection techniques that
are becoming increasingly common in research on organized interests (Berkhout and Lowery
2007; Halpin and Jordan 2011). More concretely, we combined directories published by
private organizations with registers created by the European institutions (for details see Donas
and Beyers 2013a). We included SNAs in our sample if they met three criteria, namely being
located at the first level below the central government (1), not being a de-concentrated
administrative unit (2), and having on average a population of at least 150.000 inhabitants
(3).23 This resulted in a population of 159 liaison offices and 21 partial national associations
(n=180), the latter are offices that represent a small number of (mostly neighboring) SNAs of
the same country.
In a next stage we coded all these SNAs on the basis of public available data. For selfrule we rely on the indices Hooghe et al. developed (Hooghe, Marks, et al. 2010) and the
dependence on EU cohesion funds was retrieved from Eurostat data. In order to measure the
ties of regional offices with trans-regional associations, we coded the membership of 68 transregional associations (Donas and Beyers 2013b). This data is combined with evidence
collected through a large telephone survey (conducted in the Fall of 2011 and Spring of
2012). We started out with contacting 180 regional representations. In total, we were able to
gather data on the policy portfolios of 127 regional representations, which implies that our
dataset covers the population of Brussels’ based regional representations fairly well. The
23

For various reasons we use a threshold of an average population of at least 150,000 inhabitants for one
subnational level within a country. First, without this threshold we would have to include the lowest level of
countries such as Cyprus, Slovenia and Luxembourg. As a result, small villages and communes would vastly
outnumber larger regions, counties, provinces or cities in our sample. Second, the 150,000 threshold is the same
as the one uses in Hooghe et al. (2010); data on self-rule or economic indicators are only available for
jurisdictions of this size.
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largest majority of the respondents were head of office, with an average experience at the
organization of about 6 years. During the interview, we also asked the number of staff the
office employed; we consider this as a proxy for the amount of resources an SNA invests in
EU-level lobbying.
In total, 53 of the contacted representations did not take part in our interviews. In only
17 cases, we were confronted with a refusal, or it appeared difficult to find a suitable moment
to do the interview. Analysis of the non-response shows that it are mostly Southern European
regions (Spain, Italy and France) who refused to participate in the telephone survey. For 36
regional representations, we have a strong indication (through contact with officials from the
same member-state, either regional representations of the same country or staff from the
central government’s Permanent Representation) that they have temporarily closed down or at
least substantially decreased their activities in Brussels. In most of these cases, our
interviewees pointed at the fact that, for several regions, the financial crises has seriously hit
on the budget available for a permanent presence in Brussels. Furthermore, some of these
regions originate from less prosperous, mostly Eastern European member states. If we add
these 37 hibernating regional representations to the 9 who were not actively lobbying during
the past six months24, we learn that at least 46 offices, or an estimated 25 per cent of the SNA
population, has a rather low level of activity at the EU level.
In the remainder of this paper we analyze the responses to two central questions we
asked in order to map the policy portfolio of these regional representations. The first question
sought to discover the type of policy domains that are monitored by the regional
representation and was formulated as follows:
In the next set of questions I will ask you about the policy domains your office is active
in. This means that you screen on a regular basis upcoming legislation, exchange
information with colleagues and report to your regional government. I will now give
you a list of 18 policy domains. Could you tell me which of these are important in the
sense that your organization spends a lot of resources monitoring developments in
these domains.
[GO THROUGH A LIST OF DOMAINS]
The next question probed into concrete lobbying practices developed during the past six
months and was phrased as follows:
Which are the EU legislative processes your office has been actively seeking
attention for the interests of your region during the past six months? More concretely,
we refer to proposals for directives or regulations submitted by the Commission,
ongoing legislative work that involves the Council and the Parliament, or Green and
White Books.
24

These nine offices indicated that they did not lobby on concrete issues during the past six months.
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Which is the most important one?

During the interview we also collected data on the information exchanges the regional
representations established with public and private actors. One of the questions focused on the
other regional representations with which the office had exchange information in the past six
months (see Donas and Beyers 2013b). One way to measure the propensity with which an
office has exchanges with offices from other member-states is by using Krackhardt and
Stern’s E-I index (1988, 127-8), which expresses the homophily or heterophily of actor ties.
This index measures the extent to which ties external to a particular group dominate over
internal ties, in this case ties of regional offices that are nested within member-states. For each
regional office this index is calculated by subtracting the number of internal ties from the
number of external ties, and dividing this difference by the total number of ties. The index
varies between -1 (all exchanges are with regional offices of the same member state), 0 (an
equal number of internal and external links) and +1 (all exchanges are with offices originating
from other member-states).
The question concerning contact with private actors was formulated as an open
question, as interviewees were asked who were the most important companies, civil society
organizations and/or interest groups that they had frequently interacted with during the past
six months. Afterwards, we recoded these responses in one dummy variable measuring
whether or not the office established contacts with a regionally based societal interests.
Unfortunately, short telephone interview are somewhat limited in terms of the amount of
detailed evidence one can collect, and dichotomous indicators only provide a rather rough
measurement. Therefore, we also include a brief qualitative account of the type of private
actors mentioned in the interviews in our multivariate analysis.
Mapping and explaining policy portfolios
A first topic we address concerns the scope of engagement of Brussels’ based regional
representations. Here, we distinguished between policy interests and actual lobbying behavior,
that is, political activity on specific legislative issues. As we argued earlier, regional interests
may have policy interests in very large and diverse number of policy domains. Even though
organized interests tend to specialize in one or a few issues at a time, this prioritization of
issues requires the monitoring of several domains in order to anticipate important policy
developments (Baumgartner and Leech 1998, 1204; Halpin and Binderkrantz 2009). In
addition, organized interests face substantial uncertainties in terms of how the governmental
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agenda will evolve. This uncertainty also stimulates them to broadly monitor their
environment, and thus not limit their attention to one single field or topic. Nevertheless, their
actual policy involvement is expected to be more limited, as they need to prioritize and select
certain issues due to constraints in time and resources.
As demonstrated in figure 1, a similar observation can be made regarding Brussels’
based regional interests. The horizontal axis plots the number of ‘issues’ and ‘domains’ on
which an office is active, while the vertical axis shows the amount of regional offices that are
active on issues and domains respectively. As far as domains are concerned, which relate to
‘policy interest’, we note that scope of attention is generally quite broad (median and
mode=11; kurtosis =.-0.14, skewness = -0.37). Through the open question about lobbying
activities during the past six months, we identified policy processes related to 39 issues in
which our respondents developed lobbying activities. In contrast, the breadth of engagement
regarding these issues is much more limited compared to domain monitoring, as most
organizations focus on 2 legislative issues (median = 3 and mode=2, kurtosis=.0.42,
skewness=0.42). In other words, while multiple policy fields may be of interest to regional
interest organizations, in their concrete lobbying behavior only a limited number of legislative
issues will be prioritized.

Figure 4.1. Issue and domain attention of regional offices
(Domains n=125; Issues n=127)
40
35
30
25
domains

20

issues

15
10
5
0
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Each issue could be related to a specific Directorate-General of the European
Commission (DG), the DG being the main responsible administrative unit for the legislative
issue. The number of issues per DG varies from 1 to 4. Of these 39 issues, 9 referred to DGs
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that Broscheid and Coen (2003) coded as re-distributive, the other 30 are under the auspices
of DGs whose overall policy competence is considered of a more regulatory nature. Yet, we
have to be careful with relying on the DG for measuring the nature of a policy issue as also
DGs with strong re-distributive responsibilities (e.g. Agriculture) may initiate regulatory
policies (or vice versa). By taking a closer look at each issue, we coded 24 issues as
regulatory and 9 as redistributive.25 Among the latter, we count the reform of the common
agricultural policy (CAP) and cohesion policies. The regulatory issues concern matters such
as the Air Quality Directive or the Financial Transaction Tax. However, a count of the
number of distinct proposals provides a wrong impression. Although more unique regulatory
issues were named, on average a Brussels office is active on 1.8 re-distributive and only 0.5
regulatory issues. Generally, regional representations are 3.5 times more active on redistributive issues compared to regulatory ones. This shows that there is a clear skewness of
attention to a limited number of re-distributive issues, whereas regulatory issues represent a
rather particular niche market.
Figure 2 shows the discrepancy between monitoring and lobbying behavior by
comparing how field attention (or ‘domain interest’) and issue attention varies across the
different DGs. The fact that we have such a high number of regulatory issues suggests that
this type of issues gains substantial attention. Yet, when we consider the total number of
regional interests mobilizing on each issue, we observe a strongly positively skewed
distribution. Whereas the skewness for domain attention and issue attention is respectively .75 and 1.70, for the most important issue the skewness is 2.83. This means that although
regional interests specialize at the individual level, at the aggregate level most attention goes
to a very small set of mostly redistributive issues. Furthermore, figure 2 shows that regional
offices spread their monitoring activities across several DGs. Nonetheless, actual lobbying
behavior varies considerably across these venues. Only in the case of DG Regional Policy
(REGIO), we observe that the great majority of interested regional offices also engages in
lobbying activities (84 percent). A similar pattern can be discerned for DG Agriculture
(AGRI, 55 percent). For all the other DGs, a far lower proportion of the interested regional
offices demonstrates actual political engagement. In the survey, we also asked the interest
organizations to identify the legislative process of greatest importance to them (‘the most
important issues’). Here, the bandwagoning mechanism becomes even more outspoken, as 79
representations identified issues linked to DG REGIO as most important.
25

Sometimes legislative proposals might be difficult to classify as regulatory or distributive. In these cases we
coded them as mixed and analyzed them separately. Not a single variable turned out to be significant, which is in
line with our other findings.
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Figure 4.2. Field attention, issue attention and issue importance, DG-level
(Domains n=125; Issues n=127)
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It is clear that DG REGIO attracts most lobbying and is the center of attention for a
considerable number of regional offices. This should be no surprise as regional policies
represent a key concern of these offices. These regional policies are important for those who
benefit from the EU’s budget, but apparently also for those who make considerable
contributions. Still, many regions have policy competences in a wide range of domains. Those
interests are potentially the result of specific industry or societal interests, or may be
connected to particular regulatory regimes. Hence, the concentration of lobby attention in the
DG REGIO does not necessarily follow from the imputed interests of the region, or the
preferences of key constituencies. To a large extent, it can be explained by bandwagoning
dynamics within this community of regional interests, as attention begets attention.
Some regional representations, however, have established a policy portfolio that goes
beyond the crowded lobby scene concentrated around DG REGIO. In order to assess the
varying nature of policy portfolios, we created two count variables for the regulatory and the
re-distributive policy portfolio, each measuring the number of regulatory or distributive issues
that an office prioritized in its lobbying activities. These indices are unrelated (r=.11,
p=.2342), which means that, although both refer to legislative lobbying in the EU, they point
at different types of policy portfolios. Representations that lobby extensively on regulatory
issues are thus not more likely to lobby on redistributive issues, and vice versa. As already
mentioned, about 24 issues we identified are regulatory in nature. Whereas these issues are of
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concern to a rather small number of regional representations (on average 3 per issues), the 9
redistributive issues attract much more attention (on average 29 representations per issue). It
seems that we can distinguish three groups within this population: a) a small set of SNAs
whose focus is mostly on monitoring and much less on lobbying, b) a large number of offices
that are mainly concerned about redistributive lobbying and c) a smaller set of actors who, in
addition to redistributive issues, also concentrate on regulative lobbying. The lobbying by
regional representations is thus strongly geared to redistributive issues, as almost all regional
representations (90 percent of the interviewed offices) have redistributive issues in their
portfolio. Regulatory lobbying, in contrast, is conducted by a much smaller set of actors (38
percent of the interviewed offices).
In order to gain more insight into these differences, table 1 and 2 presents various
Poisson regression models predicting the number of redistributive and regulatory issues a
regional office has in its portfolio. Our main expectations are that the amount and nature of
policy issues will be strongly shaped by the network embeddedness of a regional office, yet
also by its mobilized resources, the amount of self-rule, and its dependence on EU-funds.
Generally, we have no strong evidence in support of the hypotheses predicting the size
of re-distributive policy portfolios. Yet, this could be due to the fact that this dependent
variable is characterized by a high level of concentration, i.e. almost all regional offices have
a considerable number of re-distributive policy issues in their portfolio. Still, two variables
seem to be relevant. As expected, the stronger the internal orientation (i.e. a low score on the
E-I index), and the more affiliations an office has to EU-level trans-regional associations, the
more a policy portfolio consists of distributive issues. None of the other factors – staffresources, self-rule or the dependence on EU-funds – is found to have an impact on this
component of the policy portfolio.
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Table 4.1. Explaining the Size of the Redistributive Policy Portfolio (Poisson regression
results, N=127)a
Model 1:
staff
Intercept
Staff size (log)

0.559***
(0.11)
0.111
(0.07)

Cohesion funding per capita
(log)
Self-Rule

Model 2:
staff + self-rule + dependence on
EU funds
0.425
(0.39)
0.104
(0.08)
0.016
(0.06)
0.007
(0.03)

Affiliations with trans-regional
associations (log)
Networks with regional private
actors
E-I index
Model fit:
df
-LL
χ2

Model 3:
staff + self-rule + dependence on
EU funds + networks
0.258
(0.40)
0.090
(0.09)
0.033
(0.06)
-0.048
(0.04)
0.282*
(0.13)
0.160
(0.17)
-0.224
(0.14)

125
123
120
-74.5026
-74.4377
-70.6148
87.9313
87.5218
86.6596
a) significance levels are based on model-based standard errors (in parenthesis), †=<.1, * =< .05, ** =< .01, ***=< .001

Table 4.2. Explaining the Size of the Regulatory Policy Portfolio (Poisson regression
results, N=127)a
Model 1:
staff
Intercept
Staff size (log)
Cohesion Funding per capita
(log)
Self-Rule

-1.291***
(.25)
0.465***†
(0.13)

Model 2:
staff + self-rule + dependence on
EU funds
-0.997
(0.77)
0.275†
(0.15)
-0.249*
(0.107)
0.111†
(0.06)

Affiliations with trans-regional
associations (log)
Networks with regional private
actors
E-I index
Model fit:
df
-LL
χ2

Model 3:
staff + self-rule + dependence on
EU funds + networks
-0.665
(0.81)
0.21
(0.15)
-0.290*
(0.12)
0.241**
(0.09)
-0.701*
(0.30)
0.533†
(0.29)
0.483*
(0.24)

125
123
120
-104.6365
-100.3163
-94.9161
154.9725
143.2876
128.7996
a) significance levels are based on model-based standard errors (in parenthesis), †=<.1, * =< .05, ** =< .01, ***=< .001

It is interesting to contrast these findings with the models predicting the size of the
regulatory portfolio. Although the re-distributive portfolio does not differ that much when we
compare all regional offices, some factors that we expected to shape re-distributive lobbying,
have the opposite effect on the amount of regulative lobbying. For instance, the more outward
looking a regional office is – i.e. exchanging information with regions originating from other
member-states – and the lower its dependence on EU-funds, the larger the amount of
regulatory issues in its policy portfolio. 26 Additionally, while extensive ties with transregional associations results in a larger re-distributive portfolio, it decreases the size of the
26

We contemplated to model the ratio regulatory versus distributive issues, but as we have for some offices zero
regulatory and/or re-distributive issues, we couldn’t create a meaningful ratio.
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regulatory portfolio. These findings confirm that regions with a large regulatory agenda are
characterized by a different network position in Brussels.
We also learn that the ties with regional private interests lead to a larger regulatory
policy agenda. Unfortunately, we were only able to control this with a dichotomous variable;
whether or not a regional office establishes such ties. Yet, qualitative evidence from our
interviews confirms this picture. Respondents that have regulatory policy issues in their
portfolio were more eager to report on their relations with regional private interests, in
particular connections with employer associations and companies. In some instances, it
concerned ties between regional offices and large multinational corporations that have their
headquarter located in the region.27 But also less high profile connections were reported, such
as ties with harbors, and companies in the energy, transport and pharmaceutical sector. And
some regional offices have formally integrated this private-public partnership in their
organizational structure, for instance by incorporating seconded private sector specialists in
their staff or by establishing an executive board consisting of representatives from the public
and the private sector. Although these are rudimentary findings, they fit into our
characterization of these regional offices as transmission belts between three types of actors:
the regional government, private interests and the EU institutions.
When considering political-institutional variables, we notice that, as expected, the
amount of autonomy increases activity on regulatory issues, but does not have an effect on the
amount of re-distributive issues. There seems to be no clear connection between self-rule, or
the receiving of cohesion funding, and re-distributive lobbying. Instead our results show that
regional authorities who receive considerable funding from EU cohesion funding are much
less active on regulatory issues. One possible explanation is that in regions who receive higher
levels of cohesion funding (mostly Southern and Eastern European), civil society is often still
young and developing, and consequently less able to provide relevant input on regulatory
matters to its regional office (on this matter see for instance Börzel 2010).
Finally, our non-result for the amount of mobilized resources, measured as the staff
size, casts an interesting light on our conceptualization of organizational capabilities and
resources. Although a bivariate model with only this variable would lead us to expect, as
hypothesized, that more resources lead to a much larger regulatory portfolio (model 1 table 2),
this effect disappears when we gradually add other explanatory factors. Moreover, a
comparison of the difference between the more restricted model 1 and the more unrestricted

27

Due to the fact that we promised anonymity to our respondents we are not able to present very concrete cases
by giving the names of the offices and/or the companies it concerned.
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model 3, demonstrates that a model that accounts for contextual network factors has a much
better statistical fit (Δχ2=27.17, Δdf=5, p=.0001). Accordingly, the staff size itself has no
direct implications for the policy portfolios when controlled for the network embeddedness of
the office. This has also some practical implications for regional policymakers who establish
regional offices. This means that more personnel will only lead to an expanded portfolio if the
increase in staff size also results in a better connectedness with various other actors in the
Brussels’ and domestic interest community.
Conclusion and discussion
Whereas much earlier work on EU territorial lobbying has focused on the interaction
between regional offices and central state governments, or their relation to the EU institutions,
less attention has been devoted to the policy domains and issues these regional representations
prioritize in Brussels. We consider a policy portfolio as a crucial component of an interest
organization’s action repertoire, as it clarifies the type of interests this organization represents
and explains its political behavior. Although regional representations to the EU all fulfill a
similar function, there are considerable differences regarding the number and nature of issues
that they prioritize. Moreover, most of these regional representations have to rely on limited
resources, whereas the jurisdictions they represent frequently have interests in a large and
very diverse number of areas. As a result, their realized portfolio will usually cover only a
fraction of their potential portfolio. Whereas the latter is substantive-based, inferred from the
region’s constituency, the former is behavior-based, relating to effective political activities. In
this paper, we demonstrated that the policy interests of Brussels’ based regional
representations are usually quite broad. On average, these actors monitor developments in
various policy domains. However, their lobbying activities are much more restricted and
generally remain limited to two legislative issues. Hence, while these regional representations
might monitor several policy fields, they only prioritize a fairly limited number of legislative
issues in their lobbying behavior. To a large extent, this concentration of lobby attention is
part of a dynamic within this community of regional interests, as attention begets attention
and the governmental agenda of the European Commission strongly shapes the activities of
regional representations.
From our analyses, it appears that as regards policy portfolios three types of regional
representations can be distinguished: a group that primarily focuses on monitoring, a large set
of actors that mainly concentrates on redistributive issues (and one or two regulatory ones),
and a minority that in addition to these redistributive matters also engages in lobbying on
103

several issues of a regulatory nature. If we consider the characteristics of these regional
representations, we observe that especially (a limited set of) regions, who enjoy much
autonomy and developed ties with subnational private actors, are likely to engage in
regulative lobbying. Redistributive lobbying activities appear to be less strongly linked to
these features, and can only be explained by the network embeddedness of the regional
representations, that is, their connections to trans-regional associations. In sum, the focus of
lobbying by regional representations seems to be considerably dependent on structural
connections of lobbyists with other public and private interests.
Our paper highlighted how ties to other organized interests shape the lobbying
activities that sub-state executives develop at the supra-national level. To conclude, we wish
to highlight some broader implications of our findings . We showed that lobbying needs to be
conceived as a highly contextualized practice, in which policy networks play a crucial role.
Therefore, the precise nature of these policy networks needs to be examined in more detail in
future research. Furthermore, our approach also demonstrates that an interest group
perspective provides an adequate framework for analyzing the political practices of regional
governments at the EU level. Considering that the boundaries between so-called private and
public interests have become increasingly blurred, as shown by our empirical evidence, the
role of both actors, as well as their interdependencies, should be taking into account when
analyzing interest group communities and policymaking processes.
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Article 4

Finding Your Side in Brussels’ Marsh:
A study of four distributive lobby campaigns

Tom Donas

To be submitted to
Journal of European Public Policy

Abstract. This article sets out to explain the different venues regional representations interact with when they
seek to influence EU policymaking. Regional representations do not lobby all available venues with the same
frequency and intensity. So far, most studies have adopted an institution-centered approach emphasizing the
policy exchanges among stakeholders and the EU institutions. As the needs of EU-level institutions are put
central, non-state actors tend to be portrayed as passive suppliers of policy relevant information. In contrast, this
article relies on a neo-pluralist framework presuming that, although differences in organizational type matter,
these differences are moderated by the specific competitive context surrounding particular policy issues. Where
actors stand politically and how they are embedded in a broader context matters a lot. To test my hypotheses I
use evidence collected through 33 face-to-face interviews with the directors of regional representations focusing
on four concrete political issues, being TENT, CAP, Regional Policy Reform and Horizon 2020. The results
confirm the resource exchange expectations, yet also highlight the structural importance of network
embeddedness and the varying tactical maneuvering related to specific issues. While the findings show that
almost all regional representation interact with their national Permanent Representation, I also show a general
propensity to develop closer relations with the EC Commissioner as the distance in the policy positions with the
national government increases.
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5.
Finding Your Side in Brussels’ Marsh
Introduction
The activities of subnational authorities (SNAs) in Brussels have been studied
extensively since the mid 1980s, when the first regional offices opened (see for instance,
Marks et al. 2002; Tatham 2008; Rowe 2011; Greenwood 2011). Recent research by Donas et
al. (2013) has shown that most regional offices monitor a large array of policy domains and
that many of them lobbied on at least one policy issue, mostly of re-distributive nature, during
a period of six months situated in the second half of 2011. Although much attention has been
given to the extent to which these offices cooperate with or bypass their national
governments, less focus has been devoted to the precise lobbying practices of regional
interests at the European level. Considering that most of these studies adopt a federalism or
regionalism perspective, exploring the multilevel nature of the European Union (EU) polity
(for instance by studying the extent to which regions bypass the central state), this vertical
focus is not so surprising (Borras 1993; Marks et al. 1996; Weyand 1997; Sodupe 1998;
Bomberg and Peterson 1998; Jeffrey 2000; Marks et al. 2002; Moore 2008; Tatham 2008;
Ketunnen and Kull 2009; Tatham 2010). However, as a result of this emphasis on the vertical
dimension, we still know fairly little about the channels that regional authorities use to
influence EU policymaking. To what extent are these actors highly focused on the Permanent
Representation of their home country, or prioritize interaction with the European Commission
or the European Parliament? This lack of attention is especially troublesome since EU
policymaking is a multi-institutional process in which organized interests have various venues
at their disposal when seeking policy change (Greenwood 2003; Coen and Richardson 2009;
van Schendelen 2010). The major objective of this article is to increase our understanding of
which venues are targeted by subnational authorities seeking to influence European policy
outcomes. Furthermore, by developing systematic knowledge on the strategies of these
regional actors we gain a better insight in the action repertoire of regional representations and
of the role these actors play in the EU.
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Interest group scholars have frequently explained the differences in venue selection by
applying resource exchange theory, focusing on the transfer of information between interest
organizations and policymakers (Bouwen 2002). In short, policymakers are expected to grant
access to those groups that are able to provide them the most valuable type of information.
Although this model has great merit, it ignores two important aspects of interest
representation. First, empirical studies relying on an exchange perspective have primarily
focused on the actors themselves (e.g. the type and the interests they represent), but ignored
the broader political context within which these actors are embedded. However, interest
groups are socially embedded and shape each other’s practices by exchanging policy
information with one another (Knoke 1990; Carpenter, Esterling et al. 2003; see also Beyers
and Braun 2013). Recent research has shown that regional representations are similar to other
societal interests and generally act collectively in networks with private and public actors
(Donas and Beyers 2013a, 2013b; Donas et al. 2013). A second drawback of studies applying
an exchange framework, is that these studies look predominantly to the demand-side, the
informational needs of the policymakers, and thus omit the supply side, the information
provided by organized interests, in particular political information (see also Chalmers 2013).
Consequently, most explanations are centered on institutions and much less on organized
interests or stakeholders seeking influence. One can expect that stakeholders will decide to
concentrate their limited resources on a small number of venues and only lobby those
institutions with which they are closely aligned and favorable to their objectives. Therefore, I
argue that, in addition to the information capacity of interest organizations, the divergence in
the alignment of the policy positions of the non-state actors and the EU institutions will
influence strategies and tactics.
Gaining insight in the lobbying practices of regional and sub-state interests has a
broad relevance as it provides us with a better understanding of general political
representation in the EU. A non-systematic or haphazard representation of sub-state interests
might contribute to a problem of input-legitimacy and engenders a representational deficit. In
many countries political consensus building and processes of accountability take place at the
regional level, while it is the central government level that represents these member states in
the EU. Without any sub-state representation, the EU would create a serious representational
gap for such countries. A shortage of regional input in EU policymaking processes might also
affect output-legitimacy or the quality of EU policies. Regional expertise might be relevant
for EU-level policymakers as sub-state authorities are quite regularly involved in the
implementation and execution of EU distributive and regulatory policies. The regional tier of
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government thus represents a rich reservoir of expertise and knowledge about the
implementation of existing policies. These informational resources might be highly relevant
when EU institutions need to revise or update existing legislation.
This paper starts with a presentation of the various institutions and four lobbying
campaigns that are scrutinized. Then, I clarify how the key organizational features, the
network embeddedness and the importance of policy alignments are expected to explain
variation in the strategic repertoire of SNAs. Subsequently, the research design is presented.
The results indicate that Brussels-based lobbying is to a considerable degree focused on the
European institutions, especially the Commission and the Parliament. Yet, I also find that
almost all actors develop contacts with the Permanent Representation concerning the issue at
hand. Furthermore, the likelihood that a Brussels office targets a specific venue cannot be
explained by only looking to the information requirements of the access providing
institutions. Also important explanatory factors are network embeddedness and issue
characteristics. In contrast to my expectations, the non-alignment with the policy position of
the Permanent Representation does not lower the propensity to contact this venue. In addition,
although for some policy processes regional offices are more actively approaching a European
institution/venue, this is not the case for the Permanent Representation. This demonstrates
that, irrespective of what is at stake, the national Permanent Representation is always an
important channel for most regional representations in Brussels.
Multi-institutional Venue Shopping
EU policymaking can be conceived as a multi-institutional process in which organized
interests have various access points that could prove useful when seeking to change the
outcome of a legislative proposal (Greenwood 2003; Coen and Richardson 2009; van
Schendelen 2010). For instance, the legislative proposals of the European Commission are
shaped in advisory committees established by the Directorate General (DG), yet also during
discussions at the meetings of the EC Commissioners, debates in the European Parliament and
in the negotiation of the Council of Ministers. Consequently, non-state actors have multiple
venues where they might put pressure on policymakers. Moreover, as policies are discussed in
many institutional venues, non-state actors need to be on guard for possible changes at all
these venues and events taking place in different venues may provide useful information for
what might happen in other venues. However, due to time and resource constraints, not all
venues can and need to be targeted equally as they are not of equal importance for each actor.
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Therefore, great differences exist between non-state actors in the venues targeted (Beyers
2002; Holyoke 2003; Mahoney 2008; Beyers and Kerremans 2012).
In this article, the focus is on the institutional venues that regional interests interact
with in order to influence EU policymaking. More specifically, I focus on the highest political
levels within the European Parliament, the European Commission and the Permanent
Representation that are approached by regional offices in relation to four concrete policy
processes28. These three institutions should not be considered monoliths, as they consist of
different component (Hooghe and Marks 1996; see also Tatham 2008). In each of these
institutions I focus the explanatory analyses on strategic contact making with the highest level
within these institutions – Commissioner in the Commission, Ambassador in the Council and
Rapporteur in the European Parliament –as I presume that these levels are most decisive for
the final decision on the content of a policy proposal, especially if these decision concerns
salient and critical issues.
In the European Commission I study the Commissioner, who is politically appointed
and supervises the civil servants of the Directorate Generals, the latter are considered the core
of the European bureaucracy (Bouwen 2009). In the European Parliament contact making
with the Rapporteur is studied because this actor takes a central position by presenting the
policy reports during the committee and plenary meetings. The main function these
Rapporteurs have is to analyze the legislative proposal, consult with specialists in the
particular field and with those who could be affected (Lehman 2009). Finally, in the
Permanent Representation I concentrate on the representatives in the Comité des Représentant
Permanents (COREPER) meetings, the highest level of contact one can establish with
member-state representatives. These are high level diplomats who are responsible for
preparing ministerial level Council meetings and play a key role in the legislative process. In
most COREPER meetings the member states are represented by their Ambassadors or high
level diplomats who prepare the agenda of the Council of Ministers. A lower level of contact
in the Permanent Representation is with the national officials who meet in the Council
working groups. These officials are often experts sent either from the national or the regional
bureaucracy. The main function of these meeting is to assist and prepare the meetings of the
COREPER level (Saurugger 2009).
In this article, I study by which regional representations these venues were approached
in four re-distributive policy processes (Common Agricultural Policy Reform (CAP),
28

The Committee of the Regions is not taken into account as it has only an advisory functions on the policy
issues under study in this paper. In addition, the CoR provides a direct venue for regional governments to be
represented, often bypassing the regional offices.
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Regional Policy Reform, Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) and Horizon 2020)
that largest number of regional representations were active on at the end of 2011 and
beginning 2011. At the moment of data collection all these policy processes were ongoing and
each concerned legislation aiming to revise already existing policies. The Regional Policy
Reform concerns the overall revision of the criteria for funding for the EU regions. The most
salient matters involve the size of budget, the threshold criteria in order to eligible to be
allocated funding, and/or the creation of a transition category for the regions that have a GDP
per capita between 75 percent and 90 percent of the EU average. The Common Agricultural
Policy Reform aims to modernize the CAP, to render it more market-oriented and sustainable.
From interviews I infer that the important topics for regional representations were the
greening of the CAP, the size of the budget and the rural development. Third, the goal of
TEN-T is the allocation of funding to build the missing links in the transport infrastructures in
Europe, which implies specific re-distributive implications at regional level. Important topics
on this process involve the lobbying on very specific projects, such as the Bothnian Corridor
in Scandinavia and the Brenner Bass Tunnel from Austria to Italy. Finally, Horizon 2020
revises the current EU Framework Program for Research and Innovation. The goal of this
program is to strengthen the position of science in the European economy, for instance by
bridging the gap between research communities and the economy. The conflictual issues are
also redistributive, as they involve the nature of the funding (e.g. should resources be
concentrated in a small set of top universities situated in a small number of regions or should
all universities get the chance to innovate) as well as a tension between the private versus
public allocation of funding.
Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses
Research on the responsiveness of the policymakers has mostly explained the
differences in venues targeted by focusing on resource exchanges, in particular the
information transfer from interest organization to policymakers whereby the functional needs
of policymakers are the main driving force (Bouwen 2002, 2004a, 2004b; Hall and Deardorff
2006). Each political institution has specific needs and this translated into a specific pattern of
organizational access. In short, the argument goes that EU policymakers possess limited
resources and are in need of information from external actors in order to draft legislation.
Simultaneously, societal interests are in search for access to the EU policymaking process and
supply information as an exchange good in return for access and attention. Policymakers will
thus give access to those groups that are able to provide a specific type of information that is
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useful to them. More specifically, Bouwen expects that the European Parliament will be more
likely to provide access in return for information on the European encompassing interest,
while the Commission will be more open to expert knowledge, and the Permanent
Representation is mainly interested in national interests (Bouwen 2004: 345). Following
Bouwen, I expect that regional representations, due to their expertise in regional
encompassing interests, will be mainly be equipped to provide information that might be
useful for their national Permanent Representation.
One important factor shaping the amount and type of regional information a Brussels
office possesses depends on what sort of information its principal, the regional executive, can
provide. The higher the self-rule of the SNA the more EU laws and rules it will need to
implement and the better it is aware of the problems and opportunities a policy proposal might
bring along for its regional constituency (i.e. regional firms and companies, regional
institutions, regional agencies and citizens). This type of information is especially of interest
to the Permanent Representation, as it is particularly concerned with representing the national
interests and as it does not necessarily receive the information it needs from the central state
agencies. All this increases the likelihood that SNAs with much self-rule are more likely to
develop intense contacts with their national Permanent Representation at the COREPER level.
Following Bouwen, one can expect that regional information is less relevant for the EP and
the EC, as these institutions are more focused on expertise information and Europeanencompassing implications of EU policies. Thus the first hypothesis is:
Hypothesis 1: Regional representations that represent an SNA with much self-rule will
be more likely to establish contacts with COREPER level representatives in the
national Permanent Representation.

Nonetheless, it would be strange if only regional interests drive information
exchanges. It would imply that interactions of regional representations in Brussels are
basically restricted to the own Permanent Representation and that contacts with the EU
institutions remain limited. This would render the establishment of a regional office in
Brussels a somewhat ineffective venture. Yet, this argument underestimates the multiple roles
and functions these regional offices fulfill, such as collecting of information concerning EU
policies, which make them valuable actors to both EU and national policymakers. Therefore,
a second hypothesis looks to the information capacity of these regional offices (Klüver 2012).
The information processing capabilities of the regional representations are highly dependent
on their staff size. As the EU Commission is constantly searching for technical and expert
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information (Bouwen 2002; 2004), regional offices with a larger staff will be more likely to
possess and provide the technical expertise required to gain access to the EU Commission
(Marks et al. 2002). In sum:
Hypothesis 2: Regional representations with a larger staff will be more likely to
exchange information the EU Commissioner.

The amount and type of information a regional representation can provide to EU
policymakers is also potentially affected by diversity and extensiveness of contacts it has with
other regional representations. Instead of only focusing on the individual office, I presume
that strong connections with other regional actors in Brussels positively affect the knowledge
and expertise one has. SNAs that have more information to supply, will also be more eager to
seek exchanges with policymakers. European subnational authorities develop regular and
intense contact with each other through various formal and informal networks and
associations (Borras 1993; Hooghe 1995; Sodupe 1999; Salk et al. 2001; Bartolini 2005;
Tatham 2008; Donas and Beyers 2013b). Regional representations are embedded in various
networks in the Brussels scene and these interactions also shape the policy portfolio, i.e. the
set of issues on which they become politically active (Donas et al. 2013). Consequently,
structural relations through which information is shared are an important factor to understand
the information capacity of organized interests. By having close contacts to other regional
representations, they gain more European encompassing expertise concerning the positions
and interests of the other EU regional authorities, leading to a higher likelihood of contact
with the European Parliament. However, various studies have shown that a large share of the
networks regional offices develop in Brussels are networks with regions from the same
member-state (Salk et al. 2001; Donas and Beyers 2013b), which fits into the notion that
regional offices in Brussels are primarily playing member-state games. Moreover, the national
Permanent Representations also need information on other member-states in the negotiations
and the better connected a regional office is with other SNA, the more useful information it
may provide. If this is correct, then a strong embeddedness in Brussels rather means more
information on their national interests and being of a high relevance to the national Permanent
Representation. In contrast, Bouwen (2002) makes us expect that the European Commission
is mostly looking for expertise and technical knowhow, information that is less likely to be
transferred amongst regional representations. Therefore:
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Hypothesis 3: Regional representations with a more extensive EU-level network will
be more likely to exchange information with the Rapporteur of the European
Parliament.
Hypothesis 3B: Regional representations with a more extensive network will be more
likely to exchange information with COREPER level representatives in the Permanent
Representation

However, the involvement of regional stakeholders in policymaking can be seen as a
two-stage process that besides the responsiveness on the part of policymaking, also holds
venue selection on the regional offices. Early research on interest representation typically
assumed that organizations make independent strategic decisions about venue selection, able
to select their targets of influence and their level of activity directed toward each target
(Grossman 2012). Recently, the independent selection capabilities of individual organizations
became more debated. Population-ecology approaches that start from a neo-pluralist
framework, argue that tactics and strategies do not easily change in order to increase influence
and that organizational activities are highly inert (Lowery and Gray 1996; 2004). Hannan and
Freeman (1986) argue that organizational strategy arises from a set of core decisions
concerning the organization’s purpose, structure and basic means of achieving success. As
much organizational strategies are highly context dependent, this limits to amount of strategic
options, but allows for tactical maneuvering that responds to contextual pressures. Therefore,
most organizational activities will be tactical and do not change an organization’s overall
level of policymaking involvement.
A first tactical element concerns the distance between the positions of the regional
representations and the various institutions it might address. The preparation, accumulation
and distribution of information is a costly and time consuming undertaking that places a
heavy burden on the operation of a Brussels office. Consequently, it is unlikely for regional
representations to make large investments when chances on a positive outcome are limited.
Similarly, interest group research has shown that that organized interests mostly exchange
information with like-minded interests (Kollman 1997; Hojnacki 1997; Carpenter, Esterling et
al. 2003; Hall and Deardorf 2006). Thus, the more diverging the policy preferences of the
policymaking institutions and a regional office, the more the latter will eschew the former and
the less likely the office will approach this venue (and vice versa). Therefore:
Hypothesis 4: The closer the regional representation and the institution are aligned on
a policy proposal, the more likely they are to exchange information.
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However, not all institutions have the same impact resulting in diverging tactical
decisions. In most instances, the European Commission has strong agenda-setting powers, and
the distance to the position of the Commission will affect the policy position of other
institutions as well as the contacts one establishes with other institutions. For instance, when
the distance between the policy position of the European Commission and the regional
representation is large, it is much more difficult to change the policy outcome and defend
ones positions vis-à-vis other institutions. Therefore, I expect to find an effect of the policy
alignment with the European Commission on the level of contact in the Permanent
Representation or the EP:
Hypothesis 5:The more distant the position of a regional representation to the position
of the Commission the less likely they will exchange information with the European
Parliament or with COREPER representatives in the Permanent Representation.

Also the nature of the policy issues influences the tactical choices and thus determines
the choice of venues. In this paper, I take four re-distributive issues into account (CAP,
Regional Policy, TEN-T and Horizon 2020). One interesting aspect of these four policy
processes is that they represent different types of issues and therefore are expected to attract a
different set of stakeholders. Some policy processes attract a high number of regional
representations and can be viewed as the natural habitat of regional representations (such as
the Regional Policy Reform), the other policy processes are a little less concerned with
territorial issues and therefore also attract the attention from other non-state actors (e.g.
Horizon 2020). Issues that go beyond territorial matters, and have implications for specific
economic interests, will attract a more diverse crowd of organized interests, including various
societal/private interests. As the latter have industry-specific knowhow at their disposal, their
input will be considered critical in these policy processes. When the regional interests can be
represented at the European institutions by other regional actors with a more legitimate and
representative claim in these areas, regional representation will be inclined to cooperate with
them and less likely to defend their interest directly.
Hypothesis 6: In issue areas where other stakeholders than regional offices (e.g.
private interests) are active, the regional representations are less likely to exchange
information with the policymakers.
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Table 5.1. Theoretical Expectations and data sources
EP Rapporteur EC Commissioner
(F2F)
(F2F)
Self Rule (Hooghe et al. 2010)
Staff (telephone int.)
Total Ties (telephone int.)
Affiliations (website coding)
Distance to REPER (F2F int.)
Distance to COM (F2F int.)
Distance to EP (F2F int.)
Horizon 2020 (telephone int.)
TENT (telephone int.)
CAP (telephone int.)

Permanent
Representation
(F2F)
+ (H1)

+ (H2)
+ (H3A)
+ (H3A)
- (H5)
- (H4)
- (H6)
- (H6)
- (H6)

- (H4)

+ (H3B)
+ (H3B)
- (H4)
- (H5)

- (H6)
- (H6)
- (H6)

- (H6)
- (H6)
- (H6)

Research design
To test these hypotheses (see table 1) and to collect data on which venues were
targeted I conducted face to face interviews with the directors of 33 regional representations.
During these structured interviews I asked both closed and open questions concerning the
venues these regional offices were exchanging information with. The questions related to the
dependent variables were asked in the following manner:
“Did you exchange information regularly with the Rapporteur of the EP committee in
charge of this policy proposal?
With respect to this policy process did you exchange information with Commissioner’s
and/or their Cabinets?
With respect to this policy process did you exchange information with the Permanent
Representations of the Member-States? Which ones? Was this at the level of
COREPER, Working Groups, or both?”
The selection of four policy processes relies on data from a telephone survey with 127
regional representations. All four policy processes were identified during the telephone
interviews as issues on which at least 30 percent of the responding regional offices lobbied.29
The four most important policy processes for the entire community of regional representations
in Spring 2012 were all re-distributive in nature: the Regional Policy Reform, the CAP
reform, Trans-European Transport Network and Horizon 2020. At the moment of data
29

Other issues such as the Energy Efficiency directive only lead to lobby campaigns by 14 percent of the
regional representations.
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collection all these policy processes were ongoing and each concerned legislative processes
aiming to revise already existing policies. On average these 33 regional representations were
active on almost three selected policy processes allowing us to collect information on a total
of 87 concrete lobby campaigns concerning the targeted venues on four different policy
processes. More specifically, of the 33 representations I interviewed fourteen worked on CAP,
twenty on Horizon 2020, 32 on the Regional Policy Reform and 21 on TENT. Since, I am
particularly interested in the political activities related to these specific policy processes the
number of cases in this analysis are the 87 lobby campaigns, the institutions and venues
approached in Brussels during these campaigns, which are clustered in the 33 regional
representations.
In order to attain both a sufficient participation rate and a representative overview of
regional offices I used different criteria to select my respondents. In the above mentioned
telephone survey there was a higher non-response from Southern and Eastern European
regions. I tried to lower the non-response and increase comparability between the cases by
selecting only regional representations that, during the telephone interview, mentioned to be
active on at least two and preferably three of the studied policy processes. In addition, I tried
to have a large range of variance on key explanatory variables such as staff size and self-rule.
Other important elements in order to determine the respondents/sample were the importance
of the issue for the respondent, the position of the respondent on the issue (to avoid only those
who supported particular policy outcomes), while at the same time preventing huge biases in
member-states. This was necessary since although I was able to conduct 33 interviews with a
highly diverse set of regional representations, I was also confronted with a refusal by 14
regional representations (i.e. a response rate of 70 percent). The most heard reason was a lack
of time by the head of office and an over-demand to participate in research projects.
The data on the policy alignment also comes from the face-to-face interviews. In these
interviews respondents were asked detailed questions concerning their own policy position
and the position of other actors. In order to measure the distance of a regional representation’s
position to the European Parliament, the EU Commission and the Permanent Representation
of the home country I first asked the respondents through an open question to describe how
they perceived the several lines of conflict around each policy proposal and to identify which
one was the most important for their regional representation and regional government.
Afterwards, I asked them to place the position of the involved stakeholders, with regard to the
for them most important issue, on a 10-point scale measuring the conflict continuum. Next the
respondents added the position of their regional representation, their national government, the
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European Commission and the European Parliament to the continuum. The distances between
the positions of the regional representations and national or European institutions was
calculated by subtracting the value positions and taking their absolute form, resulting in a
similar distance for both negative and positive values. Some respondents had difficulty to
position some institutions on these scale, for those I took the average distance of other
respondents to this institutions in each policy process.30
For the other variables I rely on already available data, either through secondary
sources or through the telephone interviews with 127 regional representations. The data on the
staff size of the offices was collected during the telephone interview in the beginning of 2012.
During this survey they were also asked to name Brussels offices with whom they exchanged
information during the past six months (Donas and Beyers 2013b). For data on the formal
networks I coded the websites of the trans-regional associations for information on their
members (see Donas and Beyers 2013a). For measuring self-rule – autonomous authority
exercised by the SNA executive over the constituency living in the region – I employ the
index developed by Hooghe et al. (2010), which is a combination of four 4-point items
measuring institutional depth, policy scope, fiscal autonomy and representation.
Data analyses
Before presenting the explanatory analyses, I give a short descriptive account of the
lobby campaigns. Figure 1 visualizes the percentage of regional offices that reported contact
with each venue; the aggregation of all unique contacts within an institutions is presented by
the blue bars. This figure clearly shows that in around 90 percent of the lobby campaigns the
regional representatives had contact with some actor within the European Parliament, the
national Permanent Represention in Council and the European Commission indicating that all
these institutions are an important venue for these representations. Contact with a
Commissioners appears relatively less common, however, still more than half of the regional
representations tried to establish contacts at this level within the Commission.

30

We need to do this since the policy alignment with an institutions tends to be depended on the policy issues.
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Figure 5.1. Venues Regional Representations Target in Four Lobby Campaigns (percentage of
contact making, n=87)
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Yet, there are some noteworthy observations concerning where these regional
representatives go within these institutions. Regarding the European Commission most
contact is with the DG in charge of the issue and less with the Commissioner supervising this
DG. Regardless, whether or not the DG is more accessible than the Commissioner, this
corroborates the idea that more administrative venues hear all sides of the conflict. Almost all
regional representations approached the DG civil servants concerned with a policy proposal
on which they were active, indicating that this venue is a condition sine qua non in order to
become active and make your interests heard. In addition, a regional representative can,
besides targeting the Commissioner in charge of a specific issue, also approach another
Commissioner in order to (in)directly influence the issue. Concerning the EC civil servants,
one can focus on the lead DG in charge of the legislative case, or other DGs that have a stake
in the issue. Contact with Commissioners or DGs situated in other policy areas fairly rare.
Intriguingly, I find that the regional representations have very little contact with the EC
Commissioners from their member-state on specific legislative proposals, only slightly more
than ten percent. In the European Parliament a different pattern emerges as nationality seems
to play a larger role (compared to the Commission). Most contact in the European Parliament
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is with MEPS from their own member state, even more so than with those from their own
region. Probably this is so because not all MEP originating from a specific region are
specialized in the policy issues that were at stake. It is only after the MEPs from the own
member-state (both regional and national) that comes the Rapporteur and MEPs from other
countries. Basically, this descriptive finding confirms the national-orientation of regional
offices. Finally, when we look to the Permanent Representation we see that 95 percent
indicated to have had contact with the National Representation in relation to one of the four
policy processes. Of these, 46 percent targeted representatives of the Council Working Group
level, fourteen percent at the COREPER level and the remaining 35 percent sought contact
with both representatives at the COREPER and working group level.
Next, I present the multivariate tests with the information exchanges with the three
major political venues as dependent variables. For dichotomous dependent variables –
exchanging information with the EP Rapporteur or the EC Commissioner –, I estimate the
effects of the independent variables with a logistic regression. As the level of contact in the
Permanent Representation is an ordinal variable (no access, working group level, COREPER
level, and both), I use an ordinal logistic regression model. The technique is very similar to a
multinomial logistic regression, except that in ordered logistic regression an order in the
categories is assumed to be present.
For each of the three venues five models are tested (Tables 1-3). The first model is the
intercept model with the issue dummies to control for the impact of four different policy
processes. The reference category is the Regional Policy Reform as this is the largest process
and it is the natural habitat of regional activities. The second models adds the traditional
variables (self-rule and staff), the third model includes the network embeddedness (total ties
and number of affiliations), the fourth model is the complete model as it adds the political
alignment with the institutions. Afterwards, a best model is tested with only the statistical
significant effects to get more reliable estimates for the parameter coefficients. In order to
compare and ease the interpretation of the regression coefficients tables 4 and 5 show the
probabilities of contact when the independent variable is at its 20th and its 80th percentile
value and all other variables are at their mean for the Models 1.5 and 2.5. Also the odds ratio
for when an independent variables moves from the 20th to the 80th percentile are presented in
order to compare the sizes of the effects. For straightforwardness during the discussion of the
results I refer to small and large instead of 20th and 80th percentile. The probabilities and odds
ratios are given for both the Regional Policy Reform and Horizon 2020 as these two processes
are most divergent in the likelihood of exchanging information with policymakers, resulting
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in the largest differences in probability change. In other words, the effect of an independent
variable will be larger for the Horizon 2020 process than in the Regional Policy Reform, since
regional representations are more likely to mobilize on the latter.

Table 5.2. Explaining the Information Exchanges with the EP Rapporteur
(Logistic regression results)a
Model 1.1:
Null model + Issue
Dummies
1.466 (.453)***

Constant
Staff size (log)
Self-Rule

Model 1.2:
staff + self-rule
.665 (2.056)

Model 1.3:
staff + self-rule +
network
3.251 (2.930)

1.791 (3.447)

.675 (.331)*
-.02 (.963)

-.016 (.971)
-2.639 (1.564)†

.253 (.563)
-2,698 (1,741)

.235 (.114)*
.272 (.08)***

.433 (.167)**
.379 (.114)***

.272 (.113)*
.289 (.087)***

-1.138 (.408)**
.466 (.450)
.334 (.212)

-.851 (.275)**

-2.096 (1.052)*
-3.968 (1.105)***
-1.229 (.790)

-2.090 (1.218)†
-4.758 (1.457)***
-2.069 (1.075)†

-1.928 (1.107)†
-3.787 (1.205)**
-1.755 (.942)†

84
7
45.420
57.3%

84
10
62.772
72.3%

84
6
57.359
67.9%

Affiliations (log)
Total Ties
Alignment EC
Alignment EP
Alignment PR
Policy CAP
Policy Horizon
Policy TENT
Model fit:
n
df
χ2

Nagelkerke R²

-.655(.752)
-2.159 (.675)***
-.981 (.638)

84
3
11.737
17.9%

-.901 (.795)
-2.385 (.716)***
-1.029(.659)

84
5
16.868
25%

Model 1.4:
Full model

Model 1.5:
Best Model
-.567 (.989)

a) significance levels are based on model-based standard errors (in parenthesis), †=<.1, * =< .05, ** =< .01, ***=< .001

Table 5.3. Explaining the Information Exchanges with the EC Commissioner
(Logistic regression results)a
Model 2.1:
Null model + Issue
Dummies
1.897 (.619)**

Constant
Staff size (log)
Self-Rule

Model 2.2:
staff + self-rule
.651 (2.255)

Model 2.3:
staff + self-rule +
network
.177 (2.378)

-3.002 (3.044)

-.687 (1.145)

.508 (.349)
.293 (1.083)

.505 (.404)
.554 (1.163)

.944 (.473)*
1.065 (1.294)

.916 (.379)*

-.043 (.069)
.019 (.053)

-.091 (.079)
.050 (.061)

Affiliations (log)
Total Ties
Alignment EC
Alignment EP
Alignment PR
Policy CAP
Policy Horizon
Policy TENT
Model fit:
n
df
χ2

Nagelkerke R²

-.693 (.904)
-2.516 (.777)***
-1.792 (.619)*

75
3
15.064
24.8%

-.932 (.937)
-2.750 (.816)***
-1.892 (.792)*

75
5
18.318
29.6%

-.980 (.943)
-2.721 (.816)***
-1.915 (.794)*

75
7
18.703
30.1%

Model 2.4:
Full model

Model 2.5:
Best Model

-.529 (.261)*
.785 (.385)*
.322 (.188) †

-.499 (.258) *
.650 (.349) †
.252 (.170)

-1.144 (1.003)
-3.114 (.939)***
-2.186 (.879)*

-2.629 (.739)***
-1.716 (.735)*

75
10
26.999
41.2%

75
6
24.420
37.9%

a) significance levels are based on model-based standard errors (in parenthesis), †=<.1, * =< .05, ** =< .01, ***=< .001
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Table 5.4. Explaining the level of Information Exchanges at the Permanent
Representation (Ordinal Logistic regression results)a

Threshold 1
Threshold 2
Threshold 3

Model 3.1:
Null model + Issue
Dummies
-3.150 (.593)***
-.149 (.350)
.443 (.356)

Staff size (log)
Self-Rule

Model 3.2:
staff + self-rule

Model 3.4:
Full model

Model 3.5:
Best Model

3.035 (1.951)
6.508 (2.058)**
7.264 (2.099)***

Model 3.3:
staff + self-rule +
network
4.195 (2.087)*
7.741 (2.192)***
8.542 (2.238)***

3.997 (2.339)†
7.594 (2.436)**
8.413 (2.474)***

4.341 (1.994)*
7.806 (2.091)***
8.591 (2.139)***

.627 (.303)*
2.645 (.961)**

.383 (.361)
3.174 (1.032)**

.230 (.380)
3.076 (1.076)**

3.198 (.970)***

-.121 (.061)*
.112 (.047)*

-.124 (.063)*
.120 (.050)*

-.113 (.042)†
.125(.0586)**

Affiliations (log)
Total Ties
Alignment EC
Alignment EP
Alignment PR
Policy CAP
Policy Horizon
Policy TENT

.278 (.191)
-.170 (.263)
-.007(.128)
.073 (.644)
-.467 (.574)
-.443 (.547)

-.254 (.688)
-.547 (.610)
-.631 (.581)

-.591 (.725)
-.384 (.635)
-.650 (.593)

-.636 (.758)
-.495 (.691)
-.678 (.599)

Model fit:
n
78
78
78
78
78
df
3
5
7
10
3
Likelihood Ratio χ2
1.253
20.784
27.231
29.436
24.520
Log Likelihood
-89.281
-79.515
-76.292
-75.189
-77.647
AIC
190.561
175.029
172.867
176.378
168.477
BIC
204.701
201.883
196.151
207.015
181.434
a) significance levels are based on model-based standard errors (in parenthesis), †=<.1, * =< .05, ** =< .01, ***=< .001

The results confirm the resource exchange theory as self-rule (national information),
staff (technical expertise) and network embeddedness (European information) explain the
attempts of regional offices to establish exchanges with various institutions, yet also highlight
tactical issue-based decisions regional representations make. I find a strong effect of political
alignment or the extent to which regional offices faced allies or opponent in the varying
policy processes. I expected to find most political activity on the Regional Policy Reform and
much less on all other policy processes (hypothesis 6). True, on the Regional Policy Reform
process there was more contact with both the Commissioner and the EP Rapporteur and these
effects are also fairly strong. Concerning the EP Rapporteur, regional representations with
average levels on the other independent variables are more likely to exchange information
with the EP on Regional Policy Reform (96 percent) than on Horizon 2020 (42 percent). In
other words, regional offices are about 2.3 times as likely to establish contact with the
Rapporteur on the Regional Policy Reform than on Horizon 2020. For the EC Commissioner
a similar difference between Horizon 2020 and Regional Policy is observed. For the
Commissioner the likelihood is even slightly larger (2.4 times as likely). On the Regional
Policy Reform process the average regional representation has a likelihood of 89 percent,
while this is only 37 percent on the Horizon 2020 process. However, there is an insignificant
regression estimate for the CAP reform, meaning that CAP and Regional Policy Reform are
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not significantly different in the likelihood that a regional representation will establish contact
with the EC Commissioner. Finally, at the Permanent Representations there are no significant
associations found between the level at which contact takes place and the specific process
these contacts concerned. This means that the level of contact with the Permanent
Representation is always high, irrespective of what is at stake. This is an important finding as
it hints to a constant stream of contact regardless of the issues, showing that the Permanent
Representation is an important partner for the regional representations. It corroborates the
findings of Tatham (2010, 2012) that the political practices of regional offices run parallel
with the national representation in Brussels and do not necessarily hollow out the memberstate representation.
Regarding the hypotheses about the information capacity I find some confirmation that
staff size (expertise) has a positive effect on contact with the EC Commissioner (hypothesis
2), but this effect only materializes when controlled for the alignment with other institutions.
However, the staff size of an office can play a crucial role, in large part depending on the
policy process. Whereas the size of the office is rather negligible for the Regional Policy
process, it does have a larger impact in the TENT process. Moving from small to a large staff
size leads in the TENT process to a doubling, an increase from 34 to 67 percent, in the
likelihood to establish exchanges with the Commissioner. In the Regional Policy Reform this
an increase can only be small – from 81 to 94 percent – as it already was at a quite high level.
The amount of self-rule (as a proxy for the ability to supply regional/national
encompassing information) a regional authority possesses increases, as hypothesized
(hypothesis 1), the level of contact in the Permanent Representation. In Model 3.5 a
representation with average levels of self-rule, total ties and affiliations is expected to
establish contact with working group representatives (value 7.83). However, an increase for
self-rule to the most autonomous regions is not sufficient to establish contact with both
representatives of the working group and COREPER level (value 8.66). Thus, in order to
establish contact with both these levels in the Permanent Representation a regional offices
also requires a higher than average amount of ties with other Brussels based regional
representations. This confirms the importance of these policy networks for contact with the
Permanent Representation (hypothesis 3B). In other models I did not find a significant effect
for self-rule, indicating that the EU institutions are not more likely to establish contact with
regional representations that have a higher level of self-rule. In contrast, there is even a
negative effect on the contact with the EP Rapporteur in Model 1.3. This non-finding is also
relevant for two reasons. First, it shows that, although regions with much self-rule are very
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eager to establish their own regional office in Brussels (Donas and Beyers 2013a), these
regions are not necessarily better connected to the EU-level institutions. Second, the evidence
suggests that, in concrete lobby campaigns on highly salient issues, regional offices
representing SNAs with much self-rule operate mainly as important liaisons between the
regional and the central state government.

Table 5.5. Probabilities and Odds of Exchanging Information with EP Rapporteur in
Model 1.5 1
Issue

Cohesion Policy (97%)
probability of contact

Horizon 2020 (42%)
probability of contact

percentile
20

percentile
80

P20/P80

percentile
20

percentile 80

P20/P80

Affiliation

88%

99%

1.13

15%

60%

4.00

Total Ties

79%

99%

1.25

8%

79%

9.88

Political Distance to the European
99%
93%
0.94
71%
23%
0.32
Commission
(1.06)
(3.09)
1
For the dichotomous variables measuring the issue differences the probabilities of establishing contact change from 97%,84%
TENT, 82% CAP, Cohesion policy, to 42% for Horizon 2020 (change in odds 2.3)

Table 5.6. Probabilities and Odds of Exchanging Information with the EC
Commissioner in Model 2.5 1
Issue

Cohesion Policy (89%)
probability of contact

probability of contact

percentile
20
79%

percentile
80
93%

P20/P80

Political Distance to the European
Commission

94%

81%

Political Distance to the European
Parliament

79%

93%

Staff

Horizon 2020 (37%)

percentile
20
22%

percentile 80

P20/P80

51%

2.32

0.86
(1.16)

55%

24%

0.44
(2.29)

1.18

21%

52%

2.48

1.18

Political Distance to the National
84%
90%
1.07
29%
40%
1.38
Government
1
For the dichotomous variables measuring the issue differences the probabilities of establishing contact change from 97%,59%
TENT, Cohesion policy, to 37% for Horizon 2020 (change in odds 2.4)

The hypotheses (3A and 3B) on the EU-level network embeddedness of the regional
offices are also confirmed. Regional representations with more formal and informal ties are
more likely to establish contact with the EP Rapporteur, while this has no effect for the
European Commissioner. The size of the effect depends also on the policy process. Model
1.5. shows that in the Horizon 2020 case an increase from a small to a larger number of transregional association makes regional representation four times more likely to have had contact
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with the EP Rapporteur (15 to 60 percent). However, the effect of the total number of
informal ties is even larger. I find that those with many informal ties to other regions with a
representation in Brussels (19) are ten times more likely than representation with limited
number of ties (3) to initiate exchanges information with the EP Rapporteur. The network
embeddedness also helps to explain the level of contact in the Permanent Representation.
Somewhat unexpectedly, the results show that the amount of trans-regional associations a
region is member of has a negative impact on the propensity to develop exchanges with the
national PR; but the overall number of ties with other regional offices has a positive impact on
networking with the national Permanent Representation. Although this former effect is rather
small it does indicate that these associations provide an additional option making these offices
less dependent on their Permanent Representation for information. Yet, the last effect shows
that that information from other member-states and regions may feed, via a regional office,
into the national Permanent Representation which illustrates that regional offices might
function as useful information suppliers to the member state representation in Brussels.
Finally, I have indications that regional representations make tactical decisions
concerning the venues they approach. However, the findings are not completely in line with
the expectations. Relating to the importance of exchanges with like-minded institutions, I
have mixed results (hypothesis 4). Whereas I find confirmation for this mechanism in the
contacts with the European Commissioner, I do not have evidence indicating that a larger
distance from the policy positions to the EP or the Permanent Representations would temper
their likelihood to establish contacts. Though, the effect of the distance to the Commission’s
policy position is fairly strong. For the Regional Policy process, if a regional representation is
close to the policy position of the Commission, there is a 94 percent probability of contact,
while for those with a larger distance this decreases to 81 percent. For other issues this effect
will even be larger. For instance, on Horizon 2020 this lead to a decrease from 55 percent to
24 percent probability of contacting the Commission.
The importance of distance to the policy position is further corroborated as it also
significantly influences the likelihood of contact with the EP Rapporteur (hypothesis 5). True,
compared to the other variables in Model 1.5 the effect of this variable is rather small. Yet, on
issues where less regions established contact with the Rapporteur, such Horizon 2020, this
effect can still be quite large. For instance on Horizon 2020 a regional representation with a
large distance to the Commission is three times less likely than those with a almost
overlapping position to establish contact with the Rapporteur (23 to 71 percent). Intriguingly,
there are also two smaller effects for the distance to the EP and the national government in
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order to establish contacts with the Commissioner. I observe that the more diverging the
policy position with these venues, the more likely they establish contacts with the
Commissioner. Interestingly, a larger distance to these two institutions does lead to a increase
in the likelihood to establish contact with the European Commissioner. This means that
regional offices put in extra effort to target the Commissioner when the EP and national
government are further away from their policy position. It clearly demonstrates that regional
representations make tactical decisions about where to go in order to gain political attention.
In short, it confirms my initial expectation that a purely resource dependency perspective
relying on expertise based exchanges driven by the institutional needs does not capture the
supply-side of information exchanges. In addition to exchanges, considerable attention needs
to be paid to the politics and the potential political conflict surrounding specific policy issues.
Conclusion
The objective of this article was to analyze which institutional venues regional offices
address in four lobbying campaigns, namely Regional Policy, CAP, TEN-T and Horizon
2020. Although Brussels based regional offices are increasingly mobilized in the EU and
active on a large array of policy issues, recent research concludes that the regionalization of
European states has not necessarily hollowed out or fragmented member-state representation.
Instead of bypassing the central state, in many instances sub-state authorities collaborate
intensively with central state agencies. By presenting an in depth study of the lobby
campaigns on four concrete policy processes, I was able to add some important insights to this
perspective. I argued that supplementing theories focusing on the resource exchange
relationship with knowledge on network embeddedness, the political alignment and the issue
characteristics leads to a better understanding of the venue choices of regional representations.
Moreover, my comprehensive approach shows that regional representations combine
and approach various venues in order to make their interests heard on a policy process. I
showed that regional representations are most likely to approach civil servants of the
European Commission, their Permanent Representations and members of European
Parliament, while the EC Commissioner is much more difficult to establish contacts with.
There are substantial differences between all these institutional venues in terms of the regional
representations they attract. For instance, regional representations that are strongly connected
with other regional representations are much more likely to establish contact with the EP
Rapporteur and the Permanent Representation.
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This variation can be explained by various internal factors and contextual variables.
Firstly, I observe a large impact of the nature of the policy process on the targeting of the EP
Rapporteur and the EC Commissioner. Secondly, representations that approach the EP
Rapporteur appear to be better connected both through informal networks and formal
associations. In addition, they are also more in line with the policy positions of the European
Commission, although the distance to the policy position of the European Parliament does not
seem to matter that much. Thirdly, the Commissioner attracts regional representations with a
larger staff size, and again those that are more in line with the position of the European
Commission. Surprisingly, I also find that a larger distance to the policy position of the
European Parliament and the national government leads to a higher likelihood of contact with
the EC Commissioner indicating that regional representations make tactical choices about
where they go lobby. To put it different, when a reginal office does not get enough support
from the EP or the national government, it seeks more exchanges with the Commission. This
finding points to the fact that a multi-institutional process provides additional opportunities; in
case one risks losing a battle in one venue there is still an alternative venue. Fourthly, this
does not necessarily implying the bypassing of the central state, for instance in cases where
regions enjoy much autonomy. Higher level officials in the Permanent Representations attract
especially regional offices that enjoy a higher level of self-rule, have more informal ties with
other regions, but have limited links with trans-regional associations. In contrast to the
Commission and the European Parliament, the issue characteristics and the policy alignment
with the Permanent Representation does not have any impact on their level of contact, which
suggest that the Permanent Representation is a relevant interlocutor irrespective of the policy
issue at stake or the political alignments between the national representation and the regional
office.
This paper showed that great differences exist concerning the political tactics regional
representation use when defending their interests at the EU level. Future research on these
lobby campaigns needs to take a closer look at how these advocacy tactics are used across
different policy issues and fields. On some specific policy processes it might be the case that
network embeddedness becomes more or less important to explain for the contact with the EC
Commissioner. Or, perhaps that depending on the policy process the impact of staff on the
contact with the EU Commissioner diminishes or increases. In addition, gaining deeper
knowledge on how these tactical decisions affect the political influence of these regional
representations on specific processes is a crucial next step in order to gain insight in nature of
territorial lobbying and the usefulness of these Brussels offices.
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6.
Conclusion
–
Regional
Interest
Representation Strategies Scrutinized
In order to defend their interests towards the European institutions, regional
governments adopt highly diverging strategies. My major empirical objective was to explain
why subnational authorities adopt a particular set of political practices when seeking to
advance their interests in Brussels. More specifically, the four articles that form this
dissertation studied in depth: 1) mobilization through varying organizational forms, 2) the
exchange of policy information and expertise among regional representations, 3) the
monitoring and lobbying of different policymaking issues and 4) the development of lobby
campaigns concerning specific policy issues. By developing systematic knowledge on the
mobilization of and strategies developed by regional authorities, crucial preconditions for
exerting influence, I aimed to create more robust knowledge on the action repertoire of
regional representations and improve our understanding of the role these actors play in the
contemporary European political order, more specifically at the EU-level in Brussels. In a
nutshell, both actor-centered and contextual factors, such as the capacity to intermediate
between the EU institutions and diverse non-state actors and other regional representations,
turned out to be vital explanatory factors. In what follows, I will integrate the different
findings and draw some more general conclusions. I first summarize the explanatory models
developed in the four articles and the empirical results they generated. I then briefly reflect on
the research project and put my findings in a larger context linking them to the three broader
questions that navigated through my dissertation and inspired the overall research strategy.
Finally, I sketch some possible avenues for further research.
Summary of key findings
The first article demonstrated that SNAs rely on and often combine multiple
organizational forms. Moreover, my comprehensive mapping showed that all SNAs at the
first level below the central government are, in one way or another, active at the EU-level.
Yet, not all forms are equally combined and there are some substantial differences between
SNAs. For instance, SNAs with a liaison office are connected to many more trans-regional
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associations than SNAs that are represented by complete national associations. This variation
can be explained by various domestic and contextual factors. First, SNAs with an office
appear to be wealthier and more autonomous. Second, SNAs with a partial national
association have a much smaller overall GDP, but their GDP/capita is larger compared to
other SNAs. Overall, these are prosperous and resourceful regions – as they do not need to
share resources with all other SNAs within a member-state in order to establish a
representation – but for whom the added value of setting up their own office is possibly not
high enough. Third, SNAs that rely on a complete national association are weaker in terms of
their overall GDP and, in particular, their GDP/capita. They usually have, compared to
regions with an office, not much self-rule, but a substantial amount of shared-rule. Finally, an
extensive membership of trans-regional associations is strongly resource and competence
driven; the more resources and the more self-rule, the higher the investment in trans-regional
associations. In addition to resources and competencies, party politics matters. Regions
harboring regionalist parties are generally more active in trans-regional associations and they
are more likely to establish their own liaison office.
In the second article the goal was to analyze the nature of EU-level trans-regional
collaboration and to explain the information exchanges among regional offices when lobbying
in Brussels. The most important observation is that member-state embeddedness is by far the
strongest predictor for policy-related exchanges among regional offices in Brussels. The
findings clearly confirm that most regional offices are predominantly exchanging information
with offices from the same country. However, when a regional office seeks trans-regional
exchanges, it is more likely to do so with an office representing a region with lower self-rule
and with which it shares substantial policy interests. Or said differently, I observed no
systematic exchanges or collaboration among regions that enjoy high levels of self-rule.
Rather, it appears that functional needs, not politics, drives trans-regional exchanges. In sum,
trans-regional cooperation is not inspired by a quest for more self-rule, the bypassing of
national governments, or the preservation of political autonomy, but is primarily driven by
specific interests situated in particular policy domains.
Article three focused on the policy domains and issues regional representations
prioritize. It was demonstrated that the policy interests of Brussels’ based regional
representations are usually quite broad. On average, these actors monitor developments in
various policy domains. However, their lobbying activities are much more restricted and
generally remain limited to two legislative issues. Hence, while these regional representations
might monitor several policy fields, they only prioritize a fairly limited number of legislative
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issues in their lobbying behavior. The empirical analysis leads to a categorization of three
types of regional representations: 1) a group that primarily focuses on monitoring, 2) a large
set of actors that mainly concentrates on redistributive issues, and 3) a minority that in
addition to these redistributive issues also engages in lobbying on issues of a regulatory
nature. In considering the characteristics of these regional representations more closely, I
observed that especially (a limited set of) regions, who enjoy much autonomy and establish
ties with subnational private actors, are likely to engage in regulative lobbying. Redistributive
lobbying activities appear to be less strongly linked to these features, and can only be
explained by the network embeddedness of the regional representations, that is, their
connections to trans-regional associations. In sum, the policy portfolios of regional
representations are considerably affected by the structural connections of regional lobbyists
with other public and private interests.
Finally, in article four I analyzed the information exchanges between regional
representations and policymakers during in concrete policy processes (Cohesion policy, CAP,
TEN-T and Horizon 2020). The results shows that regional representations combine and
approach various venues in order to make their interests heard. I demonstrated that regional
representations are most likely to approach civil servants of the European Commission (at the
level of Directorate-Generals), the national Permanent Representation and (mostly national)
members of the European Parliament. The higher levels in the Commission, more precisely
the EC Commissioners and their cabinets, are much more difficult to establish contact with.
The varying extent to which these EU-level institutions are targeted can be explained by
various actor-centered and contextual factors. First, I observed a substantial impact of the type
of policy process on the contact with the EP Rapporteur and the EC Commissioners. In issue
areas where other stakeholders than regional offices (e.g. private interests) are active, i.e.
CAP, TENT-T and Horizon 2020, regional representations are less likely to exchange
information with the Commissioner and the EP Rapporteur. Second, regional representations
that approach the EP Rapporteur appear to be better connected with other regional
representations both through informal networks and trans-regional associations. Importantly,
they are also more in line with the policy positions of the European Commission, although the
policy position of the European Parliament does not seem to matter. Third, the EC
Commissioner attracts in general representations with a larger staff size, and again those that
are more in line with the position of the Commission. Interestingly, I also found that a larger
distance to the policy position of the European Parliament and the national government leads
to a higher likelihood of contact with the EC Commissioner. This clearly demonstrates that,
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notwithstanding the above discussed structural constraints, regional representations make
tactical decisions about where to go in order to gain political attention.
Putting the findings together in a broader context
One important question, and fundamental political research puzzle, is to which extent
the European political system can be characterized as a governmental arena where the
member-states still play a predominant central role. Sometimes, the combination of European
integration and processes of devolution within the member-states, is conceived as hollowing
out central government agencies and ministries, a trend that may potentially undermine the
role and position of the member-states (see for instance Marks 1992, 1993; Hooghe 1995;
Hooghe and Marks 2001). In another view, central government executives still have
considerable capabilities to constrain or weaken the autonomy and discretion of sub-state
entities. Although, my findings cannot provide a definite answer to this question, most of my
results support the literature that argues in favor of the resilience of the central role and
position of the member-states (Bache 1999; Bache and Jones 2000; Jeffrey 2000; Beyers and
Bursens 2006, 2013; Tatham 2010, 2012). True, the size of my data-sets did not allow me to
test always and systematically for member-state effects, but where I was able to control for
this factor, I consistently observed that various member-state related variables were strong
predictors of my dependent variables.
In the first article concerning the organizational form of mobilization, I showed that
more autonomous regions are more likely to establish their own Brussels-based regional
representation and tend to be active in more trans-regional associations. It was also found that
SNAs that rely on a complete national association enjoy less self-rule, but enjoy a substantial
amount of shared rule, that is the authority to jointly exercise collective authority in the
country as a whole. So, based on this analysis one might conclude that the combination of
regionalization and EU integration fragments member-state representation as especially
‘strong’ regions seek representation independent of the central state government.
However, by looking more closely to the actors that established a liaison office in the
trailing articles, one arrives at a more nuanced conclusion. The second article, concerning the
information exchange network, leads to the conclusion that more regional autonomy at home,
or high levels of self-rule, does not necessarily contribute to the hollowing out of memberstate representation, which is in line with some other contemporary studies (see for instance
Tatham 2008/2010/2012; Moore 2008; Morata 2010). True, regional offices from more
autonomous regions are very active, but relatively spoken, most of their exchanges are with
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regional offices that represent other regions from their home country. One of the possibly
explanations for this result is situated in the third article where the policy portfolios of
regional representations were analyzed. Especially regions that enjoy much autonomy are
likely to engage in regulative lobbying. Yet, the fact that most EU regulatory legislation needs
to be agreed upon in the Council, makes such regions strongly dependent on well-prepared
policy positions defended by member-state delegations in the Council. And for these national
positions, regional authorities depend primarily on other regions from their own member-state
as well as on their national government. Finally, paper four shows that higher levels of selfrule correspond with higher levels of contact with the national Permanent Representation, but
that self-rule does not necessarily lead to more contacts with supranational institutions such as
the Commission or the European Parliament. In short, I have no evidence showing that strong
and autonomous regions go their own way and act independently from the national
government. To sum up, higher amounts of competence transfers from the national to the
regional level increases the likelihood to open a liaison office in Brussels (first article). This
may lead to the expectation that such regions will establish more contacts with the EU
institutions, adopt bypassing behavior and put less effort in exchanging information with other
regions from their member-state or the national government. However, within the set of
mobilized regions I did find no significant differences between regions with a higher or lower
level of self-rule. Some results, even point in the opposite direction, meaning that regional
representations with much self-rule are more likely to cooperate with the national Permanent
Representation in Brussels. In other words, rather than undermining the representation of
member-states, it appears as if regional mobilization can be highly complementary to
member-state representation.

A second important question I aimed to answer is whether there exists a bias in the
representation of regional interests. The representation of regional governments might be
highly skewed if only rich, resourceful and powerful regions would be able to play the
Brussels’ game. Such a bias might deteriorate the input- and output-legitimacy of the EU.
Formally, the EU polity rests on two key principles of representation, namely the memberstates via the Council and citizens representation via the European Parliament. Excessive
representation of rich and prosperous regions through intensive lobbying may undermine and
unbalance these forms of representation. Although, the first article did not elaborate on how
SNAs interact with EU institutions, its findings give a first answer. On the one hand, the fact
that all European SNAs have some presence in Brussels gives credit to the argument that sub133

state representation has become a natural way of interest representation in the EU, and thus
supporting those who view regional mobilization as an opportunity for peripheral regions
(Bartolini 2005, 269). On the other hand, my results show substantial differences in the sense
that resource-full SNAs are very active through multiple organizational forms and occupy a
prominent position in several trans-regional associations. The combination of organizational
forms allows these SNAs to mobilize a large variety of ‘policy goods’ and to considerably
improve their chances of gaining access and attention from EU policymakers, which
summons a more skeptical assessment of regional mobilization. Yet, the other articles
somewhat nuance this picture. The third article on regional offices policy portfolio’s
demonstrated that the policy interests of Brussels’ based regional representations are usually
quite broad. On average, regional offices monitor developments in various policy domains,
which gives credit to the broad and encompassing nature of Brussels’ based regional
representation. However, their concrete lobby activities are much more restricted and
generally remain limited to two legislative issues. Hence, while regional representations might
monitor several policy fields, they only prioritize a fairly limited number of legislative issues
in their lobbying behavior. So claims on the nature of regional representation depends
strongly on whether one focuses on lobbying or monitoring. In addition, I observed that only a
limited set of regions, those that enjoy much autonomy and develop ties with subnational
private actors, are likely to engage in regulative lobbying. This suggests that what regional
offices represent, the content of their representation, is considerably affected by the input of
other societal actors or lobbyists who lobby other lobbyists. My data does not allow to draw a
definite conclusion, but future research needs to address whether a prominent position of
regional representations that collaborate closely with private interests are creating benefits for
specific functional interests and thus entail a weaker presence of the public interest.
In the last article, where the information exchanges between regional representations
and policymakers during four concrete policy processes (Cohesion policy, CAP, TEN-T and
Horizon 2020) in Brussels were analyzed, an even more nuanced picture emerges. To explain
the variation in venues targeted by regional offices I used both actor-centered and contextual
variables. True, there is a bias in the venues that are approached. For instance, regional
representations that approach the EP Rapporteur appear to be better connected both through
informal networks with other regional representations and trans-regional associations and the
EC Commissioner attracts in general representations with a larger staff size. Yet, we also
observe a large impact of the policy process on the contact with the EP Rapporteur and the EC
Commissioner. When a policy processes attracts many private and specific interests, I
134

observed a stronger connection between the network embeddedness and the propensity to
target certain venues. For instance, in the case of the Regional Policy Reform process regional
offices were more eager to target the Commissioner and the EP Rapporteur than in the case of
Horizon 2020. These findings show that the regional representation is by no means a-priori
fixed, but to a considerable extent changes according to the type of policy process in which
regional authorities are interested.
Summing up, I demonstrated that great differences exist concerning the political
venues representations target when defending their interests at the EU level. Not only did I
find considerable variation in the venues approached by the active regional representations,
combining insights from the different analyses allows me to conclude that the bias might be
much larger than a focus on concrete lobbying activities may suggest. Despite the prominent
position and the high profile activities of some actors, a considerable number of SNAs does
not actively mobilize in Brussels, their representation is highly unsure and volatile, they
refrained from lobbying altogether or are mainly focused on monitoring policy developments.
These findings are in line with a repeatedly heard conclusion in the interest group literature,
namely that interest representation tends to be biased toward a few selective interests and that
most interest group populations are skewed towards resourceful and well-endowed actors
(Baumgartner and Leech 2001; Lowery and Gray 2004; Beyers, Maloney et al. 2008;
Scholzman 2010). Thus, also regional representation in the EU might be most accurately
portrayed by elitism whereby a limited number of resourceful regions tend to dominate the
influence production process (Greenwood 2011).
A third objective was to adopt a contextual approach in studying Brussels’ based
regional representation. My theoretical starting point was that structural conditions – i.e.
network embeddedness and contextual factors – are at least equally, and sometimes even
more, important than actor-centered characteristics, such as resources, age or policy positions.
Generally, most of my findings corroborate this expectation. In the first two articles, I
accounted for country embeddedness as some effects are caused or moderated by the memberstate from which a region originates. In the first article, for both trans-regional and liaison
offices the evidence points at an interesting country moderation effect. First of all, there are
significant differences between the member-states in the sense that SNAs from rich countries
have, on average, more liaison offices and show a higher involvement in trans-regional
associations. The impact of varying economic capabilities is significantly larger for SNAs in
rich and core member-states than for SNAs in more peripheral and Eastern European
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member-states. Consequently, in order to predict its trans-regional membership rate, it makes
a difference whether a resourceful region is located in a core or a peripheral members state. A
second contextual effect is even more telling. When a small set of regions within a country
harbors regionalist parties, not only are these regions more active in trans-regional
associations, but other regions within the same country lacking regionalist parties become
‘infected’ by their immediate context and get increasingly mobilized at the European level. In
the second article I explained the overall Brussels network embeddedness of regional offices,
i.e. their propensity to exchange information with other regional offices, through the use of
social network analysis and some of the explanatory variables I identified in the first article.
Here, the most important observation is that member-state embeddedness is by far the
strongest predictor for policy-related exchanges among regional offices in Brussels. In articles
three and four I used network variables to explain the nature of policy portfolios and the
advocacy tactics of regional offices. As already mentioned, regional representations that
establish ties with subnational private actors, are much more likely to engage in regulative
lobbying. Redistributive lobbying appears to be less strongly linked to these features, but can
be explained by the density of the connections with trans-regional associations. In sum,
regional representations are considerably affected by their structural connections with other
public and private interests. Also concerning the strategic targeting of political institutions
structural explanations play an important role. First, I observed a large impact of the nature of
the policy process on whether or not contacts were developed with the EP Rapporteur and the
EC Commissioner. For instance, on the Regional Policy Reform process there was more
contact with both the Commissioner and the EP Rapporteur than on Horizon 2020. Second,
representations that approach the EP Rapporteur appear to be better connected both through
informal with other regional offices and membership of trans-regional associations.
Importantly, I succeeded in integrating actor-centered explanations (political and
functional) and structural explanatory factors, mainly network embeddedness. The different
articles showed that the combination of structural and actor-centered variables is important to
explain why regional authorities adopt certain political practices. First, they both explain to
great extent through what form, with whom, on what and where regional representations
defend their interest, but also the fact that these factors mutually reinforce each other makes
them indispensable for understanding territorial lobbying. Second, both factors explain
different parts and aspects of regional lobbying. In addition, by investigating these political
strategies in a comprehensive, systematic and stepwise manner, it was possible to study the
connections between these different components of a regional political strategy, as earlier
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decisions (such as the size of the regional representation) affect future strategies (for instance,
the nature of its networks and portfolio).
Limitations and avenues for future research
The research presented in this thesis did not pretend to answer all questions
concerning the usefulness of establishing a regional representations in Brussels, their role in
the emerging European political order or the fragmentation of the nation state. Still, research
on regionalism and territorial lobbying can be improved further. In this section I outline some
limitations and sketch some avenues for future research.
The design of my study is certainly innovative. Surveys (both telephone and face-toface), in combination with a systematic mapping and characterization of the population of
regional interests, offer a unique opportunity to look closely at the driving forces behind
regional representations’ activities in Brussels around various policy processes. Yet, I also
learned from this project in terms of improvements that could be made to further disentangle
the relation and interaction between structural and actor-centered factors of regional
representations’ practices. I see possible improvement along the following lines: 1) the
exclusion of non-Brussels based representations of regional governments, in other words my
project’s disregard of the non-permanently mobilized, 2) the focus on only four redistributive
legislative policy processes, thus ignoring regulatory cases and policy domain variance, 3) the
focus on the steps to gain tangible influence instead of measuring influence directly which is,
as discussed in the introduction, a strength but at the same time a weakness.
First, the actors studied in this dissertation are regional representations with a
permanent presence in Brussels. By doing this, I explicitly presumed that such direct
representation is relevant and important for regional governments. However, in the last
decade, due to technological innovations, a permanent presence in Brussels might have
become less important in order to lobby the EU institutions. The further development and
extension of information exchanges through internet, email- and video-conferencing have
possibly decreased the necessity to open a costly presence in Brussels. Representatives of a
regional government do no longer need to permanently reside in Brussels, as they can easily
fly in before a meeting and return to their regional capital on the same day. We might even
have seen this shift occurring. After the financial crisis many regional representations
(especially from Eastern and Southern Europe, but also the UK) closed down their
representation in Brussels. Consequently, future research needs to take this into account as
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direct contact of regional governments with the EU institutions does not necessarily depend
on having a liaison office.
Second, although the list of policy processes covered in the fourth article is certainly
diverse, I only studied large, encompassing and redistributive policy processes. The fact that I
controlled for different contexts, by dummies variables, certainly shows the robustness of my
findings. Yet, future research on lobby strategies needs to take a closer look at how varying
advocacy tactics are used across different policy fields and different types of policy processes,
including regulatory policies. Instead of dummy-variables, more fine-grained measures of
networks with private interests are needed. In a next phase, research needs to focus on the
plausible varying interaction patterns across domains and policy types. For instance, for
regulatory issues it can be expected that the extensiveness of ties with private actors is
important for explaining contacts with the EC Commissioner. Similarly, the expertise of the
staff at a regional office might explain why the contact with the EU Commissioner diminishes
or increases depending on the policy issue. In addition, gaining deeper knowledge on how
these strategies affect the political influence of these regional representations on specific
issues is a crucial step in order to gain insight in nature of territorial lobbying.
Finally, by focusing the thesis on explaining political strategies, I deliberately
eschewed the direct measurement of political influence. I did not collect systematic data on
the influence of regional authorities in European decision-making and EU legislative
processes. Yet, some of my finding provide a partial answer. Based on my thesis I would
hypothesize that the European political influence of regions will be considerably constrained
by contextual factors which regional political elites will find difficult to manipulate. Much
will depend on the type of policy issue in which regions are interested, the coalitions a
regional authority will be part of and the collaboration among the central state governments
and regional authorities. Future research should aim to combine the expertise and knowledge
of this dissertation in order to investigate varying patterns of influence. This would provide us
with knowledge regarding an important aspect of the behavior of regional authorities in the
EU, namely why these authorities are sometimes effective in their lobbying efforts and less so
at other times. What explains the success of political strategies? Which areas are more easily
influenced compared to other areas? Such research would enable us to identify successful
regional strategies and to point to explanations as to why some regions have been successful
in defending their interests at the European level.
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7.
Appendix
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7.1.
Questionnaire Telephone Interview
ORGANIZATION
I will start with some basic question on you and your representation.
1. Could you tell me what your official title and function is?
2. How long have you been working for this organization?
3. Which region(s) do you represent?
4. Have you any idea when the representation in Brussels was established?
5. Could you tell whether between the YEAR OF ESTABLISHMENT and now, this
representation in Brussels was interrupted?
IF YES, ASK:
Could you tell me why there was an interruption?
6. How many full-time staff members are currently employed at the office in Brussels
7. This is more or less the staff size you have worked with during the past years?
IF NOT, ASK WHY
8. Are there any interest groups, firms, companies, or civil society organizations from the
regional level within your country that contribute to your organization’s resources by
offering financial help, the exchange of staff members and/or other forms of
systematic support?
IF YES, ASK
Which are the most important ones?
How do they contribute?
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POLICY DOMAINS
In the next set of questions I will ask you about the policy domains your organization is active
in.
CLARIFICATION: This means that you screen on a regular basis upcoming
legislation, exchange information with colleagues and report to your regional
government/members.
CLARIFICATION: Basically, policy domains are broad sets of topics and issues that
cluster together.
9. I will now give you a list of 18 policy domains. Could you tell me which of these are
important in the sense that your organizations spends a lot of resources monitoring
developments in these domains.
List of domains
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Agriculture
Art, entertainement, culture
Banking, Assurance and Financial Services
Community Development and Housing Issues
Education
Energy
Environment
Fisheries
Foreign policies and development Cooperation
Goverance, public administration
Health
Labor market policies
Macro-economics, tax and fiscal politics
Manufacturing
Research and Development
Social affairs
Structural and regional funds
Transport
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ACTIVITIES
Next, we'll focus on some more activities of your organization.
11. Could you tell me how much percent of your organization’s time and energy is
devoted to the search for EU funding opportunities?
12. Does your organization lobby on EU legislative proposals?
12.a Which are the EU legislative proposals your organization has been actively
seeking attention for the interests of your region (members) during the past six
months?
CLARIFICATION:
With EU legislative proposals we refer to proposals for directives or
regulations submitted by the Commission, ongoing legislative work that
involves the Council and the Parliament, or Green and White Books.
12.b Which is the most important one?
12.c On this issue, who are/were the most important stakeholders, policy-makers,
territorial interests and/or civil society actors you have been exchanging policy
relevant information with?
13. On average on how many different legislative proposals does your organization work
intensively in the period of six months?
EXTERNAL ACTORS AND RELATIONS
Now, I would like to ask you some questions about the policy networks you are involved in.
Basically, it concerns the networks through which you share and exchange policy relevant
information with other significant actors.
CLARIFICATION
We are primarily interested in regular contact. With this we mean quite often,
more than just occasionally or on an ad hoc basis so that the relation can be
considered as of a significant and substantial importance for your activities in
Brussels
14. Could you tell me which are the most important Brussels based trans-regional
networks or associations in which your organization is embedded?
15. Could you tell me which are the most important Brussels based regional
representations with whom you had regular contact during the past six months?
CLARIFICATION
contact = the sharing and exchanging of policy relevant information on EU
related matters
16. Could tell me which are the Brussels based companies, civil society organizations
and/or interest groups with whom you had regular contact during the past six months?
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Finally, we have some questions about your institutional contacts.
17. During the past six months, how often did you have contact with the permanent
representation of your home country? Was this every day, every week, every month,
every three months, once or never?
18. Now I will list five key EU institutions. Please indicate how intense your contact was
with these institutions during the past six months.
A. EU Commissioners
a. Was this every day, every week, every month, every three
months, once or never?
B. Civil servants of the EU Commission
a. Was this every day, every week, every month, every three
months, once or never?
C. Members of the European Parliament
a. Was this every day, every week, every month, every three
months, once or never?
D. The EU presidencies office
a. Was this every day, every week, every month, every three
months, once or never?
E. Members of the Committee of the Regions
a. Was this every day, every week, every month, every three
months, once or never?
F. European Economic and Social Committee
a. Was this every day, every week, every month, every three
months, once or never?
19. Could you tell me whether there is any area or topic we have not covered in our
interview which you believe to be important?
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7.2.
Questionnaire Face-to-Face Interview
This interview will focus on ________________(= name organization) political activities in
the second half of 2011. During the telephone interview conducted with you or one of your
colleagues, __________________ (= name person) said that _____________________ (=
name organization) was mostly interested in policy processes regarding
_____________________.
In this interview, I want to talk with you about the policy processes
* ______________________
* ______________________
* ______________________

The interview consists of four parts, being the identification of the conflict dimensions within
these cases, the coalitions your organization was involved in, the advocacy tactics used and,
some questions on influence. As we are interested in the comparability between these cases
we will discuss each policy process separately with similar questions in each subsection. This
approach also leads to an efficient and effective interview.
I will now start with policy process _______________(x).

Identification of the Conflict Dimensions
1. Often, EU policymaking can be characterized by several lines of conflict around specific
issues. For example, a proposal on emissions trading may trigger conflicts about the
sectors of the economy that should be covered by the scheme, or about the way emissions
rights should be distributed and so on. Can you identify up to three distinct conflicts
within the policy process concerning (______________) on which there was
disagreement among the stakeholders? With “stakeholders”, reference is made to policy
advocates, such as regional representations, other types of interest groups, firms, civil
society organizations, as well as member states and party groups in the European
Parliament and the Committee of the Regions.

2. Comparing all the issues you have been engaged in during the last year, could you say for
each issue characterizing this particular process whether it was: the most important (1),
somewhat important (2), or not so important (3) for your organization?
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Conflict Dimensions

somewhat
important


not important

1)____________________________

the most
important


2)____________________________







3)____________________________









Only ask question 2B if three conflicts are mentioned above:
2B. Which two of these three issues are ‘the most important’, in the sense that you spent
most resources in terms of advocacy?
1.) _________________________________________
2.) _________________________________________

3. Now I would like to ask you about the positions of the stakeholders involved in these
conflict dimensions with regard to ________________. Regarding _______________
(conflict dimension 1 and 2) [HAND OVER SHEET 1a], when the consultation process
began which two interest organization, civil society groups, Brussels’ offices or transregional associations, took the most divergent positions? Please place these actors at the
end of both sides of the conflict continuum and also briefly describe the policy positions
of these two actors.

4. Now, I am going to ask you to position some more stakeholders:
a. Could you position your regional representation on these conflict lines?
b. Could you position other regional representations that took a clear
position on these issues?
c. Please also locate the position other interest organizations or civil
society organizations that took a clear position on these conflicts.
d. Where is your national government positioned on these dimensions?
e. Where is the European Commission positioned on these dimensions?
f. Where are the member states that take a clear position located on these
dimensions?
g. Where are party groups in the European Parliament that take a clear
position located?
h. Where are members of the Committee of the Regions that take a clear
position situated?
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Policy Process: ________________________

Conflict Dimension 1: ______________________________
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Policy Process: ________________________

Conflict Dimension 2: ______________________________
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Coalition Strategies
On the issues we talked about, stakeholders can cooperate with one another. We are
particularly interested in the exchange of information. We define “information” broadly. It
may include advice on the best political strategy to be used, knowledge about others’ strategy,
as well as a range of sometimes confidential technical and scientific expertise.

5. Could you please name the regional representations, civil society organizations or interest
groups active in Brussels with whom you exchanged information on this policy process?
6. With respect to these stakeholders, do information exchanges take place 1) seldom, 2)
sometimes, 3) often, or 4) on a very regular basis?
7.

Possibly, your exchanges with these stakeholders took place for the first time, or you may
be have been engaged in information exchanges with them on other occasions.
a. With whom do you exchange information on other occasions, for instance
regarding other European policy processes?
b. With whom do you exchange information for the first time?

8.

In order to coordinate influence attempts stakeholders may forge coalitions. We
understand coalitions as explicit agreements between you and other actors, which aim
coordinating efforts to influence policymaking, and may involve the exchange of staff,
financing of a common campaign, conducting research collectively or joint publications.
Can you indicate with whom you entertain a coalition in this case?

9.

Who took up a leadership position in establishing coalitions?

10. Which of these groups, including your own, is influential in European policymaking in
this process? Please also consider actors that take a different position than your
organization.
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Organization name

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

1.
2.
3.
4.
5
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
Your organization
































































On a very
regular
basis
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Before

New

Leadership
Role

Coalition

Influential












































































































11. With which interest organizations and civil society associations from your home country
did you exchange information regularly with respect to this policy process?

Interest associations from your region and home country
1.
2.
3.
4.

Regularly





5.



6.



7.
8.
9.
10.






Advocacy Strategies
In order to influence policies interest groups, politicians and public officials often seek access
to each other. The next questions go deeper into these contacts with respect to this policy
process. As with the previous questions, we are particularly interested in the exchange of
information. We define “information” broadly. It may include advice on the best political
strategy to be used, knowledge about others’ strategies, as well as a range of sometimes
confidential technical and scientific expertise.
12. Did you exchange information regularly with the following actors in the European
Parliament? 12.B) To which party groups in the EP do these actors belong?

The rapporteur of the EP committee
in charge of this proposal?
The shadow-rapporteur of the EP
committee in charge of this
proposal?
The administrative services (e.g. the
committee secretariat) within the
European Parliament
MEPs from your own region
Other MEPs from your member
state
MEPs from other other memberstates

Regularly
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Party groups

name

13. Did you exchange information with the following actors in the Committee oft the
Regions? 13.B) To which party groups in the EP do these actors belong?

The rapporteur of the CoR
committee in charge of this
proposal?
The shadow-rapporteur of
the CoR committee in
charge of this proposal?
The administrative services
within the CoR
Members of CoR from the
own region
Members of CoR from the
own member state
Members of CoR from other
member states

Regularly


Party groups

name







14. With respect to this process did you exchange information with any DGs and services in
the European Commission?
Occasionally


If yes, name DG or service
DG/service1______________________

Regularly


DG/service2______________________





DG/service3______________________





DG/service4______________________





15. With respect to this process did you exchange information with Commissioner’s and/or
their Cabinets?
If yes, name Comm/Cab
Comm/Cab1___________________________

Occasionally

Regularly





Comm/Cab2___________________________





Comm/Cab3___________________________





Comm/Cab4___________________________
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16. The Commission has established a large number of advisory committees or expert groups
during the past decades. Did you exchange information with members of such
committees with respect to this process?
Occasionally


If yes, whether this was

Regularly


17. With respect to this process did you exchange information with the Permanent
Representations of the Member-States? Which ones?

If yes, name MS
MS1_______________

Occasion
ally


Regularl
y


Was this as the level of
COREPER Working
Or both
groups




MS2_______________











MS3_______________











MS4_______________











18. With respect to this process did you exchange information with officials in the Council
Secretariat? (VAN ROMPAEY)
If yes, ask whether this was

Occasionally


Regularly


19. With respect to this process did you exchange information with officials in the EU
Presidency? (POLAND – DENMARK -CYPRUS)
If yes, ask whether this was
C1___________________________
C2___________________________
C3___________________________

Occasionally




Regularly




20. With respect to this process did you establish contacts with European agencies? Which ones?

If yes, name AG
AG1________________________________

Occasionally


Regularly


AG2________________________________





AG3________________________________





AG4________________________________
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21. Are there other actors you consider important and whom you contacted? Which ones?
Occasionally

Regularly

If yes, name
________________________________





________________________________





________________________________





________________________________





REPEAT FOR ALL MENTIONED POLICY PROCESSES

Concluding questions
22. We would like to come back to the different policy processes that we have discussed

earlier. Organizations can use different strategies to affect policy outcomes. Some
strategies are focused on the public arena and are meant either to signal views to
policymakers and inform them about the political support a stakeholder enjoys, or to
inform or influence a constituency or the general public opinion. Did you use
__________ in any of the discussed policy processes? Please also compare across

the cases by ranking them accordingly if there are similar strategies across
the cases.
1. Provided information by organizing
conferences
2. Publicized analyses through research
reports, and brochures
3. Participation in debates (e.g. open
forums)
4. Took contact with reporters and
journalists in order to increase media
attention or organized press
conferences
5. Encouraged the regional head of
government and/or regional ministers to
contact EU public officials
6. Pay third parties such as consultancy
firms or research institutes to carry out
policy-oriented research
7. Hire public relations firms or
lobbyists for the purpose of the
processes
8. Promote the appointment of experts
in in advisory bodies to the European
Commission or European agencies
9. Bring domestic firms, companies and
organizations in contact with lobby
firms

PR1

PR2

PR3

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___
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23.For each of the different policy processes, were the activities you (and your supporters)
used to? Please also compare across the cases by ranking them accordingly if
there are similar goals across the cases.
PR1

PR2

PR3

1. support the Commission
proposals
shape the content of the
proposals, not block it
block the whole proposal

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

2. seek changes of the EC
proposals through the EP
3. to change the position of the
member-states in the Council
4. to change the positions of other
interest organizations
5. to change the positions of other
regional representations
6. inform the general public in
your region about your position

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

 ___

24. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the current development in this process, more
precisely regarding the extent to which policies are moving closer to your positions?
Please also compare across the cases if similar responses are given.
PR1
very pleased
pleased
slightly dissatisfied
very dissatisfied
don’t know







___
___
___
___
___

PR2






___
___
___
___
___

PR3






___
___
___
___
___

25. How would you rate your influence on this process compared to that of your opponents?
PR1

PR2

PR3

more influence than opponents







roughly the same influence as
opponents
less influence than opponents













don’t know
there are no opponents
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26. Finally, if you compare your advocacy effort concerning this process with other things
you have worked on in the past four years, is your effort more than average (1), about
average (2), or less than average (3)? Please also compare across the cases by

ranking them accordingly if there are similar strategies across the cases.

More than average
About average
Less than average

PR1

PR2

PR3













27. Finally, thank you for your time today and for answering our questions. Is there anything
you would like to comment upon or feel we have overlooked?
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