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Abstract

Inrecent years, many of the Member States have experienced dramatic changesin the organisation of their intermediate-
level governments, while new ways and channels have been established to enhance the interaction between the
intermediate level and the EU institutions. The conditions for what can be described as multi-level governance are
changing, and empowered intermediate-level governments are increasingly putting further and new demands on the
functioning and organisation of the European Union and its institutions. In this article an overview is given of how the
intermediate level of government in the Member States has changed and some of the problems connected with this.
Furthermore, different types of interaction between the intermediate level and the EU institutions are examined.

What we seein many Member States today is asituation in which new ways of organising the intermediate level of
government have been introduced with the aim of improving efficiency and democracy, while old ways are maintained.
Therefore, the intermediate level is becoming increasingly complex. In some unitary states the development is heading
ina“federal” direction, whilst federal states seem to be embracing the federal character of government even further. But
it isarather strange type of “federalisation”, since in the same country both the degree of autonomy given to different
geographical areas and the way in which these new intermediate-level governments are organised may differ quite
substantially.

A number of channels such asregional offices, council meetings, the European Parliament and the Committee of the

Over the years a considerable amount of attention has
been paid to the problems associated with the external
enlargement of the European Union and the so-called
democratic deficit that seemed to appear when the
integration was deepened. Many have warned that the
Union, in order to be efficient, must be reorganised and
abletofunctiondifferently whenthenumber of Members
Statesincreases.

However, there is also a parallel development,
athough perhapslessnoticeabl e, inthe debate affecting
the functioning and legitimacy of the European Union
— the new role played by the intermediate level of
government. To put it in more drastic terms: those who
expect the Unionto comprise somethirty statesintento
twenty years time, may to their surprise find that in
reality they will number
more than sixty, should
the dreams and hopes
of the more separatist
interests in some of the
present Member States
come true. The
plausibility of this
scenario is of course
debatable.
Nevertheless, what is
trueisthatintermediate-
level governments and
somelocal governments
are striving for
developments which
place new demands and stresses on the structure of the
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Those who expect the Union to
comprise somethirty statesin ten to
twenty yearstime, may to their
surprise find that in reality they will

number more than sixty.

EU decision-making procedure and on the integration
process as a whole. However, it is also important to
point out that thisis not only aone-way process, where
the intermediate level tries to influence the EU
institutions. The interaction is very much encouraged
by the EU institutionsand the consequencesarenot only
felt by them but also by national governments. In fact,
theTreaty of Maastricht explicitly gavesub-governments
(i.e. intermediate and local governments) a new and
more pronouncedroleintheintegration process, andthe
establishment of the Committee of the Regions (CoR)
was seen as an important manifestation of their new
status.

Furthermore, it is important to remember that the
empowerment of sub-governments in many countries
has not primarily been
motivated by demands
formulated at the Euro-
pean level. Instead it
hasbeenaway for some
Member States to
address their own
domestic legitimacy
problem — as support
forandtheconstruction
of thewelfare state has
come under pressure
from an increasingly
critical public. Inshort,
both the national and
the European
developments put new demands on the organisation of
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intermediate-level governments and the structures
createdtofacilitateinteraction betweentheintermediate
level indifferent countriesand the Europeaninstitutions.
Thus, this article focuses on two basic questions: what
typesof intermediatelevel of government dowefindin
the Member Statesin terms of how they are organised,
and where are they heading? Furthermore what kind of
structures (channels) have been created to promote the
interests of the intermediate level of government in the
European arena. These are two questions that will lay
the ground for a discussion about internal instead of
external enlargement and of surplus instead of deficit.
But beforegoingintofurther detail, amorefundamental
guestion hasto be answered —what is the intermediate
level of government?

Regions, Mesos or the I ntermediate L evel of
Government

The governments of nation states are often described in
terms of central and local governments, but these two
conceptsareusual ly insufficient if acomplete pictureis
to be painted of how a nation state is organised and
structured. In most countries we tend to find structures
and organisations that are important elements of the
national government and its administrative systems,
athoughthey cannot easily beclassified aspart of either
the central or the local government. These structures
havedifferent namesindifferent countries. for example,
we have something called autonomous communitiesin
Spain; regions and communitiesin Belgium; regionsin
France and Italy; Lander in Germany and Austria; and
provincesintheNetherlands, Belgium, Italy, and Spain.
County councils exist in most of the Nordic countries
andinthe United Kingdom. In Greece prefecturial self-
government isthe second tier of local government, and
regions are administrative units, although rather
independent, of the state. In France and Sweden there
are prefect systems and in Finland a lot of municipal
associations, just to give afew examples.

Of course, some of the problems with the different
names areto do with how to translate aconcept into the
language of another country. However, it also
demonstratesamoregenuine problem—thereareinfact
very few public administrative structures at the
intermediate level that are similar when different
countries are compared.

Today, the concept of the region is often used as a
description of structures that are not part of central or
local government. Thiskind of approachtendstoneglect
the fact that state regional administrative units (decon-
centrated administrative systems) can play quite an
important role as actors in the regional arena. Another
concept, “meso” , issometimesusedto describestructures
that donot clearly belongto central or local government.?
The problem with the meso concept is, however, that it
tends to overlook the creation of new administrative
structures formed through cooperation between
municipalities, of which municipal associations are an
example.
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In order to stressthat state regional administrations,
aswell as municipal associations, can be an important
element in the regional administration of acountry, the
concept of theintermediate level isused in thisarticle.
This concept therefore not only includes public
administrative structures, such as different types of
regional government, but also deconcentrated state
ministriesor agenciesat theregional level and different
types of municipal associations. Theintermediatelevel
is, in other words, something geographically smaller or
below the central state but at the same time something
bigger than, or above, thebasicleve of local government
(municipalities).

With this rather broad definition of the concept of
the intermediate level one should not be surprised to
discover that the intermediate level exists in amost
every country, at least in all those that are members of
the European Union. Even in those European countries
that are often thought of as having no trace whatsoever
of a regional government — Luxembourg, Portugal,
Ireland, and to some extent Finland before 1995 and
Greecebefore1996—itispossibletoidentify somekind
of intermediate level structure. In asmall country like
L uxembourg, theintermediatel evel consists, for obvious
reasons, mostly of municipal associations. However,
visibility does not depend on the size of the country.
Denmark, one of the smaller countries of Europe
geographically, has no less than 14 county councils.

Different types of intermediate-level governments
One of the problems of defining the intermediate level
is that intermediate level administrations and
governmentsare constructedinvery different waysand
for a variety of reasons. In principle, however,
intermediate level structures can be organised in three
different ways.

To begin with, intermediate administrations can be
set up by the central government. These regional state
administrationscaninturnbeof threedifferent types. In
many countries certain ministries or central agencies
have their own administration at intermediate level
which controlsand complementsthework doneby local
units. In other countries, the ministries or agencies do
not have separateadministrativeunitsat theintermediate
level, but theadministrativetasksof different ministries
arecarried out by acentral (concentrated) administrative
unitled by aprefect, whoisappointed by thegovernment.
However, to complicate the picture a bit further there
areexampleswheretwo or three ministriescooperatein
a joint intermediate administrative unit outside the
control of theprefect (or in countriesthat do not practise
the “prefectorial” system). Thisthird typerarely exists
on its own, and usually either the prefectorial or the
functional model is the predominant one. But it isalso
common to find somekind of amixture between two or
three of these models. To summarise, the organisation
of the state administration at the intermediate level can
be concentrated, semi-concentrated or fragmented.

In contrast to the top-down model described above,
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where there has been a merger
between a previous prefectorial
system and a regiona government
controlled by a directly elected as-
sembly. In these cases the directly
elected intermediate level of

THEVOTER

government has been given the task
of deciding onand executing matters

another way in which the intermediate level isformed,
is when local governments create intermediate level
governments or administrations. Basically, this can be
done in two different ways. For example, it is quite
commonfor two or morelocal governmentstocooperate
and set up acommon administrative unit for delivering
specific services — so-called municipal associations.
Intermediate-level structures are also created by local
governments when
these authorities are
responsible for
appointing members to
intermediate-level
assemblies. In
comparison with
muni cipal associations,
regional assemblies
usualy have a broader
responsibility and cover
awider range of issues.
In many countries both
models can be found
with local governments creating intermediate levels
both through mutual cooperation on specific services
and by being the responsible institution for indirect
electionsto assemblies.

Finally, thereisathird way inwhich structuresof the
intermediate level are created, and that is of course by
direct general election. The residents of a certain area
(region) may havetheright to elect an assembly, andin
some cases even the executive, with a certain degree of
homerule. Thisparliament at theintermediatelevel can
be organised and function in avery similar way to the
one at the central or local level. However, it is not
unusual for the parliament at the intermediate level to
deviate in important ways from the central or local
government.

In most countries one of these three principles
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existence of many different types of
intermediate structures within one

country, but their sheer proliferation.

onbehalf of thecentral government,

while at the same time it enjoys a
high degree of autonomy and the right to makeits own
decisions.

There are many more examples of different
combinations, and the overall structure of the
intermediate level can be extremely complex. One
reason for this complexity, as the example above
indicates, isthe historical dimension. Theintermediate
level wasnot created at any onetime, and changesat that

level are not made
without the strong
influence of the past.

What isremarkableis not the mere

The problems of
organising the
intermediate level of
government

There are of course
many problems
connectedwithhowthe
intermediate level is
organised in different
countries and, as was
said at the beginning of this article, it is certainly
difficulttofind countrieswithsimilarintermediatelevel
structures. The development at theintermediatelevel is
to some extent the organi sational response to problems
and demands that are created elsewhere. For example,
in some countries, where it has been difficult to merge
small local governments into bigger ones, the creation
of an intermediate level has been seen as a solution to
this problem. However, since the government and
administration of acountry isacomprehensive system,
what isseen asasolution in one part of that system may
well turn out to be a problem in another part. It is
thereforerelatively easy to point out someof theproblems
resulting from the present development of the
intermediatelevel. First of al, if theintermediate level
is fragmented there will be, as is already obvious in
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some countries, rivalry and competition between the
different typesof administrativeunits, and new problems
and demands for coordination will soon arise.

The complex nature of the intermediate level will
also be a problem when more cooperation between
different intermediate levels in different countries is
demanded. Who is going to co-operate with whom,
when the same types of issues or functions are handled
by different types of intermediate-level structures in
different countries?

There are also interesting differences between
different levels within the countries themselves. In
amost all of the Member States, the government at the
intermediatelevel isorganised in arather different way
from that at the central level. In contrast to the United
States for example, where the organisational model at
the statelevel ismore or lesscopied at thefederal level,
none of the countriesin the Union, with the exception
perhaps of Spain, use the same organisational principal
at the central as at the intermediate level. In Germany,
for example, we find a two-chamber system at the
federal level but a one-chamber system at the Lander
level. In parliamentary systems, the parliamentary
principal of astrict division between theruling sideand
the opposition is often not applied in directly elected
intermediate level

structures.
Furthermore, a
relatively new

phenomenonisthat the
intermediate level in
certain regions of a
country may have a
different degree of
autonomy vis-a-visthe
central government to
that in other regions. In
the past, exceptions
such as the Aland
Islands, Madeira and
the archipelagos of the Azores, had a larger degree of
autonomy, but generally speaking the administrative
unitsthat made up theintermediatelevel of government
inacountry wereorganisedinmoreor lessthesameway
and had the same competences. Today thisisnot neces-
sarily so. In Spain for example, some regions have
greater autonomy than others, in the U.K. the newly
elected Scottish parliament has a greater scope of
competence than the Welsh assembly and in Sweden
some areas have been alowed, as an experiment, to
organiseanew typeof intermediatelevel of government.

Insomecountriesatypeof democraticdilemmaal so
seems to exist — the imbalance between political
legitimacy and the taskstheintermediate level isasked
to perform. In some caseswhen intermediate levelsare
created they aregivenalot of political legitimacy by the
use of direct elections to regional assemblies, but
subsequently thisnewly created structureisgivenrather
limited responsibilities, which in the long run tend to
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One may ask how the public at largeis
able to under stand these new
structures and how this development is
compatible with the basic democratic

principle of transparent gover nment.

create tensions either between the central and the
intermediate level or between the local and the
intermediate level.

However, what is remarkable is not the mere
existence of many different types of intermediate
structures within one country, but their sheer
proliferation. It is rather tempting to name this
phenomenon “ The surplus of the intermediate level in
Europe’. Thismay ring abell to those who are familiar
with the debate about the democratic deficienciesof the
European Union. However, although this expression
may allude to the democratic debate on the EU, it is
important to point out that what weareprimarily stressing
here is not a democratic surplus but rather an or-
ganisational surplus. Thereare, however, alsodemocratic
problems connected with this organisational surplusto
which| shall shortly return. But let usfirst concludethat
thesurplusof theintermediatelevel seemsto go bothin
avertical —asnew level sarebuilt aboveor below theold
intermediate levels— and in a horizontal direction —as
a new type of administrative units are created at the
same level asthe old intermediate level.

Inshort, new structuresarecreated without removing
old ones. Finland is a good illustration of this devel-
opment. Although the provincia state offices (county
administrative boards)
inFinlandwerereduced
in number from twelve
to six, a new kind of
intermediate level has
emerged through the
instalment of nineteen
so-called regional
councils. And in
countrieslike Denmark
and Norway?, wherethe
county councils
virtually took over all
of the duties of the
county administrative
boards many yearsago, these boards till exist and have
proven themselves to be remarkably skilful in finding
new dutiesto fulfil. In countrieslike France, Spain and
Italy the intermediate level has developed more along
thevertical dimension asnew |levelshave been added to
the old ones, while Belgium seems to be the best
illustration of how the devel opment of theintermediate
level can move both in a vertica and a horizontal
direction at the same time.

A quick look at almost any of the Member States
showshow complex theintermediatelevel hasbecome,
asoldstructuresare kept whilenew onesareadded. One
may ask how the public at large is able to understand
these new structures and how this development is
compatible with the basic democratic principle of
transparent government, which makesit possiblefor the
public to participate in controlling the government and
thereby fulfil their democratic rights and duties. But to
complicatethe picturefurther, theintermediatelevel of
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government does not only operatein the national arena
— the European connection for example is becoming
increasingly important.

Structuresand channelsfor interaction between
intermediate-level governmentsand the EU
institutions.

Inthe eyesof theintermediatelevel of government, the
image of the EU as a system differs from the image of
the organisation at national government level. In the
beginning, as we all know, the European institutions
and structureswere built for interaction between states,
not intermediate levels or local governments. Later, in
anattempt to pursuetheintegration of theUnionfurther,
a direct link was created between the citizens of the
Member Statesandthe EU ingtitutions(adirectly elected
parliament). That meant that for many years the
intermediate and local governments were more or less
in the same situation as al the private interest groups
and companies—their principal meansof influencewas
lobbying, either through the national government or
aimed directly at one of the EU institutions.

However, one of the more tangible results of the
M aastricht Treaty wasthe creation of aspecial body, the
Committee of the Regions (CoR) with the mandate of
fostering better communications and integration.
However, contrary to what happened when the people
becamean actor intheUnion by meansof theParliament,
the institution designed to handle sub-governmental
integration — the CoR — was not made part of the
decision-makingstructure. Itwasonly givenanadvisory
role.

But then, again, we find that when it comes to
decision making, intermediate-level government in
Belgium and Germany nowadays has the right to be
represented at certain Council meetings by regional
mini sters, ministersrepresenting lingui sticcommunities
or Lander, instead of being represented by federal
ministers. To an ever-increasing extent Germany and
Belgium, along with some of the other Member States,
also include officials from the intermediate level
government in their national
delegations and permanent
representations, allowing them to
participatein Coreper meetingsand

A key concept when analysing the intermediate
level of government and itsrelationswith the European
Union is multi-level government. This contrasts with
inter-governmentalism, neo-functionalism or neo-
realism, which stress either the Member States or the
institutions of the European Union, or both, as the
essential elementsin the European integration process.
The focus of a multi-level government approach is
mainly, but not solely, onhow national and sub-national
governments interact with each other and with the
European institutions when European policies are
formulated. However, this approach often includes
actions taken by interest groups and other private
organisations. The multi-level approach could also be
described as network analysis, finding out how policy
networks are established through interaction between
several different actors. One of the characteristic traits
of thiskind of network isthe absence of hierarchiesand
the interdependence of the actors.* The aim of this
articleis not, however, to describe these networks; the
focusis on finding the channels leading into them and
examining the decision-making arrangements which
facilitatethe shaping of these networks—in other words,
asking how intermediate-level governments can access
thissystemin order to participate in the shaping of EU-
policy.

Theregional offices®

One of the earliest arrangements, and probably still the
preferred method used by sub-governmentstoinfluence
the EU ingtitutions outside the control of national
governments, is setting up regional officesin Brussels.
These regional offices can be put into at least three
different categories. Firstly, there is the case where a
regional office represents one region in one country, in
contrast to when an office represents all or several
regionsin aMember State. Secondly there areregional
officesworking to both a private and apublic principle
(in terms of ownership) in contrast to those which only
represent either public or privateinterests. Thirdly, and
perhapsthemostinteresting, thereisadifferencebetween

Figure 2
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and those working for regionsin two or more countries.
The regional offices working for regions in more than
one country are still very few, but they are widely
regarded afuture model. There are of course also other
important differencesto befound between the different
types of offices, some have for example vast economic
resources at their disposal which makes it possible for
them to employ alot of specialists, while the smaller
onesonly employ ahandful of generalists. Some of the
regional offices are best characterised as “mini
embassies’, while others are rather “ gathering places”
(regional houses) for a variety of interests such as
regional parliaments, regional executives, houses of
commerce and labour unions.

To conclude, some regions/Lander are quite happy
to invest a substantia
amount of money into
regional officesof their
own, whileothersdonot
mind working with
regional offices
assisting severa or all
regions of the same
country. There are also
important differences
between the Member
States. In Germany for
example every Land
(region) has its own
office, while in other
countries only a few
regions have found it
worththeefforttoinvest
inanofficeof their own.
This point highlights a
potential problem, sincerichregionswill probably have
a structural advantage by being able to promote and
protect their interests better when decisions are
effectively being taken on the sub-governmental level
instead of by the national governments.

Paradoxically, theregional offices sometimes seem
tobemoresuccessful in creating closerel ationswiththe
EU institutionsthaningetting support fromtheir national
governments. Although the original scepticism showed
by the permanent representations towards the regional
officeshaslargely vanished, thereis still along way to
go before the regional offices are regarded as realy
important playersby all national institutionsin thelaw-
making process of the EU. However, when it comesto
implementing EU regulations the picture changes
somewhat, but also in this respect we find that national
governments like to play adecisiverole.

Theintermediate level of gover nment of the
federal statesand itsparticipation in the EU law-
making process

A problem for federal or semi-federal statesis that the
national level (federal level) does not have the
competenceto take decisionsin certain areas—in some
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Rich regions will probably have a
structural advantage by being ableto
promote and protect their interests
better when decisions are effectively

being taken on the sub-governmental

gover nments.

cases it is shared with the regional/state level and in
other casesit isexclusively theregional/state level that
hastheright to takedecisions. Thefedera structure has
therefore created a problem in some of the Member
States when the EU competence includes or affects
other areas than those exclusively submitted to the
federal level. The Lander in Germany have expressed
particular concerns over the possihility that the federal
level will usurp their autonomy and competence by
meansof EU rules. However, thecontrary seemstohave
happened. The Bundesrat in Germany hasincreasingly
been given more power in EU matters, especialy in
areas where the competence of the Lander is affected,
and special procedures for co-ordination between the
Lander have been devel oped outside the direct control
of the federal level in
order to be able to
formulate a common
opinion for the council
meetings.

The developments
in the four “federal
countries” —Germany,
Belgium, Spain and
Austria—have more or
lessfollowed the same
pattern. Not only have
the regiong/linguistic
communities/Lander

level instead of by the national been given the

possibility of either
participating in the
working groups of the
Council and in Comi-
tilogy, or of sitting at
thetableat Council meetingsasnegotiatorsor aspart of
the national delegation, they have also been given
positionsinthe permanent representations. Thefact that
aMember State can be represented by an official from
Lander or regional level instead of thenational level has
had consequencesfor how these countries preparetheir
common opinionsfor aCouncil meeting. In the federal
states or semi-federal states special arrangements have
been developed in order to co-ordinate the opinions of
the different regional/state governments before council
meetings. Belgium is probably the country with the
most el aborate machinery for thispurpose. For example,
in a way similar to how the EU presidency rotates
between the different Member States, each region/
community in Belgium representsthe nation (or assists
the federal representative) in matters that are not
exclusive to the federal level, on a six month basis.
However, the German Lander seem to be the sub-
governments that so far have made the most out of the
possibilitiesgiventothemto participatein different EU
Settings.

The new arrangement laid down by Article 146 of
the EC treaty may give the impression that the
intermediate-level governments in federal or semi-
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federal statesaregivenastructural advantage. However,
a closer look indicates that this has not yet been
manifested in practice. It is perfectly clear for example
that theintermediate level does not make use of thefull
potential giventoit to participate in different decision-
making bodies. But it isequally clear that the situation
of afederal or semi-federal systemisdifferent to that of
aunitary state, asacloser look of theintermediatelevel
of government in the Netherlandsiillustrates.

Therole of the provinces of the Netherlandsin EU
matters

Central government is still the most important channel
for influencing the decision-making processin the EU,
which is of course especialy true for unitary Member
States. There are basically two ways in which the
intermediate level can influence the national
government’ sstanceon EU affairs—by lobbyingnational
governments, which then try to influence the decision-
makinginstitutionsof theEU —or by direct participation
in the work of the national government on EU matters,
including implementation procedures.

The provincesof the Netherlands have been given a
vast — almost exclusive — responsibility for the
implementation of EU matters in areas where the EU
has sovereign or shared responsibility with the M ember
States. This is the case for example with the regional
funds or environmental policy. Nevertheless, the
provinces seemto have rather limited influencewhen it
comes to the formulation of the Dutch government’s
position on new EU legislation. Of course, there are
aways informa ways
in which individual
provincescanrelay their
opinion on EU matters
to the government, but
so far no procedure or
arrangement has been
established giving the
provinces aplatformto
express their common
interest on new EU
legislation. Thusthereisaclear difference betweenthis
system and that of thefederal states. What wefindisan
asymmetric relationship between influencing the
implementation procedure and the law-making
procedure. Changes may well be on the way, but so far
the provinces have not played an important role when
the Dutch government hasformulated its policy on new
EU legislation — not even when the issues clearly
affected regional matters. The Dutch provinces have
also taken their time to establish regional offices in
Brussels — the first one was not operational until late
1994. A large proportion of thelobbying activitieshave
been carried out by anofficecommontoall theprovinces,
althoughinrecent yearsofficeshave been establishedto
promotedifferent partsof theDutchterritory. It canalso
be noticed that the Dutch provinces also seem to lack
confidence in the ability of CoR to influence the EU
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The expectations created by the
Maastricht treaty have, so far, not been

met to any significant extent.

institutions — at least if one is to judge by the relative
absence of the Dutch delegates.

The Committee of the Regions (CoR)
What many would regard astheflagship of thenew role
forintermediateand local levelsinthe EU structure, the
Committeeof Regions, doesnot quiteexert theinfluence
many expected it would when it was established. The
Committee of the Regions, comprising — despite the
name-—representativesof regionsandlocal governments
—hasan advisory function, and isonly asked to giveits
opinion on matterswhich have particular consequences
for regional andlocal policies. How themix of local and
regional representatives is achieved differs from one
country to another and in some cases we find that
representatives of the regional level dominate one
country’s representation while other counties have
achieved a certain balance. We aso find different
“statuses’ of the representatives in the CoR. Some
countries elect rather “well known names’ to sit on the
CoR, while other countries have chosen more
“anonymous’ representatives. However, there seemsto
beaninverted correl ation between fame and attendance
of the meetings of the CoR — the better-known names
participate considerablelessin the meetings. Generally
speaking the attendance rate is not impressive, only
about 50 percent of thedel egatesare present onaverage.
Nevertheless, compared to the European Parliament
where about 30 percent of membersareabsent whenthe
parliament isin session, the differenceisnot that great,
and if we take into account that the CoR is an advisory
body, the attendance
rate could even be
considered fairly high.
However, so far it
has been hard to argue
that the CoR has had
any substantial
influence on the
integration process in
EU or on the more
important decisions
taken by the decision-making bodies of the union,
althoughthe CoR hasnot beentotal ly withoutinfluence.
Without doubt, the CoR hashad problemsinfindingits
proper place in relation to the other EU institutions. Its
relations with the European Parliament for example
have been more or less non-existent, marked by rivalry
for some time now. Recently, initiatives have been
takentoimprovethesituation, but anaccuratedescription
of the activities of the CoR would still probably be that
they are primarily directed at the Commission and the
Council. It isalso probably correct to say that the CoR
hasamoresymbolicvalue, itisnot yet aninstitutionfor
policy-making regarding EU matters — a reminder to
everyoneof theintentionto createanintegration process
not only for central governments but also for sub-
governments. But it isnot only when acting viathe CoR
that the intermediate level findsit difficult to influence
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theintegration process, thisisal sothecasewhendealing
with the European Parliament.

The European Parliament

Experiences drawn from national governments tell us
that it ispossibleto identify at least four different types
of channels or arrangements giving sub-governments
either direct access to the parliament or facilitating the
influence of sub-governments on the parliament:
constituencies, regional parties, accumulation of
mandates (dual
mandates) and
parliamentary com-
mittees. However,
when these four
dimensionsare applied
to the European
Parliament the picture
that emerges is less
clear.

To begin with, only afew of the Member States use
more than one constituency in the elections to the
European Parliament, although al of them, with the
exception of the Netherlands, use more than one con-
stituency in national elections. Butitisnot primarily the
bigger states that use more than one constituency, the
smaller states such as Belgium and Ireland do this as
well. It is probably in these smaller states where
constituenciesmanageto play arolein bridging the gap
between the intermediate level and the European
Parliament. In the bigger countries with several
constituencies—the United Kingdom, Italy and to some
extent Germany — the constituencies tend to be quite
large, which probably makes them counter-productive
whenit comesto creating bondsbetweentheel ected and
the electorate. Also, only in Belgium and Germany do
the constituencies to some extent follow the territorial
boarders of the intermediate level. Germany also gives
the political parties a choice asto whether to use more
than oneconstituency or not, and sofar only theChristian
democrats in Germany have officialy used more than
one constituency in nominating candidates for the
European Parliament elections.

Another way in which regional interests can gain
direct access to the European Parliament is through
regional parties. However, this is quite a rare
phenomenon and only in afew countries have regional
partiesmanagedto get aseat inthe European Parliament.
It will then comeasno surprisethat Belgium, Spain, the
UK and Italy haveregional partiesthat havemadeitinto
the European Parliament: countries where regional
parties also have aseat in the national parliament. Once
again Belgium is something of the odd man out sinceit
no longer has any national parties — all the parties are
regional. Thenumber of regional partiesand thenumber
of MEPsfrom regional partiesfrom the other countries
is, however, quite small, so generally speaking one can
not say that regional parties are an important way of
channelling regional interests into the European
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Parliament.

Two countries, France and Italy, are of specia
interest whereit concernsthe use of dual (accumulation
of) mandates—i.e. the possibility of holding aseat in a
regional or local assembly at the same time as being a
MEP. However, it is questionable whether the dua
mandate system really is an effective way of creating
strong and influential channels into the European
Parliament. The MEPs with dual mandates seem to be
absent moreoftenthan not fromthe European Parliament
sessions and thus
should have some
difficultiesindefending
theinterestsof theirown
region. Finaly, it hasto
besaidthatitisnotonly
MEPs with dual
mandates who may
appear as spokesmen
predominately for just one region in deliberations and
decisionsin the Parliament —any M EP can take on this
role.

How aparliament is organisedisalso of importance
intermsof the possibilities created for theintermediate
level to influence and connect to the national assembly.
Here the committee structure is of special importance
sinceitismuch easier to influence policy areasthat are
concentrated on one committee as opposed to those
divided among several committees. One of the largest
committees in the European Parliament is responsible
for regional affairs. However, in this case size does not
tell the whole story, since the very same committee is
not exclusively concerned withregional policy, but also
covers policy areas such as transportation and tourism.
Furthermore, other issues of importance for regional
policy such as agriculture are handled by other
committees.

A closer look at the national composition of the
Parliamentary Committee of Regional Policy,
Transportation and Tourism also reveals that it is not
primarily Member States with “strong” intermediate-
level governments that are over-represented in the
committee, something that would have been expected
had the committee been of any real importance in the
regional policy-making process of the EU. Instead we
findthat Member Statesreceiving considerablesubsidies
from the regional funds have more seats than expected.

The general impression of the European Parliament
isthat the structural arrangementsto promoteinfluence
and create links to intermediate-level governments are
rather weak. However, this does not exclude the
possibility that in some casesthese channelshavereally
been of importance.

Conclusions

Tosummarisethisarticle, thearrangementsand channels
that have been created in order to enhancetheinfluence
of the intermediate-level governments have played a
rather limited role so far, and it looks like the activities

Eipascope 2000/2

25



26

carried out by the regional offices may still in many
cases be the most important ones.

However, at the sametime, the on-goingintegration
challenges our previous understanding of the inter-
mediate level and how it is organised. To begin with,
thereisno clear demarcation betweenlocal andregional
government in the European setting, both for example
sit on the Committee of the Regions. Secondly, judging
by how some of the regional offices in Brussels are
organised, no clear distinction is made between private
and publicinterestseither, sincean office can have both
private and public owners. Thirdly, new means are
given and possibilities
open up to the
intermediate level
governmentsasthey can
co-operate more freely
across national borders
outside the direct
control of the central
government.

The expectations
created by the
Maastricht treaty have, so far, not been met to any
significant extent. The Committee of the Regionsisstill
lookingfor itsplaceinthe EU decision-making process.
Furthermore, the channels which can be used by
intermediate-level governments to influence the
European Parliament have not been used to anywhere
near their potential. However, although what is
sometimes called multi-level government today still is
more about image-making thanreality, it can benoticed
that the structural settings are different when
intermediate-level governments in federal and semi-
federal states are compared to non-federal ones.

Countries which once co-operated in the setting of
the EEC or EFTA with governmentsorganisedinrather
similar ways, now differ in important aspects. Some
states are both in theory and in practice federal or are
heading in that direction, while till others are keeping
up theappearance of being unitary states. Consequently
the prerequisite of the integration of states, the
intermediate level and local governments has
fundamentally changed. In thelong run we can observe
how pressureisput onthe EU institutionsand structures
to adjust to these new conditions. But it is not only the
EU institutionsthat will be put under pressureto change
and adapt to the new situation, the intermediate level
will also be under heavy pressure to find new ways of
organising their activities. We can aready see in the
more federal Member States how new co-ordination
procedures, outside the direct control of the federal
level or wherethefederal level isparticipating on equal
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termsastheintermediate level, are established in order
to co-ordinate certain EU-matters. In other words, the
intermediate level of government will sometimes find
itself in a situation where it is expected to represent a
whole country, and not only its own interests.

This observation leadsto afinal reflection. Could it
be the case that, in this new setting where the federal
level and theintermediate level uniteto act in favour of
national, regional and local interests, that federal states
come out on top in the EU negotiations?
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