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With or Without You? Revisiting territorial state-bypassing in EU interest representation

Abstract   Both the number and the powers of sub-state entities in the European Union have grown. These sub-state entities represent their European interests using both intra- and extra-state channels. The increasing use of the latter has encouraged scholarly literature to focus on the emerging “paradiplomacy” of these entities. Sub-state paradiplomacy, however, can be both conducted in tandem with its member state or bypassing it. This article seeks to better understand such patterns of interaction between state and sub-state interest representation. Using original survey data, it tests five different hypotheses about the determinants of state bypassing and non-bypassing. It argues that devolution of powers and party politics are relevant factors explaining the frequency of bypassing and cooperative interest representation. Other factors, including size, financial resources, and length of exposure to the integration process, do not play much of a role.
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Introduction

Various waves of decentralisation throughout Europe have led to the emergence of a diversity of territorial bodies at the local, meso and regional levels (Keating, 1992, 1998; Sharpe, 1993). These new policy players have grown both in numbers and in powers. Many of their competences overlap with those devolved upwards by the state to the European Union (EU) level (John, 2000; John & McAteer, 1998). This has led to an increase in sub-state participation in EU politics 
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(Jeffery, 1997a, 2000: 9, 1997b; Jones & Keating, 1995)
. Far from restricting themselves to one over the other, sub-state entities (SSEs) use both intra- and extra-state channels of interest representation knowing that a combination of both will reap most benefits 
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(Blatter, Kreutzer, Rentl, & Thiele, 2008: 467-468; Bomberg & Peterson, 1998: 234; Jeffery, 1997a; Tatham, 2007b: 218-224)
.

There has been much speculation about the consequences of this increase in sub-state participation at the EU level. Though prophecies of the emergence of a “Europe of the regions” and of the demise of the state have been disappointed (Elias, 2008; Keating, 2008b), a body of research has demonstrated that SSEs do benefit from a tangible amount of autonomy in their international doings 
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(Aldecoa & Keating, 1999; Hocking, 1993; Keating, 1999; Michelmann & Soldatos, 1991)
. Hence, though central governments can sometimes take the form of extended gatekeepers (Bache, 1999; Bache & Bristow, 2003), they have also occasionally been bypassed by their regions or municipalities (Goldsmith, 1993; Tatham, 2008). As Keating recently summarised, “under present-day conditions, the state can no longer monopolize all relationships between its constituent territories and the outside, giving rise to complex patterns of paradiplomacy and inter-regional networking” (Keating, 2008a: 630). Thus, the debate about whether SSEs bypass their member state or whether the later is still an efficient gatekeeper has been settled: far from being mutually exclusive, bypassing and cooperation are complementary strategies which different SSEs employ in different measures. The more interesting question is then to understand what the determinants of bypassing and cooperative paradiplomacy are.

This article seeks to better understand these patterns. Using original survey data, it tests five hypotheses about the frequency of bypassing and cooperation.  It argues that devolution of powers and party politics are relevant factors accounting for the frequency of bypassing and cooperative work. The significance of other explanans, however, is more doubtful. Indeed, factors related to relative and absolute size, financial resources and length of exposure to the European integration process do not seem to play a role.

With or Without You? Five hypotheses on state bypassing

There has been much work on sub-state mobilisation in the EU, but far less on the determinants of bypassing and cooperative paradiplomacy. That SSEs mobilise at the European level has been repeatedly proved 
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(Greenwood, 2007; Hooghe, 1995a, 1995b, 2002; Hooghe & Marks, 1996; Keating, 1999; Keating & Hooghe, 2006; Mazey, 1995; Mazey & Mitchell, 1993)
. However, providing evidence that SSEs are active in Brussels does not equate to proving that they bypass their member state. There is an implicit amalgam in the literature that paradiplomacy and state bypassing are one and the same. However, paradiplomacy – i.e. the diplomacy lead by SSEs parallel to their member state’s – can also be lead jointly with state diplomacy. In other words, it is not because SSEs are active directly at the EU level that this activity necessarily bypasses their member state. Looking at federal states exclusively, Soldatos had already clarified in the early 1990s that “substitutive”, “parallel action” by SSEs in international affairs could either be “in disharmony” or “in harmony with federal government” (Soldatos, 1990: 38). Indeed, he argued that paradiplomacy “can refer to a coordinated decentralization process in foreign policy, whereby the federal government accepts, joins forces with the federated unit, coordinates or monitors subnational foreign-policy-making, and manages to harmonise the various transgovernmental activities with its own policies” (Soldatos, 1990: 41). Bypassing and cooperative paradiplomacy can hence be defined in the following way: bypassing paradiplomacy is understood as sub-state interest representation without interaction with its member state, while cooperative paradiplomacy is understood as sub-state interest representation in tandem with its member state. If some determinants of paradiplomacy sensu lato have been examined 
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(Jeffery, 2000; Keating, 1999; Marks, Nielsen, Ray, & Salk, 1996; Nielsen & Salk, 1998; Soldatos, 1990)
, the determinants of bypassing and cooperative paradiplomacy have been rather neglected as a result of their amalgamation. This section spells out five types of explanatory factors which might enable a better understanding of bypassing and cooperation in state and sub-state EU interest representation.

The first hypothesis concerns the impact of devolution. The intuitive argument has often been made that the more powers are devolved from the state to the sub-state level, the more the SSE will seek to be involved at the European level (Hocking, 1997: 105) and hence bypass its member state (Goldsmith, 1993: 698). Many authors have made such reasoning explicit. For example, Pollack concludes that “the level of success or failure of each member government in maintaining its gatekeeper role seems to be largely a function of the pre-existing distribution of power among the central government and subnational governments in each member state” (Pollack, 1995: 377). Similarly, Keating and Hooghe argue that “increased regional activity (…) has followed distinctly national lines. Where regional governments have a strong institutional position in the domestic arena, they have become important actors. Where they are weak domestically, states have largely retained their central role concerning links to the Commission and control of regional policy implementation. (…) [Weak regional governments] fall well short of undermining the state’s gatekeeping role” (Keating & Hooghe, 2006: 281). Iain Bache also expresses this idea that weaker regions at home will be less able to independently engage with the EU. He warns that “the lack of political, constitutional and financial resources will remain a major barrier to bypassing the central government gatekeeper at the domestic level” (Bache, George, & Rhodes, 1996: 319). This hypothesis can be formalised in the following way:

H1a: The higher the level of devolution, the more frequently the SSE will bypass its member state

H1b: The lower the level of devolution, the more frequently the SSE will cooperate with its member state

The second hypothesis deals with party politics and tries to capture whether a partisan element drives state bypassing. Marks, for example, argues that “relations between subnational and central governments can easily become entangled in party-political conflicts. (…) [This happened] in the UK, where the Conservative government has limited the political access of the Labour-dominated North East of England and promoted it in the West Midlands, where the Conservative party has a narrow majority” (Marks, 1996: 411-412). Keating comes to similar conclusions concerning Quebec, Spain and the UK. On the latter he remarked that “in the United Kingdom, relationships between central and sub-state governments are highly partisan and governments are suspicious of anything that might give opposition forces a platform” (Keating, 1999: 12). This hypothesis can be formalised in the following way:

H2a: If the opposition party is in government at the sub-state level, state bypassing increases

H2b: If non-opposition parties are in government at the sub-state level, cooperation with the member state increases

A third hypothesis argues that “size matters”. This intuitive argument has often been made to account for differentiated territorial mobilisation at the EU level. Size, be it geographic, demographic or economic, would impact on the capacity and willingness of SSEs to seize upon opportunities at the supranational level. For example, in his study of Dutch municipalities, de Rooij has argued that a “strong explanatory factor is the size of a municipality. (...) [big municipalities] dealt actively with EU affairs. (...) these municipalities made ‘proactive attempts’ to influence policy or promote interests. The medium-sized municipalities (...) only dealt passively with EU affairs. The small villages (...) dealt with EU affairs neither actively nor passively” (de Rooij, 2002: 464). Similarly, Nielsen and Salk have argued that “absolute size is an asset in producing regional collective action” while “regions that are large relative to the embedding country might be more likely to pursue their collective goals within the national context, which they can more easily influence thanks to their substantial relative size (...). Conversely, regions that are relatively small within the national context might be more likely to seek an alternative avenue outside of a national system within which they are relatively powerless” (Nielsen & Salk, 1998: 244). The following generic hypotheses can hence be derived:

H3a: The greater the absolute size of the SSE, the more frequently it will bypass its member state

H3b: The smaller the absolute size of the SSE, the more frequently it will cooperate with its member state

H3c: The greater the relative size of the SSE, the more frequently it will cooperate with its member state

H3d: The smaller the relative size of the SSE, the more frequently it will bypass its member state

A fourth hypothesis argues that (financial) resources matter in that they determine a SSE’s capacity to act independently. Marks et al. have hypothesised that “the greater the financial resources of a subnational government, the greater the likelihood that it will be represented in Brussels” (Marks, Nielsen et al., 1996: 169) while Nielsen and Salk have conjectured that “more prosperous areas would be more likely to have a representation in Brussels” (Nielsen & Salk, 1998: 239). Finally, Marks, Haseley and Mbaye have put forward the idea that, in Brussels, SSEs which have “resource-rich offices will be able to afford larger, more professional staff and, hence, will lobby more effectively” (Marks, Haseley, & Mbaye, 2002: 9). These hypotheses about the effect of financial and staff resources on sub-state interest representation have been echoed in more recent research (Blatter et al., 2008: 468) and can be formulated as follows:

H4a: the more resource-rich the SSE, the more frequently it will bypass its member state

H4b: the less resource-rich the SSE, the more frequently it will cooperate with its member state
The final hypothesis has to do with the effect of the length of exposure to the European integration process. EU politics can be characterised by its iterative nature and repeated games between interdependent players usually evolve towards cooperation rather than any other form of interaction (Andreoni & Miller, 1993). One can expect the profoundly interdependent “Brussels village” polity to have developed informal rules, codes of practice and “collective understandings” of appropriateness implicitly regulating relations. It can be theoretically anticipate that these “social norms that actors will generally respect and whose violation will be sanctioned by loss of reputation, social disapproval, withdrawal of cooperation and rewards, or even ostracism” (Scharpf, 1997: 38) will further encourage the various actors to cooperate in their (interest representation) activities. These socialisation effects combined with the iterative and interdependent nature of EU policy-making (Marks, Hooghe, & Blank, 1996; Wessels, 1997) would encourage a convergence towards cooperative practices and a gradual decrease in frequency of non-cooperation.

In similar fashion, one could expect that SSEs stemming from new member states (i.e. post-2004) would behave differently, both because they have been members of the EU for a shorter time-period, but also because it has been argued that the socio-political and economic make-up of these countries differs from older member states. For example, in a recent study of the foreign relations of European regions, Blatter et al. argue that “(...) we only take into account regions which have a rather similar socio-economic background and no dramatic change in their political system. This leads to the exclusion of east European regions” (Blatter et al., 2008: 469). Similarly, Moore has argued that regions from new member states differ dramatically from those from the EU-15 on a number of key variables (Moore, 2008: 524). She further contends that these differences at home are mirrored in their Brussels representation (Moore, 2008: 529). The following set of temporal hypotheses can hence be derived from this body of literature:

H5a: the longer the length of exposure to the European integration process, the more frequently the SSE will cooperate with its member state

H5b: the shorter the length of exposure to the European integration process, the more frequently the SSE will bypass its member state

H5c: SSEs from new member states will behave differently from EU-15 SSEs 
Variable operationalisation and data

Hard data on interest representation are difficult to find. This is because interest representation is a mostly intangible activity: it mainly consists of sometimes formal but usually informal meetings, telephone conversations, email exchanges and corridor discussions. To circumvent the immaterial nature of interest representation, an online survey was designed and sent to sub-state offices located in Brussels. It is through this survey instrument that data was collected for the two dependent variables as well as a number of independent variables. This section deals with questions relating to variable operationalisation and data.

Contrary to member state permanent representations, embassies or consulates, sub-state offices in Brussels have no official status and are therefore not centrally registered (Nielsen & Salk, 1998: 234). This makes estimation of the population of Brussels offices difficult. In a recent study, however, Huysseune and Jans estimated that, in April 2007, 165 regions, 17 local and sub-regional authorities, 26 networks of regional and local authorities and 18 “other entities” (mainly representations of private actors in a region), hence a total of 226 offices, were accredited by the Brussels-Capital region (Huysseune & Jans, 2008: 1). Indeed all sub-state Brussels offices certified by the Ministry of External Relations of the Brussels Region are automatically added to an official list maintained and published online by the Brussels-Europe Liaison Office (BELO)
. This listing was used as the basis to define the survey population. In addition to the 157 sub-state offices listed there, 60 more were found through private contacts. The survey instrument was thus sent to 217 Heads of Office in Brussels of which 76 responded. Thirteen were incomplete and a further two had to be dropped because of missing data on non-survey variables, hence corresponding to a sample of 61 complete observations and about 28 percent of the estimated population. A list of surveyed offices is displayed in appendix A.

The use of sub-state offices as a proxy for the Brussels activity of the SSEs themselves might be viewed as questionable. The assumption, however, that sub-state interest representation in the EU sensu lato and interest representation of the sub-state through its Brussels office stricto sensu correlate highly, is not unreasonable. Though SSEs represent their EU interests through a variety of channels (Tatham, 2007b: 218-224, 2008: 498), much of their EU activity does transit through their Brussels offices, which either themselves carry out the interest representation activity or facilitate it – but in any case are involved. Moreover, Moore has recently demonstrated that the link between Brussels offices and their “home” administration is narrower than ever before, the latter implementing a series of coordination and control mechanisms over the activities of the former (Moore, 2008: 522). Finally, much work has already convincingly used sub-state Brussels offices as a proxy for regional mobilisation in the EU (Marks, Nielsen et al., 1996) and for regional collective action beyond regional boundaries (Nielsen & Salk, 1998).

To measure the amount of bypassing and cooperation between state and sub-state interest representation, the survey asked about the frequency of these two outcomes on a six point scale (from “never” to “always”). Bypassing was operationalised as representing interests without interacting with one’s member state, while cooperation was operationalised as representing interests with one’s member state to achieve similar outcomes (see question 11 in appendix B).

To operationalise devolution, the author constructed an index score (0-4) adding four dummy variables which measured whether the SSE has a directly elected body, whether it can make laws, whether it can set or change the rate of some taxes and finally whether it has competences outside of economic, cultural-educational and welfare policy. These four criteria were borrowed from Hooghe, Marks, & Schakel who used them to operationalise regional authority by measuring representation, fiscal autonomy, law making and policy scope (Hooghe, Marks, & Schakel, 2008: 126-133).

Party politics was measured by a simple “opposition in government” dummy (1= main state-wide opposition party, 0= else). Since size has geographic, economic and demographic components, absolute and relative size were operationalised by extracting factor scores from these variables. Absolute size is a factor score of the SSE’s GDP (million euros, 2004), population (thousand, 2006) and geographical area (square kilometres, 2006), while relative size is a factor score of the SSE’s percentage of member state GDP, population and geographical area. Data is the latest Eurostat data available at the time of data collection. The factor score was calculated through Principal Component Analysis (Varimax, Anderson-Rubin Method)
.
The concept of resource-richness was operationalised in two ways: both at home and in Brussels. Consistent with previous quantitative studies of sub-state mobilisation, GDP per capita (Eurostat, 2004) was used as a proxy for sub-state resource-richness in the domestic polity (Nielsen & Salk, 1998), while the number of full-time employees is used as a proxy for sub-state resource-richness in the EU polity. Indeed, budget and number of employees are highly correlated, but survey respondents are less willing to answer budget-related questions. Such an indicator is also consistent with hypotheses present in the literature that “the strong presence of regional personnel in Brussels clearly undermines the gatekeeper position of national administrations” (Blatter et al., 2008: 483).

Length of exposure to the European integration process was, again, measured twice: once for the SSE itself and a second time for its Brussels office. The SSE measure is its date of EU membership (which is differentiated from the member state’s for East German Länder). The SSE’s length of exposure in the Brussels polity was measured by the date of its Brussels office opening (survey data). This second measure is consistent with the argument that “the older and more established regional representations” are more embedded within the Brussels polity than younger ones (Moore, 2008: 517). Finally, a simple dummy variable is used to operationalise the new member state variable (EU-15=0). Table 1 summarises variable operationalisation, data sources and expected signs for each dependent variable
.

[Table 1 about here]

Results

Table 2 provides a summary of the data’s descriptive statistics. It indicates that 25 percent of cases come from new member states (i.e. 2004 and 2007 accession), that 30 percent of cases have the main state-wide opposition party in government, that on a devolution index ranging from zero to four the average is at three, that the average GDP per capita is slightly over 21 thousand Euros and that the average year of EU accession is 1978. Office specific variables indicate that the mean date of opening was in 1998 while the average number of full-time employees is about six and a half. Finally, the mean value of cooperative paradiplomacy indicates a frequency of about four (i.e. “often”) while the mean value of bypassing is about three (i.e. “sometimes”).

 [Table 2 about here]

Using OLS regression, each hypothesis was initially tested separately and then concomitantly in a final model. The results for each dependent variable are reported separately in tables 3 and 4
.

[Tables 3 and 4 about here]

The powerful impact of the devolution variable is consistent with other findings which have found a strong relationship between regional mobilisation and various measures of regional autonomy (Marks, Nielsen et al., 1996: 183; Nielsen & Salk, 1998: 247). It is contrary, however, to expectations generated by the literature that the more autonomous SSEs “at home” would also behave more autonomously “abroad”. Indeed, these results indicate that greater policy, political, law-making and fiscal autonomy at the sub-state level translates into more frequent cooperation and less frequent bypassing at the supra-state level. The devolution variable’s coefficient and significance remain unchanged in the full model when party politics, size, resources and length of exposure to the integration process are controlled for. This can be considered as a somewhat counter-intuitive finding. The argument that “strong regions have both more to gain by trying to influence EU policy and more to lose if they do not” (Marks et al., 2002: 9) would logically raise expectations that stronger SSEs would be more likely to “go solo” than weaker ones. It seems, however, that a different logic is at play, namely that stronger SSEs are in a better position to influence their central government and hence have less of an incentive to bypass it. This confirms recent findings based on qualitative case study research that the “degree of inclusiveness [in the national EU-policy-shaping process] seems to be a function of the degree of devolution, the outcome of which is more coordination and less bypassing” 
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(Tatham, 2006: 90; see also Tatham, 2007a: 24, 2007b: 225)
.

The hypothesis concerning the impact of partisanship on cooperative and bypassing interest representation is confirmed: the opposition variable is significant and in the expected direction in both the reduced and full models. Hence, even when devolution, size, resources and length of exposure to the integration process are controlled for, SSEs which are governed by the main state-wide opposition party will bypass their member state more frequently and cooperate with their member state less frequently than those which do not have the opposition party in at their head. This finding is consistent with previous research which stressed the link between partisan dynamics and regional mobilisation at the EU level (Marks, Nielsen et al., 1996: 187).

The literature on sub-state mobilisation at the EU level does not conjecture about the effect of nationalist or regionalist party involvement in government at the sub-state level. Bivariate and full models were run for both dependent variables and found that, though the coefficients are in the hypothesised direction (i.e. that a regionalist or nationalist party in government increases bypassing and reduces cooperation), the “regionalist/nationalist party” variable is not statistically significant. Hence, the conclusion that party politics plays a role cannot be extended to regionalist and nationalist parties.

Relative and absolute size had been shown to have a significant effect on regional representation in the EU (Nielsen & Salk, 1998: 243-244). Both variables, however, are insignificant in the reduced models and in the full models. Also, the original variables measuring absolute (geographical area, population and GDP) and relative size (percentage of member state geographical area, population and GDP) were all tested individually and in the full models. None of these measures were significant and their coefficients were rarely in the hypothesised direction. On the basis of this evidence, it is not possible to reject the null hypothesis that there is no relationship between size (both absolute and relative) and bypassing or cooperative paradiplomacy.

Results concerning the effect of resources on bypassing and cooperative interest representation are mixed. The effect of resource-richness in the domestic polity, as measured by GDP per capita, are consistent with expectations that richer SSEs at home will be bypass more frequently and cooperate less frequently than more resource-deprived SSEs. This variable, however, is only statistically significant in Model 5b when other factors are controlled for. Hence the sole claim that this research can put forward is that higher GDP per capita significantly decreases the frequency of cooperative interest representation when devolution, party politics, size and length of exposure to the integration process are controlled for. Resource-richness in Brussels, as measured by the number of employees, has an effect which is both inconsistent with expectations and statistically insignificant. In this case it is not possible to reject the null hypothesis. These results are broadly consistent with other findings, about GDP per capita’s lack of significant effect on sub-state mobilisation at the EU level (Marks, Nielsen et al., 1996: 182; Nielsen & Salk, 1998: 244) and other measures of domestic resource-abundance such as government spending at the sub-state level, which have reaped similarly insignificant results (Marks, Nielsen et al., 1996: 181).

Finally, length of exposure to the process of European integration does not seem to have a significant effect on bypassing or cooperative interest representation. Though they affect the dependent variables in the expected direction, both the date of EU membership and that of the setting up of a Brussels office are statistically insignificant. On the basis of this evidence, the null hypothesis about the effect of length of exposure to the integration process cannot be rejected. Meanwhile, evidence about the effect of belonging to a new member state is unconvincing. Stemming from a new member is strongly, significantly and negatively associated with bypassing (Model 4a). However, this effect disappears in the full model while it is never significant in models predicting cooperative interest representation.

Discussion

The above results fill a research gap about the possible determinants of cooperative and bypassing paradiplomacy. Using the literature on SSE mobilisation at the European level to draw five types of hypotheses it both confirms some expectations (about the effect of party politics) and contradicts others (about the impact of devolution, of relative and absolute size, of resource-richness, and of length of exposure to the integration process). It argues that party politics and the degree of devolution play an important role in determining the frequency of bypassing and cooperation. But how confident can one be about these findings? This section outlines different tests which have been undertaken to assess the validity of the above results.

The first type of tests deals with the idea that these results might be driven by omitted variables, by outliers or by influential cases. Fears of the later are discarded as no observation has a cook’s distance greater than .26 in either of the full models, hence well below the threshold recommended by Weisberg (Cook & Weisberg, 1982). To test for outliers, a quantile-comparison plot of the studentized residuals with a (parametric) bootstrapped pointwise 95 percent confidence envelope was constructed for each full model (Atkinson, 1985). The plots (reported in Appendix C) do not suggest that the model suffers from strong outliers
. Testing for omitted variables is more difficult. Possible omitted variables could have to do with the effect of political culture, of national systems of territorial interest aggregation and mediation or with state/sub-state mechanisms of control and coordination. These rival explanans all point in the direction of possible spatial auto-correlation. To control for this, country dummies were created for any country which comprised more than six percent of the sample’s observations (i.e. Belgium, Czech Republic, Germany, Italy, Romania and the United-Kingdom). These dummies, however, have very little impact on the full models
. Crucially, they hardly affect the significance levels and the coefficients of the devolution and opposition indicators, thus indicating that these variables retain their explanatory power even when country-specific patterns are controlled for.

The second type of tests deals with the idea that the results might be a consequence of the violation of the models’ assumptions and hence that one cannot generalise these findings beyond this sample. One commonly occurring violation in small n cross-sectional research is that of heteroscedasticity (Gujarati, 2003: 401). Plotting the studentized residuals against fitted values does not reveal any pattern, and certainly not an increase in the spread of residuals with the level of the fitted values. These visual tests were confirmed by a series of heteroscedasticity detection tests
. Unsurprisingly, various calculations of heteroscedasticity consistent standard errors (Huber, 1964; White, 1980) hardly differed from the results of the classical linear model.

If we can have confidence in the models’ standard errors, how trustworthy are results derived from a sample of about 28 percent of the estimated population? Can the logic of inference not be impaired by sample size and non-response bias? To test for this, nonparametric bootstrapping was used. Bootstrapping is a general approach to statistical inference based on building a sampling distribution for a statistic by randomly resampling – with replacement – from the data at hand (Fox, 2002: 1). It allows empirical estimation of the sampling distribution of a statistic without making assumptions about the form of the population and without deriving the sampling distribution explicitly. The final regression models were bootstrapped using fixed-x resampling and results (reported in Appendix D) further confirm that the initial findings are not an artefact of potential data biases.

Though we can have some confidence that these findings can be generalised beyond our sample, it is necessary to also acknowledge some limitations. First, as the relatively low R² indicates, only a quarter at most of the observed variance in the frequency of bypassing and cooperative interest representation has been accounted for. Indeed, this article has focussed on a selection of plausible determinants. It has not led an exhaustive analysis of all possible causes. Furthermore, it has voluntarily excluded any analysis of the conditions favourable to these different types of paradiplomacy. Hence, condition variables
 such as leadership, entrepreneurship, perceived legitimacy (Jeffery, 2000: 14-17), or exogenous shocks such as political or economic disturbances have been deliberately overlooked. Indeed, as Soldatos stressed almost two decades ago, one “should always avoid conceptual confusion between the determinant causes of paradiplomacy and the concept conditions favourable to it. Favourable conditions may include personality of the leader, historical and cultural ingredients, socio-political climate, important geographical position and resources, supportive paradiplomacy of the federated unit’s cities, and legislation promoting, for example, foreign investment” (emphasis original, Soldatos, 1990: 50-51).

Likewise some important alternative explanations have not been looked in to. For example, some work suggests that the level of embeddedness of sub-state executives in networks of private and public stakeholders 
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(Constantelos, 2007; Grote, 1998a, 1998b; Keating, 2005; Keating, Cairney, & Hepburn, 2008; Kohler-Koch, 1998)
 impacts on their assertiveness in their interest representation activities. Recent qualitative work has also suggested that state and sub-state preference intensity configurations and issue saliency levels 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Tatham, 2006: 95-98, 2007a, 2008: 503)
 might also influence the frequency of bypassing and cooperative interest representation. Finally, it is also possible that regional cultural traits influence the mobilization of sub-state interests and hence patterns of state and sub-state interest representation 
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(Marks, Nielsen et al., 1996; Nielsen & Salk, 1998; Putnam, Leonardi, & Nanetti, 1993; Soldatos, 1990: 44-46; Tabellini, 2007)
. Quantitative indicators will have to be devised to test these hypotheses formally.

Conclusions 

Much literature on sub-state involvement in EU affairs has framed the issue as an “either... or” question: SSEs would either mobilise at the European level to outflank their member state 
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(Ansell, Parsons, & Darden, 1997: 350; Benz, 1998: 117; Marks, 1992: 218)
 or to partner it (Börzel, 2002: 77). In other words, there would be two types of paradiplomats: the ones bypassing and the ones cooperating with their member state. Recent research has, however, made a convincing claim that these two types of activities, far from being mutually exclusive, actually represent merely two possible options available to SSEs to influence the policy-process towards their own preferences (Tatham, 2006). Hence, SSEs represent their interests at the EU level both with and without their member states and a number of hypotheses which might contribute to a better understanding of this phenomenon can be derived from the extant literature.

This research has tested five different hypotheses about bypassing and cooperative paradiplomacy. It concludes that devolution of powers increases the frequency of cooperation and decreases that of bypassing while government by the opposition at the sub-state level increases the frequency of bypassing and decreases that of cooperation. These findings remain significant when size (both relative and absolute), resource-richness (both domestically and in Brussels), length of exposure to the integration process (both domestically and in Brussels) and country effects were controlled for. Subsequent robustness tests and model-based resampling increase our confidence that these results are not an artefact of the data collected but can be generalised to the entire population.

These findings have a number of implications. First, they have policy implications. They show that more devolution “at home” does not weaken the state “abroad”. To the contrary, the more a SSE benefits from devolution, the less frequently will it bypass its member state and the more frequently will its paradiplomacy complement and re-enforce its member state’s diplomacy. Central governments can hence continue to devolve powers at home without fearing that they are undermining themselves abroad.

Second, they have some theoretical implications. The above results indicate very simply that “politics (still) matters”. Previous literature has already established that centre-periphery relations are highly politicised within the member state 
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(Keating, 1999, 2001; Marks, 1996)
. This research now suggests that partisan dynamics also affect state and sub-state interaction outside the member state. It may well be that the Brussels policy-process is driven by technocratic, consensus-seeking, problem-solving, deliberative, output-legitimacy-maximising logics and has thus become largely depoliticised 
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(Beyers, 2002: 606; Majone, 1996a, 1996b: 69-70, 112, 296, 299-300, 2001; Radaelli, 1999: 6; Scharpf, 1997: 153-155, 1999: 14-15; Streeck & Schmitter, 1991: footnote 63)
. However, party politics still seems to play a role: partisan tensions do cross boarders and are mirrored in the external activities of states and their SSEs. In this sense, both deepening and widening European integration has not led to a depoliticisation of state and sub-state relations. This conclusion is further supported by the fact that variables measuring the temporal exposure of SSEs to the process of integration were all insignificant. Hence, the argument that EU membership produces a convergence of behaviour over time cannot be substantiated on the basis of the evidence displayed in this article. Moreover, the hypothesis that European integration depoliticises interactions has to be rejected, at least concerning the pre-legislative phase of the policy-process (i.e. the interest representation phase). Indeed, the pattern of interaction between state and sub-state interest representation can be fruitfully analysed through the lenses of party politics, irrespective of length of membership or presence in Brussels.
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Appendices

APPENDIX A: List of surveyed sub-state entities (all NUTS 1 or NUTS 2)
1. Niederösterreich (AT)

2. Steiermark (AT)

3. Wien (AT)

4. Deutschsprachige Gemeinschaft (BE)

5. Liaison Agency Flanders Europe (BE)

6. Région de Bruxelles-Capitale (BE)

7. Région wallonne (BE)

8. Vlaams Gewest (BE)

9. Jihocesky kraj (CZ)

10. Kralovehradecky kraj (CZ)

11. Liberecky kraj (CZ)

12. Moravskoslezsko (CZ)

13. Vysocina kraj (CZ)

14. Baden-Württemberg  (DE)

15. Bayern  (DE)

16. Berlin (DE)

17. Bremen (DE)

18. Mecklenburgh-Vorpommern (DE)

19. Niedersachsen (DE)

20. Nordrhein-Westfalen (DE)

21. Sachsen-Anhalt (DE)

22. Schleswig-Holstein (DE)

23. Stuttgart (DE)

24. Central Denmark (DK)

25. South Denmark (DK)

26. Zealand (DK)

27. Galicia (ES)

28. País Vasco (ES)

29. Länsi-Suomi (FI)

30. Varsinais-Suomi (FI)

31. Languedoc-Roussillon (FR)

32. Pays de la Loire (FR)

33. Del-Dunantul (HU)

34. Irish Regions Office (IE)

35. West Ireland (IE)

36. Calabria (IT)

37. Campania (IT)

38. Emilia-Romagna (IT)

39. Puglia (IT)

40. Sardegna (IT)

41. Association of Local Authorities (LT)

42. Association of local and regional government (LV)

43. Groot-Rijnmond (NL)

44. Oost-Nederland (NL)

45. Lodzkie (PL)

46. Mazowieckie (PL)

47. Centru (RO)

48. Ilfov (RO)

49. Prahova (RO)

50. Vrancea (RO)

51. Trnavsky kraj (SK)

52. East of England (UK) 

53. Lancashire (UK)

54. North East (UK)

55. Northern Ireland (UK)

56. North West (UK)

57. Scotland (UK)

58. South East (UK)

59. South West (UK)

60. South Western Scotland (UK)

61. West Midlands (UK)

APPENDIX B: Measurement of the dependent variables through the survey instrument

11. Please describe your EU interest representation activity vis-à-vis your member state:

	You work with your member state for similar policy outcomes
	[image: image1.wmf]

Always


	

	You work without interacting with your member state
	[image: image2.wmf]

Never


	


Note: the options in the drop-down menu were: “never”, “rarely”, “sometimes”, “often”, “usually” and “always”. This frequency scale was borrowed from Fowler (1995: 56).

APPENDIX C: Quantile-comparison plot of studentized residuals with 95 percent pointwise bootstrapped confidence envelope
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APPENDIX D: Fixed-x bootstraps of full models

Table 5: Fixed-x nonparametric bootstrap of Model 5a (1999 bootstrap replicates)
	
	Original sample value
	Bias
	Std. error

	Constant
	-5.338907e+01
	-1.430835e+01
	9.527208e+01

	Devolution Index
	-4.238449e-01
	2.051416e-03
	1.761849e-01

	Opposition in Gvt.
	9.157890e-01
	-6.957040e-02
	4.690070e-01

	Relative Size
	-1.041071e-01
	2.055479e-02
	2.107746e-01

	Absolute Size
	-4.924189e-02
	1.854148e-02
	2.665738e-01

	Number Employees
	2.514720e-02
	2.932044e-03
	4.414219e-02

	GDP per Capita
	2.144809e-05
	1.948374e-06
	2.898907e-05

	Year Office Opened
	8.960990e-03
	7.748794e-03
	4.009528e-02

	Date joined EU
	1.982507e-02
	-6.142961e-04
	1.703579e-02

	New Member State
	-8.999680e-01
	1.451458e-02
	1.052222e+00


Table 6: Fixed-x nonparametric bootstrap of Model 5b (1999 bootstrap replicates)
	
	Original sample value
	Bias
	Std. error

	Constant
	-1.227944e+01
	3.825434e+01
	6.844649e+01

	Devolution Index
	3.311773e-01
	2.162262e-02
	1.286386e-01

	Opposition in Gvt.
	-9.767143e-01
	8.482055e-02
	3.335918e-01

	Relative Size
	-1.156262e-01
	1.040599e-02
	1.519644e-01

	Absolute Size
	8.491667e-02
	4.032992e-02
	1.887956e-01

	Number Employees
	-7.231180e-03
	-1.170456e-02
	3.102726e-02

	GDP per Capita
	-3.966530e-05
	-1.337711e-06
	2.051908e-05

	Year Office Opened
	1.900189e-02
	-1.583981e-02
	2.870370e-02

	Date joined EU
	-1.069389e-02
	-3.376339e-03
	1.187071e-02

	New Member State
	-7.808434e-01
	3.091170e-01
	7.479776e-01
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Table 1: Summary of variables, data and hypotheses
	Variable
	Data source
	Range ( label)
	Bypassing paradiplomacy (expected sign)
	Cooperative paradiplomacy (expected sign)

	Bypassing paradiplomacy (sub-state entity works without interacting with its Member State)
	Survey data
	1 to 6 (from “never” to “always”)
	
	

	Cooperative paradiplomacy (sub-state entity works for similar outcomes with its Member State)
	Survey data
	1 to 6 (from “never” to “always”)
	
	

	Devolution Index
	Survey data
	0 to 4 (from minimum to maximum devolution)
	+
	-

	Opposition in Government
	Survey data
	0 to 1 (dummy)
	+
	-

	Relative Size
	Eurostat data
	-0.66 to 3.84 (factor score)
	-
	+

	Absolute Size
	Eurostat data
	-1.04 to 4.02 (factor score)
	+
	-

	Number of Employees (full-time)
	Survey data
	0 to 29 (employees)
	+
	-

	GDP per Capita
	Eurostat data
	1979.6 to 55441.8 (euros)
	+
	-

	Year office opened
	Survey data
	1985 to 2008 (year)
	+
	-

	Date joined the EU
	EU official website
	1957 to 2007 (year)
	+
	-

	New Member State (post-2004)
	EU official website
	0 to 1 (dummy)
	Significant
	Significant


Table 2:
Descriptive Statistics of variables used in OLS regression
	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Region works for similar policy outcomes with MS
	4.13
	1.12
	61

	Region works without interacting with MS
	3.15
	1.48
	61

	Devolution Index 
	3.05
	1.09
	61

	Opposition in Government
	.30
	.46
	61

	Relative Size
	.00
	1.00
	61

	Absolute Size 
	.00
	1.00
	61

	Number of Employees
	6.51
	6.81
	61

	GPD per Capita
	21366.88
	11157.59
	61

	Year Brussels office opened
	1998.10
	7.11
	61

	Date joined EU
	1977.84
	19.47
	61

	New Member State 
	.25
	.43
	61


Table 3: Sub-state interest representation bypassing its member state
	
	Model 1a
	Model 2a
	Model 3a
	Model 4a
	Model 5a

	Variable
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	(Constant)
	4.08
	0.54
	
	3.15
	0.19
	
	2.74
	0.42
	
	-104.85
	77.54
	
	-69.35
	99.19
	

	Devolution Index
	-0.39
	0.17
	-.28**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.43
	0.19
	-.31**

	Opposition in Government
	0.85
	0.39
	.26**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.84
	0.48
	.26*

	Relative Size
	
	
	
	-0.24
	0.20
	-.16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.08
	0.22
	-.06

	Absolute Size
	
	
	
	0.04
	0.20
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.04
	0.27
	-.02

	Number Employees 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	0.03
	-.10
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.05
	.13

	GDP per Capita 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	.19
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	.17

	Year office opened 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	0.03
	.17
	0.02
	0.04
	.09

	Date joined EU
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02
	0.02
	.27
	0.02
	0.02
	.25

	 New Member State
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-1.70
	0.82
	-.50**
	-0.90
	1.06
	-.27

	R2
	.14
	.02
	.04
	.07
	.22


Note:  OLS regression analysis predicting sub-state interest representation without interaction with its member state. *p  <  .10. **p  <  .05.  ***p  <  .01. (N = 61)
Table 4: Sub-state cooperative interest representation with its member state
	
	Model 1b
	Model 2b
	Model 3b
	Model 4b
	Model 5b

	Variable
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β
	B
	SE B
	β

	(Constant)
	3.27
	0.41
	
	4.13
	014
	
	4.17
	0.32
	
	87.27
	59.32
	
	25.26
	73.06
	

	Devolution Index
	0.34
	0.12
	.33***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.35
	0.14
	.35**

	Opposition in Government
	-0.61
	0.29
	-.25**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.89
	0.35
	-.36**

	Relative Size
	
	
	
	-0.02
	0.15
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.11
	0.16
	-.10

	Absolute Size
	
	
	
	0.15
	0.15
	.13
	     
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.13
	0.20
	.12

	Number Employees 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	0.02
	.21
	
	 
	 
	-0.02
	0.03
	-.12

	GDP per Capita 
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	0.00
	0.00
	-.12
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.00
	-.40*

	Year office opened 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	0.03
	-.15
	  0.00
	0.03
	.02

	Date joined EU
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.02
	0.01
	-.32
	 -0.01
	0.01
	-.24

	 New Member State
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.80
	0.63
	.31
	 -0.44
	0.78
	-.17

	R2
	.17
	.02
	.05
	.05
	.25


Note:  OLS regression analysis predicting sub-state interest representation with its member state for similar outcomes. *p  < .10. **p  < .05.  ***p  < .01. (N = 61

� This listing is accessible through the BELO’s serch engine: �HYPERLINK "http://www.blbe.be/directory/find.asp"�http://www.blbe.be/directory/find.asp� [last accessed, October 2008 ].


� In both cases the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy is above the minimum threshold of .5 recommended by Kaiser � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Kaiser</Author><Year>1974</Year><RecNum>458</RecNum><record><rec-number>458</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="wdr5rvat2z5a9xee2d7v2ze02drv0w0adfee">458</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Kaiser, Henry</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>An index of factorial simplicity</title><secondary-title>Psychometrika</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Psychometrika</full-title></periodical><pages>31-36</pages><volume>39</volume><number>1</number><section>31</section><dates><year>1974</year><pub-dates><date>1974</date></pub-dates></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(1974)�, while Bartlett's test of sphericity is significant at the .001 level (indicating that the R matrix is not an identity matrix) and the determinants are superior or equal to .001 (indicating that multicollinearity is not a concern for these data). The relative size component explains 97 percent of variance while the absolute size component accounts for 74 percent of variance. Cronbach’s Alpha (based on standardized items) is in both cases above .8, indicating that each scale is reliable.


� The attentive reader will notice that the expected signs for the “year office opened” and “date joined the EU” variables are the reverse from that of H5a and H5b. This is because the longer the length of exposure the smaller the value on these variables.


� For reasons of presentation, the first two hypotheses are tested simultaneously in the table as results hardly differ in terms of coefficient and significance when these two explanatory factors are tested separately.


� This is confirmed by the fact that the model explaining cooperative interest representation only has 3.3% of cases outside the ±2 standardized residuals boundary and 0% outside the ±2.5 boundary. The model explaining bypassing only has 1.6% of cases outside the ±2 standardized residuals boundary and 0% outside the ±2.5 boundary.


� The United-Kingdom (UK) dummy was the only country dummy significant in both models, hence suggesting that the full models fail to account for a UK-specific factor.


� Spearman rank correlation tests � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gujarati</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>461</RecNum><Pages> 406-8</Pages><record><rec-number>461</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="wdr5rvat2z5a9xee2d7v2ze02drv0w0adfee">461</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Gujarati, Damodar</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Basic Econometrics</title></titles><pages>1002</pages><section>1002</section><dates><year>2003</year></dates><pub-location>New York</pub-location><publisher>McGraw-Hill</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Gujarati, 2003: 406-408)� for the full models (residuals against fitted values) and for each independent variable (against the model residuals) were all insignificant while nonconstant error variance tests � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Breusch</Author><Year>1979</Year><RecNum>462</RecNum><record><rec-number>462</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="wdr5rvat2z5a9xee2d7v2ze02drv0w0adfee">462</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Breusch, Trevor</author><author>Pagan, Adrian Rodney</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>A Simple Test for Heteroscedasticity and Random Coefficient Variation</title><secondary-title>Econometrica</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Econometrica</full-title></periodical><pages>1287-94</pages><volume>47</volume><number>5</number><section>1287</section><dates><year>1979</year><pub-dates><date>September 1979</date></pub-dates></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite><Cite><Author>Cook</Author><Year>1983</Year><RecNum>463</RecNum><record><rec-number>463</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="wdr5rvat2z5a9xee2d7v2ze02drv0w0adfee">463</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Cook, Dennis R.</author><author>Weisberg, Sanford</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Diagnostics for heteroscedasticity in regression </title><secondary-title>Biometrika</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Biometrika</full-title></periodical><pages>1-10</pages><volume>70</volume><number>1</number><section>1</section><dates><year>1983</year><pub-dates><date>1983</date></pub-dates></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Breusch & Pagan, 1979; Cook & Weisberg, 1983)� were insignificant for both full models. Similarly, the Breusch-Pagan-Godfrey � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gujarati</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>461</RecNum><Pages> 411-2</Pages><record><rec-number>461</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="wdr5rvat2z5a9xee2d7v2ze02drv0w0adfee">461</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Gujarati, Damodar</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Basic Econometrics</title></titles><pages>1002</pages><section>1002</section><dates><year>2003</year></dates><pub-location>New York</pub-location><publisher>McGraw-Hill</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Gujarati, 2003: 411-412)� tests were insignificant as well as White’s general test � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gujarati</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>461</RecNum><Pages> 413-4</Pages><record><rec-number>461</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="wdr5rvat2z5a9xee2d7v2ze02drv0w0adfee">461</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Gujarati, Damodar</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Basic Econometrics</title></titles><pages>1002</pages><section>1002</section><dates><year>2003</year></dates><pub-location>New York</pub-location><publisher>McGraw-Hill</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Gujarati, 2003: 413-414)�.


� A “condition variable” is a variable framing an antecedent condition and which can suppress irregular variance between the independent and dependent variables. For more details see Van Evera � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Van Evera</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>14</RecNum><Pages> 11</Pages><record><rec-number>14</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="wdr5rvat2z5a9xee2d7v2ze02drv0w0adfee">14</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Van Evera, Stephen</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science</title></titles><dates><year>1997</year></dates><publisher>Cornell University Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(1997: 11)� and Miller & Wilson � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Miller</Author><Year>1983</Year><RecNum>445</RecNum><Pages> 110</Pages><record><rec-number>445</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="wdr5rvat2z5a9xee2d7v2ze02drv0w0adfee">445</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Edited Book">28</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Miller, Patrick</author><author>Wilson, Michael</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Dictionary of Social Science Methods</title></titles><pages>124</pages><dates><year>1983</year></dates><pub-location>Toronto</pub-location><publisher>John Wiley &amp; Sons</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(1983: 110)�.
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