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Studies of the impact of European integration ogiors have typically been
articulated in the language of multi-level govercenan approach that views the European
policy process as ‘a system of continuous negotiaimong nested governments at several
territorial tiers’ (Marks, 1993: p393). One of tegongest arguments by supporters of multi-
level governance is that EU cohesion policy hassfiamed territorial policy styles across
Europe, by encouraging and facilitating the dewvelept of new political strategies and
networks, bypassing State administrations and iageaew alliances between the European
Commission and sub-state players(Borzel, 2002; Heand Marks, 2001; Keating, 1998).
This perspective views the multi-level game playedtly by the European Commission (and
latterly the European Parliament) and sub-statera@s a normative one, designed to ‘by-
pass’ or ‘evade’ the centre qua central governmeaemd, result in an overall strengthening of
both supranational and regional tier (Carter ansijBi@r, 2010). The multi-level governance
approach can sustain a decentralisation narrdiatesimphasises the financing of regional and
structural programmes, the institutionalisatiorregional representation at EU level and the
transnational activity of the regions. But it is@in part a model of European bureau shaping
and institutionalisation. The story of structuralnfls is one of tensions between the
distributive and regulatory dimensions of the ElleTCommission assists regions on the one
hand (through regional policy), but seeks to avadhpetition distorting incentives on the
other (via competition policy). The EU’s regionabgramme has developed its own complex
institutions, using spillover arguments to cens®lcontrol around the European Commission
in general (and DG Regio in particular).

Others contest the decentralisation narrativehéir reading, European integration in general
reinforces a centralized decision-making structtmewhich regional actors have limited
access; and in the specific case of EU regionatyahational governments remain the key
gatekeepers of relations between the EU and stb-Eeels. Member-states are far more
important interlocutors for the Commission than -stdie actors or their associations.
Ultimately, member-states determine the level adai upon which EU Regional policy is
based (Jeffery, 2000, John, 2000, Bourne, 2003 NeaHdtand Bernitz, 2005). National
administrative and institutional structures aresttnarely affected by EU regional policy.
Indeed, in some important respects, Europeanisasivangthens the role of central
government actors. Through integration process#smal governments are seen to be able
to ‘take back’ hard-won regional powers and exereigthority over them within EU fora.

The multi-level governance literrature has consitier heuristical value. The approach has
been the target of much criticism, however, beialgelled by Bache, George & Rhodes
(1996: pp 312-3) as descriptive rather than exptagaMore pertinently, in our view, Jeffery
(2000) argues the multi-level governance is too-down to account for complex
interactions. By seeking to explain regional dtég as a consequence of interaction
between the European Commission and Member Statée 11998 Structural Funds reforms,
it implied that regional mobilisation was reactivather than pro-active, in nature. It also
confused regional activism with impact. Althoughgiomal governments are active in
European policy formulation process, both domalllicand though lobbying in Brussels,
this does not mean that they have any influence Bl@amber State negotiating positions or
eventual EU policy outcomes.

This apparent lack of explanatory power of MLG lekother writers to combine multi-level
analysis with alternative frameworks such as Eumomation. Radaelli (2003) defined
Europeanisation as the “processes of a) constrydbipodiffusion and c) institutionalisation of



norms, beliefs, formal and informal rules, procedyrpolicy paradigms, styles, ‘ways of
doing things’ that are first defined and consokdltin the EU policy process and then
incorporated in the logic of domestic (national asdb-national) discourse, political
structures, and public policies”. Thus defined,dp@anisation must produce policy change to
be validated. Graziano (2011) proposes three bngpdtheses to attempt to build a typology
of how and why Europeanisation produces policy geanpolicytransformationinvolves a
change in objectives, principles, procedures andnftial instruments; policyecalibration
requires two of the above, while polimyertia signifies no variation.

The core research question in this article is aigitforward one: has EU regional policy,
interpreted as a form of Europeanisation, prodyselcty change? If so, how much? And
what explanatory variables might explain such clearay resistance to change? The latter
sub-question gives rise to consideration of thne@in hypotheses to explain change: those of
misfit, convergence and mobilisatiollisfit refers to the degree of difference between EU
policy and traditional national (sub-national) pgmsis (Borzel 2002). Misfit applies most
obviously to ‘weaker states. Even in the casestt§ UK and France, however, the
Europeanisation of regional policy runs against @dw pre-existing traditions, whether in
the form of national territorial planning (the Fobncase) or pressures for national RSA
policies (and repatriation of control over EU stwral funds) in the UK. Misfit is
fundamentally an institutional argument, based lengersistence of national administrative
and institutional structures, or their reshapinglemthe impact of EU level institutions
(Jupille and Caparoso, 1999). Regional policy hegetbped in an incremental manner to
become a very significant policy instrument at #lg level. Each reform has reallocated
powers and provided the theatre for an indeterraistiuggle for influence between the EU
and the member-states. The EU Commission has usadtusal policy to shape its
preferences and has forced reluctant member-statadapt, even powerful states such as
Germany.

Convergenceredicts a process of convergence between statesitiers are under pressure
to conform to norms of best practice, overwhelmewpnomic pressures or constraining
instruments. The pressures promoting a harder fareonvergence between EU states are
usually presented as economic, in the form of disaion, European integration (framed as a
form of globalisation) and fiscal policy; or episte, via the trans-national diffusion of
scientific and economic expertise and technicamsorin the Europeanisation literature, the
policy dissonance hypothesis (whereby a stateusdbstep’ with the EU level) assumes that
EU level pressures for change will eventually prmelaonformity at the national policy level.
For Europeanisation to be watertight, it would néediemonstrate policy change, either by
converging outputs (beyond the scope of this a&ftiot, in a more limited sense, by common
organisational trends (for example towards gerszdlforms of new public management).

Mobilisation points to the role of political actors, such astipa and pressure groups, in
driving pressures for change (or in blocking change Graziano’s third hypothesis, change
will only occur if the ‘national mediating factorsuch as sub-national networks, parties,
pressure groups, are mobilised to transform presdor change into substantive change. This
hypothesis includes the recognition of the EU astecal set of spaces for pursuit of regional
interests; the building of shared regional scripteugh framing of local interests as requiring
EU-wide public policy responses; strategies of rindition of intra-regional networks and
usage of intergovernmental (centre—periphery) igsliiCarter and Pasquier 2010).



The three hypotheses are ‘tested’ with referende¢odifficult cases, those of France and the
United Kingdom. In their different ways, France dgld are two strong and influential states
within the broader EU. They are both old stateh wistinctive state traditions. The research
thus captures two distinct state types that reptesentrasting liberal democratic poles and
yet contain sufficient variation to allow internads well as cross-national comparison
(Lagroye and Wright 1979; Ashford 1982, Cole antin]a2001, Cole, 2006). The French
model is sometimes represented in terms of a lotshcept of the state as a reified legal and
moral entity. There is a territorial version ofghstate-centric model, in the form of ‘cross-
regulation’, a form of cartel arrangement betweka state and dominant local interests
(Duran and Thoenig, 1996). In the case of the Wdnkengdom, the dual polity model,
theorized with talent by Bulpitt (1983), implied large degree of discretion for local
government in areas of ‘low politics’, such as smvdelivery, which lay outside of the
immediate interests of the centre. These traditionderstandings of territorial relations have
been challenged by the consequences of three decédkecentralization in France and by
the far-reaching neo-liberal and constitutionalorefs of the 1979-1997 and 1997-2010
periods in the UK.

Our article is best read as an empirically groundegired comparative contribution to
ongoing debates about the variable impact of Ewmoisation across states, levels of
governance and policy domains. Using elements ohost different research design, it
facilitates our understanding of when Europearosaippears as a useful conceptual tool —
and when other forms of explanation are more pamtinFrance and the UK provide fertile
ground for testing the claims both of multi-levelvgrnance and Europeanisation.

The rival contextual narratives of decentralizatéom centralization presented both centre on
common core questions. Does the management oftwalidunds mainly reaffirm national
patterns of centre-periphery relations? Has Eumopagration in general and EU Regional
policy in particular strengthened (regional) temigl capacity? How does the mobilisation of
formal and informal political resources contribute the process of mobilizing regional
capacity in the field of negotiating and implemagtEU regional policy? Are paradiplomacy
and regional offices, as one expression of regiandition, simply another expression of the
‘sound and fury’ of sub-state players or do thgyesent novel forms of informal institution?
We will now endeavor to answer these core questions

National preference formation

The process of national preference formation refereow national institutions build their
preferences and negotiate them at the EU leveleTisea fairly close link to more bounded
and inter-governmental formulations of Europeaegrdtion. The evidence presented here is
broadly consistent with the argument that the meamamt of structural funds mainly
reaffirms national patterns of centre-periphenatiehs. Even if the direction of change is
towards enhanced EU-level steering, member-stage$aa more important interlocutors for
the Commission than sub-state actors or their &smts. Ultimately, member-states
determine the level of budget upon which EU Redipodicy is based.

France and the UK were both traditionally consideas unitary states, with a high degree of
territorial coverage and control. The ensuing asialydemonstrates a broad process of
divergence, driven by distinctive domestic pathd apposing usages of the symbols and
resources of the European Union.



The misfit is most obvious in relation to the UKhdugh the UK has been an important
beneficiary of EU regional policy, and though teation of ERDF itself was partly linked to
British entry, British governments have had difft@s with its core principles. Throughout
the 1980s and early 1990s, the Conservative govarhim power in London contested the
core elements of EU regional policy, notably then@ples of additionality and partnership.
The UK Treasury for long refused the additionapitinciple, where EU grants should add to,
rather than offset existing public expenditure. efehwas, in broad brush terms, a conflict
between the United Kingdom government, which soughuse its own regional policy
instruments (Regional Selective Assistance) wighlatge coverage under its Assisted Areas
schemes; and the EU, which wanted to limit aid dokets such as the Objective One areas
(Wishlade, Yuill and Méndez, 2003).

The UK position also challenged understandings astnership that accompanied the 1988
reforms. The domestic UK context of the mid-198Gsswne of legislation to regulate and
reduce the influence of trade unions and to redefentral-local relations. There was a close
linkage between domestic-level management refornas the domestic governance of EU
regional policy. Formal partnerships in England evieeavily weighted in favour of the Non-
Departmental Public Bodies (‘quangos’) at the espgenf local authorities (John, 2001).
More generally, a sceptical stance has been aatnst the UK'’s position and not only under
the Conservatives. During the negotiations for 2007-2013 period, for example, the UK
government argued in favour of ‘re-nationalisatiof’EU regional policy: structural funds
should be limited to states with a GDP of unde¥9f the EU average, but member-states
should be able to introduce their own programmesimitorial planning.

The case of France also demonstrates a degrediaf iensions between national traditions
and preference formation and the developing Eumdpaton of EU regional policy. After the
devastation of the World War Il, a modernizing Fatetate embarked upon an ambitious
programme of economic and industrial re-buildingov&nment policy was expansionist,
aimed at promoting growth in the provinces andexiing the imbalances between Paris and
the rest of France. During the 1960s and 1970gec@eriphery relations in France were
managed largely by the central agency tBérection a 'aménagement du territoire et a
'action régionale (DATAR) in the context of its evolving vision ogrtritorial planning
(aménagement du territoireJ.he objectives of territorial planning were to pte regional
development by steering industrial investments ¢oipheral regions such as Brittany or
Languedoc-Roussillon and developing their transpod physical infrastructure. During this
period, the central administration was opposedhéoliuilding of a European regional policy,
which was perceived as a potential competitor ® national policy ofaménagement du
territoire.

Political dynamics have changed in both countriesesthe baseline 1988 Structural Fund
reforms, but the underlying causes of change weng marginally linked to the EU
dimension. While the UK confirms the policy inerhiggpothesis, a stronger argument can be
made for Europeanisation in the French case.

In the case of the UK, political dynamics were nfiedi by the election of the new Labour
government in 1997, and by the changing territoc@hfiguration, notably devolution in
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. The changartjsan context had an obvious impact.
The new Labour government, which advocated a moséipe role in Europe and proactive
stance to local authorities, adopted a less trarichtitude towards partnerships and the
additionality principle. The management of EU farmh the ground reflected this shift of



governmental priorities at the central level. he tcase of the Objective One area of
Merseyside, for example, the Programme Monitoringm@ittee (PMC) was henceforth
chaired by a non-governmental representative aca uthorities were brought more fully
into the fold (Wilmott, 2005). In the three Engli€lbjective One regions, the 2000-06 rounds
involved a broader network of partners and mor@jegt commissioning rather than open
bidding. New Labour policy priorities were also mdn harmony with those in other EU
countries, and close to the spirit of the - Blairihspired — Lisbon goals of investment, IT,
innovation, infrastructure and training. Comingj tircle, however, the UK Conservative-
Liberal Democrat Coalition government (2010- ) rnthabolished all existing regional level
institutions, including the Government Offices b&tRegions and the Regional Development
Agencies and returned spatial planning power®d¢allgovernment (Mellows-Facer, 2010;
Townsend and Marrs, 2010). Over the period, themgeaak evidence of the linkage between
EU regional policy and regional empowerment, exdapgenitally in the case of the Celtic
nations (Scotland, Wales, northern Ireland) thatcansidered below.

In the case of France, the Europeanisation argummesomewhat stronger (Pasquier 2009).
From the 1980s onwards, the growing internatioaditin of the economy called into question
the post- war state-led policies of territorialnpiang. The French state, like other European
nation-states, has been confronted for some ygaitselbdual pressure of European integration
and the growing desire for autonomy on the partsob-national political levels. The
implementation of EU cohesion policy has to be wsid®d in the context of two core
variables: the decline of state-led policies ofiterial planning and the decentralisation of the
French political system.

First, the decline of state-led territorial plarmimpolicies made the financial resources
provided by EU cohesion policy all the more valeafidrevet 2008). The French government
lobbied hard to ensure that France received itsesbistructural funds. Being the second
main funder of the EU cohesion policy after Germattye French governement has
traditionally been able to ensure that EU strudttuads covered all the national territory.
Even if the structural funds are being reducedanEe received €14.3 billion in the 2007-13
period against €16.1 billion in 2000-06 - all 22tnopolitan regions are concerned by the
‘regional competitiveness’ objective and the fawerseas regions (Guadeloupe, Guyane,
Martinique and Réunion) by the ‘convergence obyelti However, this strategy of full
territorial coverage is increasingly contestedmy European Commission and other Member-
states, in particular in relation to the 2007-2q&Bgramme (Interviews Brussels, 2008).
French governments have adopted seemingly rath&rachctory positions. In December
2006, France signed a letter with Austria, Holla@érmany, Sweden and UK supporting the
limitation of the EU budget to 1% of the EU GDP.ribg the same period, however, the
French central government defended the role ottteesion policy against those (such as the
UK government, but also some within the Europeanm@gsion) who wanted to
‘renationalise’ regional policy, or limit structurdunds to the new central and eastern
member-states. This apparent paradox is testameheteffectiveness of the mobilisation of
regional and local authorities, strongly attachethe structural funds policy.

Second, successive decentralization reforms siri&? lhave modified centre-periphery
relations within France. It lies beyond the limas this article to engage in an in-depth
discussion of decentralization in France over th&t three decades. The foundational reforms
of 1982-83 transformed the existing 22 administeatregions into regional political
institutions, conferring real executive powers dme tpresidents of the regional and 96
departmental councils. The 22 metropolitan Regiobgined competencies in economic



development, vocational training, education (seeoyndchools), regional railway transport
planning, the environment, culture and researckih \8uch competencies, French regions
ought to be the natural partners of the Europeamirastration in the planning and
implementation of EU cohesion policy. In comparatterms, however, the French State has
attempted to maintain a tight steer on regionabBean interactions, with the central
planning agency, the DATAR and the regional prefesf¥ maintaining control of the key
policy instruments.

The relationship between Europeanisation and regicapacity building in France is highly
ambivalent (Pasquier 2009). On the one hand, theldement of EU structural funds has
provided a new structure of opportunities and newees of finance for French local and
regional authorities, in particular for the mosthatous of them such as Brittany (Négrier,
1998 ; Smyrl, 1997). On the other hand, central eeglonal state actors have resisted
relinquishing control over details of project maeagnt. Rather like in the UK, the principle
of partnership in EU cohesion policy has producatsions, mainly played out in terms of
who manages the structural funds. Since the 199688ch regions have attempted to become
managing authorities of the structural funds. Bt different central governments during the
1990s and the 2000s steadfastly refused the denwdiride regional councils, confirming the
regional prefectures in the central role. In p@gtithe Regions and the regional prefectures
co-chair the PMCs, but the regional prefecturesararofficially the managing authorities. In
2006 de Villepin's government confirmed the Stageviges, rather than local authorities, as
the managing authorities, arguing that this siarapertained in the majority of the 27 EU
member States.

Has EU Regional policy fundamentally reshaped domés policy networks?

The second question addresses multi-level govegjatricto sensurather than multi-level
government. While multi-level government focuses refations between governments at
different territorial layers, multi-level governas emphasizes broader questions of state-
society relations and reconfigured domestic poheyworks (Piatoni, 2010, Palmer, 2008).
For the Europeanisation hypothesis to be validatesl empirical data needs to demonstrate
that state-society relations have been broadené&ailppean-level dynamics.

In the case of the UK, this question can only bewamed by taking full account of the
territorial asymmetry consolidated by devolutiom 2011, it has become difficult to
generalise about the UK as a whole, rather thagetatify variation across its four component
nations. Scotland, Wales and northern Ireland amesidered below in the section on
territorial asymmetry. The case of England prowesbe the most resistant to the
Europeanisation argument. From the 1988 reform hef $tructural funds onwards, the
Conservative UK government placed obstacles indéeelopment of partnerships, hence
undermined in practice the emergence of a brodeistdder base to accompany EU funds.
There was a close linkage between domestic-levelagement reforms and the governance
of EU regional policy. One key driver of the 19799Y Conservative governments was the
creation of a range of new agencies in Englandviates - City Challenge, the Training and
Enterprise Councils, the Urban Development Corpamat — all committed to various
versions of new public management and an agencyenoédurban governance. Formal
partnerships in England were heavily weighted wmota of the Non-Departmental Public
Bodies (‘quangos’) at the expense of local autlesjtwhich were sometimes even prevented
from naming their own representatives to the PMItdh, 2001). For their part, the richest
and most powerful regions — such as the South-Biashe East of England — have not



invested much time and resources in EU structunadl$ (as opposed to more general place
marketing). Where closer forms of cooperation hdeeloped in less affluent regions, this is
only tangentially associated with European intagratThe coincidence of pro-regional and
pro-European beliefs has been strongest, histtyicavhere political and economic elites
were motivated to organise at the regional levehttke most of EU incentives. This was the
case for the North West England, with a large Qbjec2 remit, and incorporating
Merseyside with Objective One. In these regiondeast, there emerged a sharper political
focus on Europe, though this was elite-led and terfrom mass opinion.

The major constitutional change represented by lthbour Government's (1997-2010)

Devolution programme has highlighted gaps in Ehghsrangements. In addition to the
creation of devolved institutions in Scotland, ¥&land Northern Ireland, the Labour
government adopted a generally positive attitueatds the development of English regions,
at least until the failure of the North-East refetem in 2004. Labour created eight Regional
Development Agencies (RDASs), given the task of dowting regional development

strategies. The RDAs provided a central focus &simg the match-funding necessary to
support bids, and were financed from a pooled 8ilgldget, to which the lead ministries all
contributed. In terms of their institutional desighe RDAs were non-departmental public
bodies, or agencies governed by ‘partnership’ dmahat mainly encompassed local
government and business interests; they providedlittkage, through the Government
Offices of the Regions, with state officials. TighuRDA were tasked with producing

regional strategies, the Government Offices (vemyakv equivalents to French regional
prefectures) retained their key role as the Mampéuthorities of EU structural funds. The

Government Offices were not always viewed with suiep by local government or the

Development Agencies; Burch and Gomez (2003) ghe éxample of the North-West

regional assembly and the North West Developmergngg working in close association

with the Government Office. From 2000-2010, thev&@ament Offices expanded their remit
to incorporate the field activities of more UK depaents: the Home Office, DEFRA and

Culture, Media and Sport in particular.

The critical juncture in this case, as in othergaswhe coming to power of the Coalition
Govrenment in 2010, an administration with a stragalist’ agenda, but a deep suspicion
of regional levels of public administration. Thedllbon government replaced the Regional
Development Agencies with Local Entreprise Partmess conceived as new local
government- business led partnerships, which wal diven the main responsibility for
administering ERDF funds. There are unresolved topres of institutional design with the
new LEPS. The ERDF has to be administered regignlallt the LEPs cover much smaller
areas. While the RDAs covered the whole of Englaheé LEPs are designed to be
competitive, leaving some potential beneficiarie€0 regional funds without the necessary
domestic institutional structures to facilitate ohatfunding. As coverage will be far less
extensive, so it will be more difficulty to drawrmown EU grants. Moreover, the Coalition
government has hinted that the LEPs will have mleds autonomy in managing and
allocating funds than the RDAs used to. These dgweénts suggest that there is a strong
likelihood of a return to the more conflictual moafethe 1980s and early 1990s.

More precise empirical research can map which asgHons are motivated to engage in
European funding bids. The case of Wales was selexs it provided sufficient similarities
with the rest of the UK in the pre-1999 period, muibstantial institutional divergence
thereafter. Traditionally EU funds, in Wales aseelsere, were the preserve of local
authorities, which have by far the best expertisthe field. Local authorities dominated the



early structural fund programmes (1989-1991, 199add remain as key players today with
the best knowledge and expertise. From 1996 onw#rdgeorganisation of local authorities,
with the creation of the 22 unitary authoritiesifales, made local government into an even
more effective player. The picture of local authpdomination needs to be modified. They
were challenged in the pre-devolution period (199%-by non-departmental public bodies
(NDPBs) such as the Training and Entreprise Cosin8iince 2000, moreover, the voluntary
sector has massively invested resources in attia&l) funds and by 2003, the voluntary
sector had become the largest player. On the btmad, in Wales as in the broader UK, it has
proved difficult to involve the private sector. @K government has resisted private sector
involvement because it can not be certain of clgwiack grants that fail. The evidence
presented above from the English regions suggestede improvement in meso-level
political capacity and the development of rathensie policy networks encompassing local
authorities, NDPB regional state and private/vaumptctors. But the gradual shift in England
is much less marked than in the devolved governsngdndford, 2006, Jeffery and Palmer,
2007).

In the French case, there is a much stronger angiutinat, over time, EU regional policy has
led to substantial policy change. From 1988 uhglénd of the 1990s, in nearly all the French
regions, adapting traditional methods of encoumagpatial developments to fit the EU’s
rules led to a number of significant changes (Snfi#5, Pasquier 2009). In particular, the
pluri-annual planning of development objectives &miding mechanisms frequently led to
more detailed negotiations between the differenblipuauthorities and social actors
(associations, chambers of commerce) involved.ghAicant proportion of regional budgets
are now committed to multi-year development program which the Regional Councils,
local authorities, the French national state, d&wedBuropean Union all participate. Indeed, the
regional planning contractscPntrats de plan Etat-Régions or contrats de frgj@ts-région
[2007-2013] — CPER) and the EU’s regional policy have becdhemost important policy
tools for territorial development in France todairough the planning contracts, the French
national state and the regions establish commoacbtbgs for development priorities and
public investment in each region on a multi-yeasi®aThe EU’s regional policy, as
implemented through the various structural fundBos a logic similar to that of the CPER.
In France, the two policy exercises are now closelyrdinated; and at this broad level there
is goodness of fit.

First introduced in mid to late 1988, at a time widecentralisation began to take effect, the
reformed structural funds provided regional andal@xtors with additional, finance but also

a set of new policy norms such as partnership, rarogiing, concentration, subsidiarity

development project and/or evaluation (Smyrl 192&squier 2005). In interpreting and using
these norms, new relationships between local gctthie state administration and

representatives of the Commission had to be fomgezhch region. Pushed strongly by the
Commission, the obligation to evaluate these prograx ante, at mid-point and ex-post also
led to more systematized forms of governing redideaelopment.

If interactions remain mainly in the domain of ni#éivel government, the application of the
subsidiarity principle has given rise to very diféfet hierarchical configurations in France. In
this complex game of mutual interdependence, tladlerige is to combine two central, but
often contradictory principles: the free exercisé delegated power by sub-national
authorities, and the re-affirmation of the statetsordinating and leadership role. For the
2000-06 and 2007-13 contracts, 50% of the stateistribution was tied up in ‘non-

negotiable’ projects — a way for central authositie impose their priorities on the regions. If



they are to make a difference in this processyélggons must be able to bring together the
various public and private partners within the o&g territory around a shared vision of the
regional interest.To face these changes, the giest®f French regional elites have diverged
widely. In some, such as Brittany, relatively hamows partnerships between state
prefectures, regional councils and department-lawgthorities were concocted. However in
many others, such as Rhénes-Alpes, Languedoc-Rloussir PACA, implementing the
structural funds has produced a battleground fgioreal-national and regional-local relations
(Duran, 1998 Pasquier, 2004 Smyrl, 1997).

If the European Union has impacted on the developmemultilevel politics, it is difficult to
identify European integration as the main causakdiof enhanced decentralization (Pasquier
2009). The above examples demonstrate that the gearemt of structural funds mainly
reaffirms pre-existing national patterns of cergegiphery relations. More, decentralisation is
not a settled state of affairs and the temptatioimtent new forms of central steering is ever
present (Cole, 2006). There remain powerful soudfesesistance from within the central
state machinery to allowing the regions to becore principal interlocutors of the
Commission.

Territorial variations in ‘unified’ member-states

Patterns of territorial accommodation are likely iary across member-states, and, quite
possibly, across time within a particular membatest One would not expect the same
dynamics to take place in Germany, with a fedeysiesn emphasisinignderrights, but also
policy uniformity, in Spain or in Belgium. Our seton of the UK and France was
specifically designed to allow for cross-nationahparison, but also to capture variation in
time in both States.

The evidence presented in the UK and France sugggsattern of regional variation, rather
than any neat conclusion in terms of centralisattondecentralization. But the internal
assymetry is far more developed in the British ttitenFrench case. Evidence from England
suggests some variation in the instrumental andtioleal use of Europe as a coherent frame
for regional elites. On the other hand, neither (fbemer) Regional Development Agencies,
nor the broad-based public private urban regimasdbveloped in a number of English cities
are a substitute for the powerful governments irdiffa Edinburgh and, increasingly, Belfast.
The real divergence in territorial capacity in tela to European integration is a by-product
of the devolutionary settlements of the late 199@sch integrate territorial and institutional
variation into the operation of the State. In régeears a range of studies have focused on the
degree of policy convergence and divergence witmenUK facilitated by the introduction of
an asymmetrical form of devolution (Keating, 20@eer, 2004; Mackinnon, Shaw and
Docherty, 2008). This literature has identified &avrange of factors that facilitate or
constrain divergence and convergence including gbktical character and capacity of
devolved administrations, the relative strengthteafitorially focused interest groups, the
nature of party systems and public opinion acrbgssdonstituent parts of the UK and the
nature of intergovernmental relations.The case h&f post-Devolution United Kingdom
provides an excellent case study of variation a&criime within the context of a single
member-state.

Before devolution (1998-99), Whitehall ensured altime co-ordination of the UK position to
the EU. Post-devolution, the system has been opaped’he new devolved governments
have been brought into the process. There havegeheew procedures of co-ordination and



cohesion between the central UK government andiévelved governments. On occasions,
such as the UK’s contribution to the Conventiontlb@ Future of Europe, or in relation to
regional languages, the devolved governments adtiggther have managed to steer the
broader UK agenda. Devolution can also heightesid@s between different regions within
the UK, however, as well as between central govermtrand devolved authorities, as in the
case of the Scottish Government and the UK govemhnsence 2007. Academic and
practitioner accounts diverge somewhat in relatmhow to interpret this case of asymmetry;
one detailed study of Scottish-EU relations, foaraple, finds evidence of more continuity
than conflict since the 2007 elections (Carter &mith 2009), while another emphasizes
diverging interests (Parry, 2008). What is lesgetttio debate is that, since the arrival of the
Scottish National Party in power in Scotland in 20the informal mode of developing the
UK'’s EU policy has been under severe strain.

In spite of their near-identicdbrmal resources, French regions vary considerably iir the
practical approaches towards lobbying the Europ&ammmission or engaging in
paradiplomacy. Over a span of centuries, but rmpasicularly of decades, the strategies of
regional and local elites have resulted in eaclorem a distinct regional model of collective
action. In Brittany, the stabilization of relatioamong political, economic and cultural elites
within a long-term regional coalition has forceck tbhentral state, and now the European
Commission, to support a territorially defined mawal development project. Indeed, political
capacity is, at least in part, a process of meghatn which elites and social groups produce a
vision of the world that allows them at once taisture relations among themselves and to
define the very ‘interests’ that they are purswnfectively. The European dimension clearly
appears as a new structure of political opportesifor French regions; it gives them new
norms and resources for action, though whether dlai themselves of these opportunities is
another matter.

One must understand the EU capacity of French magiactors as a sociopolitical process
rooted in an on-going social construction of terrés and centre-periphery relationships. It is
rooted, too, in identities, understood as a sesamfially constructed practices, beliefs and
visions of the world which shape and guide thetastyi@s of regional actors. Therefore, the
EU capacity of regional actors results from a camphteraction between inherited practices
and beliefs and new dynamics of political changg emcompasses both formal and informal
institutional processes (Pasquier 2003, 2004). e huncovered evidence of close co-
operation between the State and regional counciBiittany, but we could also have
emphasised the much less harmonious relationshipegions such as Languedoc-Roussillon
or PACA. In Brittany, the Breton regional councd at the center of the planning and
implementation process for European regional poiicyts region. As in the case of the
regional planning contracts, the regional counod ¢hepréfecturehave worked together to
establish a list of concrete projects based ortljeaetermined regional priorities. While the
final elaboration of the resulting plans is thevpeige of the regional level (council and
préfecturg they are based on a broader consensus, deriosdtfre systematic consultation
of officials and interests at the local amépartemenlevel. In this context, the role of council
and préfectureis complementary. While the former coordinates rtbgional coalition that
ensures a working consensus, the latter usesatsital capacity and its influence in the
administrative networks of the state (and, increglgi of the European Union) to defend the
regional interest in Paris and Brussels. Togetlleey have established clear financial
priorities, as well as procedures to implement ehgsintly . Through this ongoing
relationship, they have brought about a genuin®nadjzation of European regional policy in
Brittany. In Languedoc-Roussillon, the situationm®re problematic. The regional council



does not occupy a central integrating role in tleping and implementation of European
regional programs. In no case have genuinely redjjomorities or strategies emerged. Rather,
the field has been left open to local or sectocabs, including theonseils générauaf the
region’s componentiépartement®r the field offices of national ministries. Onesué has
been a marked shift downward, to the level ofdbpartementof the organizing logic of the
structural funds in Languedoc-Roussillon (Négrie398). From this has followed a number
of inefficiencies, including the fragmentation oindncial effort, the politicization of
‘expertise,” and the predominance of traditionalde® of local mediation. The regional
council remains in the background, and is certainlyno position to compete with the
political demands coming from below.

These examples from France and the UK suggest allpy®wever, that localities and
regions in France and the UK vary in terms of theabilization in terms of EU structural
funds and, more generally, in their willingnessapacity to use Europe as a mobilising
discourse.

Has paradiplomacy empowered sub-national players?

Our final line of enquiry investigates new forms paradiplomacy, presented in the MLG
literature as a key dimension of regional empowaitiide European Union has also
encouraged and facilitated the paradiplomacy gi@geof local and regional authorities in
Britain, France and elsewhere (Hooghe, 1996). Grnleeomain analytical problems raised by
paradiplomacy is that its combination of formal anfbrmal elements makes it difficult to
grasp (Aldeoca and Keating, 1999). Three main #ietsy can be distinguished in the
paradiplomacy of the regions at the European lem@iencing EU decision making; liaising
with regional counterparts in the same or otherntoes, as well as national and EU
institutions; and networking and information gathgr All the representation offices of
French regions tend to do the two last activitldswever some of them also try to develop
real European strategies of projection and infleeridhe European strategies of the French
regions depend on several factors: the framewoskofange among political, economic, and
cultural elites; the relationships of cooperation competition of regional-level political
institutions with both national and local instituis and with relevant interest groups; and the
strategy selected by regional leaders concernihgfiors with European integration and
institutions.

Turning to one precise case, elites in the histériench region of Brittany were quick to
recognize the opportunities implicit in Europeategration. Breton leaders were among the
earliest to understand the stakes involved. Ad&k as the 1960s, as the Common Market
was gradually becoming an economic reality, thetipal elites of Brittany have been very
sensitive to European issues. In 1973, tkemmité d'étude et de liaison des intéréts
bretong(CELIB) was one of the founding forces of Europérist cross-border inter-regional
partnership, the Conference of Peripheral and MaitRegions (CPMR), which is today the
largest territorial lobby in the EU. Within its owadministrative services, the Brittany
regional council quickly put in place a unit chatgeith European affairs. Together with the
neighboring regions of Pays de Loire and Poitour@hta@s, Brittany has maintained a
permanent representative in Brussels since 1988.n&w president of the regional council,
Jean-Yves Le Drian, created in 2005 a new ‘Europmearfierence’, which brings to together
the four départementsand the mains cities of Brittany to define comnpositions around
European issues, an initiative followed in 2006 thg launch of a ‘Breton Embassy’ in
Brussels. This European strategy, added to théigadlinfluence of Breton leaders, permitted



the financing of the high speed rail route (LGV)vbeen Le Mans and Rennes in the 2007-13
State-Region project We were not convinced by financing the LGV linavbeh Rennes and
Le Mans. But well, it was a political agreementvixtn the Breton authorities and French
authorities on one hand and the Breton authoriaesl the political level of the European
Commission on the other. So, we acceptédliterview, DG regio, Brussels, 2009). The
Breton leaders, around the President Le Drian, iooed the Prime minister, Francois Fillon,
and the French government to sustain their projecthe face of opposition from the
European administration which first refused to fioa rail infrastructures in ‘regional
competitiveness’ regions (Interviews 2008, Consgjlional de Bretagne, Rennes, DG regio,
Brussels, SGAE Paris). The European administraf@® Regio) was forced to back down
once a political agreement had been reached bet#eeBrittany Regional Council, the
French government and the EU Commissioner in chairgehesion policy (Danita Hibner).

In the UK, English cities and regions have beemlwved in the range of EU-related activities
that are common to partners elsewhere: settingffiges, involvement in lobbying and inter-
regional and inter-urban cooperation. Building be fabove section, there has also been a
marked asymmetry between Wales, Scotland, and &lortlheland, on the one hand, and the
English localities and regions on the other. Wherdee English offices lobby for their
localities and regions, the Welsh and Scottishceffi are better understood as distinct
agencies of the UK government operating in BrusselBhe devolution settlements in
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland retain a largesight for the central government both
in developing EU policy and in implementing EU lafhe UK government (which usually,
but not always signifies central government mimst@egotiates in the Council of Ministers
and the European Council — including in those arina$ are devolved to the regional
institutions. The UK can insist on adopting secopdgislation at Westminster to implement
EU directives. On the other hand, the Welsh anottSb Governments exercise a direct
influence in Brussels that is out of all proportiantheir size, both directly, and through the
indirect influence they bring to bear on the UK govment.

For the devolved administrations have been ableotobine their status as semi-sovereign
proto-states with privileged access to core ektethe centre of the UK state. According to
the 1998 concordat on the European Union, civivasis working for the devolved
governmental offices have diplomatic status. Asdgrofficials have access to all official
documentation circulated around the member-statgting them in a privileged position in
relation to the offices of sub-national governmeatsall other member states (with the
possible exception of Belgium).The European argpaiges a new structure of opportunities
for ambitious devolved governments, whose offiaesmaore akin to diplomatic missions than
they are to standard regional offices in BrussBfe Scottish and Welsh Governments have
attempted to exercise strategic leadership overdpeesentation of Scotland and Wales in
Europe and distanced themselves from local gowemh offices, or mixed institutions such
as the Committee of the Regions (Cole and Paln@&]l,2Moore, 2006; Interviews, Welsh
Assembly Government office in Brussels, 2004, 2008pugh this process of paradiplomacy
is partly symbolic, it has produced specific outesmsuch as the success of Wales in
achieving the recognition of Welsh as a co-offideguage of the EU in 2008, using the
diplomatic alliance with Catalonia to push its case

Scottish and Welsh officials are present in Brusselall areas where there are significant
devolved powers. Since the arrival of the Scothistional Party (SNP) in power in Scotland
in 2007, the informal mode of operation has beedeurstrain. The core principles in the
relationship between the UK and the devolved gawemmts were identified by Carter and



Scott (2003) as no surprises, the devolved autbsris stakeholders and the need for joined-
up governance. Each of these has been challenyad2007.

Conclusion

In the conclusion of one detailed study of cohegiolicy from 2000-2006, no single country
(not even Germany) emerged from the 2000-2006 rowitd a perfect goodness of fit
between its domestic priorities and targeted EUore policy objectives (Wishlade, Yuill
and Méndez 2003). In their different ways, Franod &K were both caught between the
tensions of pressures to conform to a European namch the persistence of precise
institutional configurations and domestic prefeencin neither case, however, did the
domestic level simply conform to an EU norm.

In our discussion of EU Regional policy in Francel dhe UK, the strongest hypothesis of
policy transformationas a result of Europeanisation appears excessigaritwo cases. The
English case provides strong evidence that, thowaglonal administrative and institutional
structures are affected by EU regional policy, Bw dimension is not the core consideration
of any institutional design. The most recent depmlents in England suggest that the
coalition government did not take the EU dimensido account when abolishing the RDAs
and creating the new LEPs. Older trends — wherelfyoaservative government resists
interference from Brussels and is quite preparddge budgets as a result — have shown their
persistence. In the case of France, the balancpowier between levels and the main
institutional architecture of French decentralizatihave not been transformed by EU
cohesion policy, insofar as they are built uporseéxg institutions. But we can observe a form
of policy recalibration whereby Europeanisation strengthens regionalotigphuilding by
providing additional resources for regional actofSonsistent with the mobilisation
hypothesis, the European dimension clearly appearsa new structure of political
opportunities for French regions; it gives them mesms and resources for action.

Overall, the evidence does not clearly support@he hypotheses clearly over the others.
The cases considered offer some evidenceatia (the management of structural funds
reaffirming pre-existing national patterns of cernperiphery relations), some evidence of
policy recalibration (in the UK devolved nations and the French regiobgt none of policy
transformationas a result of EU cohesion policy. As a more gangoint, structural funds
policy is perhaps not the most appropriate instminte measure policy change; from this
survey, structural funds are an epiphenomenon ebeleexplanatory variables rooted mainly
(but not exclusively) in domestic institutional erd and change. These examples from France
and the UK both suggest that, if national patterhsentre-periphery relations are subject to
sometimes quite rapid change, these domestic driegically precede effects that might be
attributed to Europeanisation.
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