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European Union Power and Regional Involvement
A Case Study of the Political Implications of the Reform
of the Structural Funds for Ireland*

Diane Payne, Robert Mokken, Frans Stokman
University of Groningen

The Reform of the Structural Funds process in Ireland, has the potential over time, to
curtail the power of the national central public authorities, while increasing the political
cffectiveness of other actors. This policy process comprises a chain of collective decision
making processes around important issues. These issues belong to different policy aren-
as, called the national and sub-national policy arenas. The policy outcomes in the diffe-
rent arenas are determined by the interplay ol stakeholders with varying capabilities,
policy preferences and saliences, Sub-national level actors in Ireland, have become more
eliective over time in the sub-national policy arena, but remain excluded from the natio-
nal policy arena. However, the European Commission Directorate General X VI for
Regional policy has emerged over time, as the most central actor in both arenas.

[n 1988, the Reform of the Structural Funds of the European Union intro-
duced new political structures, where one of the main objectives was to en-
courage participation of a much broader range of actors in the decision
making process. In the present research, we limit our analysis to just one
Member state, Ireland. As [reland 1s a centralized, unitary state with a
centralized semi-corporatist bargaining structure, we investigate how the
Structural Funds Reform has been applied 1in this Member state. Did the
Reform and to what degree, shift power away from Ireland’s traditional
national centralised elite over two time periods corresponding to the two
rounds of Structural Funds: 1988-1993 and 1994-19997 If so we want to
know whether this has resulted in an increased involvement of a broader
range of actors from the national and European union levels as well as
the sub-national levels in Ireland, and under which conditions this occurred.
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In the context of examining the political impact of the Reform of the
Structural Funds, probably the most interesting theoretical development
lor understanding this policy process, is the concept of a multi-level go-
vernance (Marks, 1992; Hooghe and Keating, 1994; Hooghe, 1996). Marks
argues «the point of departure of this multilevel governance (MLG) ap-
proach 1s the existence of overlapping competencies among multiple le-
vels of governments ... stales are not an exclusive link between domestic
politics and intergovernmental bargaining in the EU» (Marks et al, 1996).
Despite a growing literature in this area, the analytical measurement me-
thod for multi-level governance remains fuzzy, the concept being gene-
rally applied in a metaphorical sense. For example, in a recent study, it is
proposed that we can examine the nature of multi-level governance in the
structural Funds policy area, by examining the varying success rates of
sub-national governments from different Member states, to establish re-
gronal offices in Brussels (Marks et al, 1996). Yet it is unclear why we
should assume that sub-national governments, that have a physical pre-
sence 1In Brussels, necessarily have a level of political influence while those
others, without a representative office in Brussels, must not. Moreover,
since Commuission officials travel regularly to Member states and regions
to meet with the different levels of political interests, during the course of
the implementation of the Structural Funds, it is even less obvious why
physical location i1s a relevant indicator of political influence.

In this resecarch, we adopt a more rigorous, theoretical approach to explo-
re this concept of an emergent multi-level governance structure under the
Reform of the Structural Funds. We argue that the key to understanding
the impact of the Structural Funds Reform does not lie in a description of
the policy developments over time. Instead we focus on the dynamics un-
derlying the process of the Reform: its collective decision making process.
In this chapter, we shall examine a number of policy decisions taken over
the period 1988 to 1995 by the European Commission, concerning the al-
location of Structural Funds in the Member state of Ireland. In the theo-
retical approach chosen, we will not assume that the European Commis-
sion and the Irish Member state stakeholders act as unified, single actors.
Within the European Commission for example, we can differentiate bet-
ween Directorates General and within the Irish Member state, between
different Government Departments at the national level and between the
national and sub-national levels of political influence. The policy process
is perceived as a chain of collective decision making processes around 1m-
portant issues. In such processes, outcomes are determined by the inter-
play of stakeholders with varying capabilities, preferences and saliences
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to shape the policy outcome. These stakeholders are willing to mobilize
their capabilities, only if the issues are of sufficient interest to them and if
their preferred outcome deviates from the one expected. This approach

stresses the potential internal conflicts between actors of different levels,
rather than presuming their unity.

Our research has identified two arenas of collective decision-making for
the Structural Funds in the Member State of Ireland, the arena of natio-
nal policy making and the arena of sub-national policy making. These po-
licy arenas are distinguished by a number of institutional characteristics,
following from the Reform of the Structural Funds Regulations as well as
existing domestic financial commitments. We shall develop this discussion
by examining how these different arena characteristics lead to the cons-
traints under which sub-national actors enjoy more or less autonomy in
the expression of their territorial preferences. This discussion generates
'wo main hypotheses. The {irst and most central hypothesis is that the
sub-national arena is the only arena where sub-national actors are invol-
ved in the policy process. An actor’s level of political involvement may be
different from other actors and may change over time. It reflects how ef-
fective the actor 1s in influencing other actors, so that the collective deci-
ston outcomes are as close as possible to that actor’s policy preferences.
We call an actor’s level of involvement the effective power of the actor in
that arcna. A second hypothesis 1s that the sub-national arena is characte-
rized by wider differences between the policy preferences of the national
level actors, than is the case for the national policy arena. In order to
measure the level of effective power of the different actors, as well as
what degree of internal contlict of policy preferences there existed within
groups of actors, we apply a quantitative collective decision making mo-
delling approach (Stokman and Van Oosten, 1994; Bueno de Mesquita
and Stokman, 1994).

1. The Reform of the Structural Funds and the Member state of
Ireland: nationally oriented oriented and sub-nationally
oriented policy making

Under the Reform Regulations, effective regional development requires
a functional-based policy response, rather than national sectorially led po-
licies whose effects would trickle down to the regions (CEC, 1989). Exam-
ples of the Reform approach may be found in the calls for the functional
co-ordination of industrial policy and labour market policies or appro-
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priate infrastructural policy to complement policy for the tourism sector
(CEC, 1989a). The Reform establishes a form of regional development
policy that sceks to shift the emphasis away from large scale infrastruc-
tural spending in favour of local-development oriented operations such as
traimning, technical assistance and direct investment in local business. In
this regard, functional co-ordination requires both vertical and horizontal
co-ordination and these two forms of co-ordination are related. Under
the Reform, different sectorial interests, based at the regional level, were
to be encouraged to work together for the benefit of their region. Na-
tional sectorial Government Departments would facilitate this process by
they themselves co-ordinating their policy objectives (Matthews, 1994). In
the absence of a strong regional government structure (as was the case
with Ireland, as well as Portugal and Greece in 1988), the importance of
horizontal co-ordination across sectorial interests at the national level
would become even more important, for motivating regional mobiliza-
tion. In order to achieve this functional co-ordination, the Reform of the
Structural Funds has introduced some new forms of administrative orga-
nization, which sought much greater institutional co-operation and cohe-
rence across the three separate Directorates General responsible for the
three Structural Funds, the European Regional Development, the Euro-
pean Social Fund and the European Agricultural Guidance Fund. This re-
quirement also obliges individual Irish Government Departments and
their semi-state agencies, traditionally oriented towards distinct separate
and sectorial policy interests, to co-ordinate their Structural Funds policy
planning. This means that they would be required to widen their policy
targets both horizontally to incorporate other sectorial interests and
vertically to incorporate European union level and sub-national, terri-
torial perspectives.

The Reform of the Structural Funds process is perceived as a series of
collective decisions outcomes over time. «Collective outcomes cannot be
explained without reference to the choices made by the actors in the rele-
vant social system» (Bueno de Mesquita and Stokman, 1994}. The range
of the choice open to the actor is conditioned by the institutional charac-
teristics of the social system. In Ireland, there are two arenas of collective
decision making for the Structural Funds, the arena of nationally oriented
nolicy making and the arena of sub-nationally oriented policy making.
These arenas are distinguished by a number of institutional characteris-
tics (see Table 1). First, the Reform of the Structural Funds stipulated a
number of policy guidelines, including the use of Partnership, Program-
ming and Funds Objectives, which are intended to strengthen the diffe-
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rent forms of actor co-ordination in the collective decision making pro-
cess (CEC, 1989). Second, there are formal funding arrangements under
the Reform Regulations, which enable the specific targeting of a propor-
tion of the Funds towards the sub-national actors in the Member state.
Third, at the national level, there are a number of existing domestic finan-

cial commitments, which constrain the organization of actors in Ireland
(Chubb, 1993).

1.1 The National policy arena for Structural Funds in Ireland

Before the Reform, a Member State would negotiate with the Commis-
sion a number of project grants. Project grants were straightforward fi-
nanclal transfers to Member states for individual policy measures. The
allocation of the project grants involved periodic sets of negotiations, of-
ten on an annual basis, between the responsible Directorate General and,
in the case ot the Member state of Ireland, the Irish Department of
Finance. The project grants were financed from one of three separate
sources, the Furopean Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the Euro-
pean Social Fund (ESF) or the European Agricultural Guidance Fund
(EAGGPF). The various responsible Directorates General of the Euro-
pean Commission made no real attempt to co-ordinate the allocation of
these three ditferent Funds as part of an overall strategy for socio-eco-
nomic development 1n the Member State (Lowe, 1988). At the Member
state level, before the Reform, the vast majority of all Irish public policy
making was carried out at the national central level. Each of the Govern-
ment departments were responsible for their own particular sectors of
public policy, which were generally administered on a nationwide basis.
Traditionally, the level of co-ordinated action between the central govern-
ment departments, including various other Irish public authorities, was
very weak (Chubb, 1993). Although in 1988, a number of Irish govern-
ment departments had regional offices, these served an administrative
purpose only. Moreover, each Government Department used their own
particular set of regional boundaries, with generally very little overlap
between these different sets. At the sub-national county and local levels
in Ireland, the responsibilities of local level government and admnistra-
tion were very minimal compared to those of most other European coun-

tries (Hart, 1984).
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Table 1: Characteristics of the National and Sub-national Structural
Funds Policy Arenas in Ireland
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|

|_ Characteristics | National policy arena Sub-natignal policy arena

I 1.1 Forms of Actor Co-Ordination Horizontal Vertical

1.2 Types of Funding Arrangements | Sectorially Targeted funding Territorially Targeted funding

| - — e , N . e

’ 1.3 Existing Domestic Financial Existing financial commitments are | Existing financial commilm?uts are

! Commitments relatively large and transactions relafively small and transactions
costs to co-prdinate with new sub- costs to co-ordinate with sub-
national actors are high. national actors will be relatively low.

The Reform of the Structural Funds in 1988 introduced the use of Pro-
gramming and Fund Objectives as mechanisms for strengthening sub-na-
tional involvement, through encouraging central Irish Government de-
partments to co-ordinate across their sectorial policy interests. Till the
Retorm, the allocation of monies from the Funds to Ireland was viewed
essentially as a separate exercise to policy planning for the expenditure of
these monies. However, after the Reform, the amount of funding drawn
down by the national public authorities was to be linked with its planned
expenditure within the Member state. As a result, an array of actors not
previously concerned about these negotiations with the European Com-
mission, might now seek involvement in the Structural Funds policy pro-
cess. In particular, the Reform Regulations reflected the argument that a
lack of horizontal, sectorial co-ordination between public authorities at a
national level of a member state, for example, Ireland, provided little in-
centive for its sub-national actors, within a region or local community to
come together to co-ordinate and represent their (territorial) interests at
the national and European Union levels (Leonardi, 1994). The Reform
Regulations called for increased horizontal co-ordination of sectorial inte-
rests, for example those of Irish Government departments so as to enhance
the possibilities for more effective involvement of sub-national actors in
the Structural Funds policy process over time (see Table 1, Section 1.1:
National policy arena). A second distinguishing characteristic of the na-
tional policy arena is the use of sectorially targeted Structural Funds.
Under the Council of Ministers Regulations, we can distinguish between
two general types of funding distribution, sectorially targeted funding and
territorially targeted funding, in terms of the stringency with which they
require the Member state government to target sub-national actors (see
Table 1, Section 1.2). The respective importance of these two types of fun-
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ding lies in the potential they hold out for using Structural Funds to fi-
nance local indigenous development schemes, as opposed to the traditio-
nal large scale sectorially oriented programmes that characterized fun-
ding under the pre-Reform era. The rules governing the kind of funding
distribution under sectorially targeted Structural Funds do not specifi-
cally require the Member State government to target sub-national actors.
However by encouraging horizontal co-ordination across sectorial policy
interests, the aim 1s to motivate national sectorial actors and sub-national
actors to co-ordinate their interests.

Along with the nstitutional constraints imposed by Reform Regulations,
there are also a set of existing domestic financial budgetary commitments
which limit the range of choices for expenditure in either of the two aren-
as. L.et us consider the budget of a public authority, such as a national
Government Department. Its budget may be split up into three types of
expenditure: the core expenditure which is to finance the internal costs
and which 1s directly controlled by the authority’s own decisions; the pro-
gram expenditure of the public authority concerns the funding which it
allocates to other departments or subordinates (semi-state bodies) and
private interests, and over which it has direct supervision'; the superpro-
gram expenditure is money which the public authority is responsible for,
but over which it has little direct supervision. The superprogram expendi-
ture may cover financial allocations from national authorities to sub-na-
tional, territorial-based actors, including local government (Dunleavy,
1991). A public authority actor whose overall budget consists primarily of
core and program expenditure, will be involved in supervising large scale,
long-term, discretionary financial transfers to other actors, in both the pri-
vate and public sectors. In order for actors involved 1n these kinds of
transfers, to reach agreement, they are usually required to make «transac-
tions-specific investments» ~ for example money, time and expert know-
ledge. Given the potentially high risk of transactions costs associated with
these type of economic transfers, they are usually organized in hierarchi-
cal institutionalized structures, for example, national level corporatist
agreements between national government and the most powerful private
interests in the economy (Williamson, 1975). The organizational form as-
sociated with core and program expenditure ensures that public authori-
ties can deal effectively with sectorially organized corporate «clients»,
such as powerful farmers’ organizations and large scale business 1nterests.

I Dunleavy has defined two separate categories («bureau» and «program») to describe this type of ex-
penditure. Here, we have combined these two categories into a single category, which we refer to as

program expenditure,
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These are the traditional recipients of the contracts and transfers; they are
relatively few in number and are able to organise a flowback of benelits
in return for officials exercising patronage on their behalf (Dunleavy,

1991).

In Ireland, at the time of the Reform in 1988, there were a number of na-
tional public authorities for the most part central Government depart-
ments who, until then, had responsibility for the expenditure of European
Union funds and who were likely to continue this role for the Structural
Funds expenditure. Traditionally, these Government Departments had
overall budgets which were balanced in favour of core and program ex-
penditure, and very limited with respect to superprogram expenditure.
The Irish Department of Finance 1s a typical example here. Moreover, at
the Irish domestic level of policy making, stable tripartite institutionalized
structure of bargaining and concertation continued to ensure that the
[rish government administration and the most powerful private socio eco-
nomic interests in Ireland, could agree on long term plans of economic
development (Chubb, 1993; Breen et al. 1990). In this research, we argue
that all the conditions were in place whereby we expect that the majority
of national public authorities in the national policy arena will have a
stronger incentive to seek to maximize their core and program expenditu-
re rather than their superprogram expenditure and to preserve the exi-
sting traditional balance of national interests, across which the various na-
tional domestic agreements had been struck.

2. The Sub-National Policy Arena of Structural Funds in Ireland

T'he organisation of expenditure under the Reform allows for some fun-
ding to be specifically directed towards locally based development action.
To be eligible for this type of funding, local actors representing different
sectorial and community interests must come together and establish local
groups. These groups are asked to develop local development plans which
represent the variety of economic and social interests of their areas. If se-
lected, these groups can decide amongst themselves on the allocation of
funding in their local areas. However, the Reform argues, their work also
brings them into contact with the national level sectorally oriented actors
and 1n particular, Government departments. Moreover, the overall expen-
diture of Structural Funds in this arena, must be administered by one or
more Government departments, at the national level. The Reform argues
that for all the actors involved in this process, the possibility of increasing
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one’s budgetary expenditure, as well as the practical experience of wor-
King together with different sectorial and community representatives will
provide the incentive for these actors at different levels to develop new
ways 1n which they can etfectively co-ordinate with one another. We refer
to this type of policy co-ordination as vertical co-ordination (see Table 1,
Section 1.1; Sub-national oriented arena). Territorially targeted funding,
such as Community Initiatives and Global Grants, requires the Member
state to agree to spend the Funds on the predetermined targets, which the
Commission had previously established (see Table 1, Section 1.2; Sub-na-
tional policy arena). This type of funding characterises the sub-national
policy arena in [reland.

Although the majorily of spending Government departments in Ireland,
in 1988, had budgets balanced 1n favour of program expenditure, there
were also Government departments whose departmental budgets were
oriented towards core and superprogram expenditure. In particular, we
are referring to the Irish Department of the Taoiseach (Prime Minister).
In general, a public authority which deals mainly with core and superpro-
gram expenditure transfers, is involved in non discretionary, short term fi-
nancial transfers which require no transaction specific expertise. Such
transfers generally involve multiple, fragmented «clients», such as local,
small scale businesses or community groups. In an attempt to increase the
departmental budget, this public authority will usually seek less responsi-
bility for superprogram transactions, in return for increased responsibility
for program expenditure. However, if the only option for the public autho-
rity to increase the overall departmental budget, 1s by increasing the su-
perprogram expenditure, it may even reject this option. This arises be-
cause the clients of superprogram expenditure, given their small-scale and
relatively disorganized form, are unable to match the benefits which a
public authority can secure through program transfers as well as being
unable to secure the public authority against the risks of being respon-
sible for superprogram transfers. On the otherhand, when the likelthood
of increasing program expenditure remains small but the potential risk of
costs normally associated with increased superprogram expenditure are
minimized too, those public authorities with relatively high core and su-
perprogram expenditure commitments, will seek to increase their overall
budget via increased superprogram expenditure. Traditionally in Ireland,
the balance of national exchequer expenditure, such as administered by
the Department of Finance, is committed to policy measures, which in-
volve core and program financial transfers. This excludes those national
central public authorities, with relatively high core and superprogram ex-
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penditure commitments, such as the Department of the Tgo.iseach. How-
ever, under the Reform, the Structural Funds Regulations introduced new
funding opportunities in the Sub-national arena, which encourages the
national public authority to increase superprogram expenditure, while
providing safeguards against the associated risks.

We expect that those national central public authorities, with relati\fely
high core and superprogram expenditure commitments, will be more salient
than other national central public authorities, with relatively high core
and program expenditure commitments, towards increasing Structural
Funds expenditure in the Sub-national arena. Moreover, we expect that
those national central public authorities, with relatively high core and su-
perprogram expenditure commitments, will be more salient towards 1n-
creasing Structural Funds expenditure in the sub-national arena, than in

the national arena.

3. Collective Decision-Making in a Multi-Layered Network

In the previous section we discussed two policy arenas, where 1ssues ari-
sing in either arena are distinguished by particular institutional characte-
ristics, which can constrain or enhance the range of policy choices availa-
ble to different actors involved in the Structural Funds policy process.
Here, we distinguish three general types of actors, with regard to the poli-
tical level at which their primary interests are based®: First, there are
European union level actors, which include the European Commission
public authorities and Commissioners, who are political appointees. We
recognize that various Directorates General of the European Commis-
sion responsible for the Structural Funds expenditure, may have different
policy preferences regarding the use of this funding. Second, there are
National level actors, which include national authorities (government de-
partments and semi state bodies), as well as elected national politicians
and national-level private interests and pressure groups. Likewise, for the

2 In previous studies of decision making in the European Union, for example Council of Ministers deci-
sions, the application of the modelling approach, used in the present research, has limited the list of ac-
tors to those Member states represented in the Council (Van den Bos, 1991: Bueno de Mesquita and
Stokman, 1994). The policy decisions analyzed in previous research, were taken under the Unanimity
rule, thus the neglect of other European institutions was not too serious, However, it should be noted
that in general, the modelling approach advocaled here can incorporate as many different institutional
actors as are deemed theoretically necessary. In the broader research programme connected with the
present research, we have also collected data on Council of Ministers decisions for the Reform of the

Strugtural Funds, where the position of the European Parliament and the European Commission are
also incorporated into the decision analysis.
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national level actors, we do not assume that all these actors hold the same
policy preferences (internal political homogeneity) as regards the expen-
diture of the Structural Funds. The third type of actors are Sub-national
actors, which include regional representative groups, county level repre-
sentative groups and/or local community representative groups. All of
these groups at the sub-national level are private or quasi-public, in that
they are a mixture of private and public representatives. We expect local

authorities (public bodies) to be interested in accessing the Structural
Funds allocations.

According to the objectives of the Reform, we might expect to sec, over
time, a greater range in the type of actors involved in Structural Funds
political process, and in particular, the increased involvement of sub-na-
tional actors. Our further investigation into different approaches to Struc-
ural Funds policy making, in terms of the national and sub-national po-
licy arenas, led us to argue that the above objectives could only be achie-
ved in one of these two arenas. In this regard, two specific hypotheses are
tested in the present research.

In the first hypothesis, we argue that Sub-national actors enjoy a higher le-
vel of effective power in the sub-national policy arena, than in the national
policy arena.

In order to test how the European Commission’s Reform of the Struc-
tural Funds has impacted on the political structure of Ireland and more
particularly, to test this hypothesis, we need a measure of effective power
of actors that makes it possible to compare over time and across arenas.
Moreover, we have argued that the Structural Funds present varied op-
portunities, across the two arenas, to European union level and national
level stakeholders.

In the second hypothesis, we argue that national level actors demonstrate a
higher level of internal heterogeneity of policy preferences in the sub-natio-
nal policy arena as opposed to the national policy arena.

To test this hypothesis, we would like to know whether the above actor
sroups have internally homogeneous preferences or whether they are
split into different fractions, each with their own objectives and policy
preferences. Recent collective decision models provide for both elements
and will therefore be applied in our research.
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Research on policy making has come to regard policy as a body of collec-
tive decisions made by a network of actors interacting in the multilayered
institutional framework of a policy network (Laumann and Knoke, 1987;
Stokman and Van den Bos, 1992; Bueno de Mesquita and Stokman, 1994).
The concept of the policy network refers to the theoretical 1dea that col-
lective policy decisions are achieved as a result of the co-ordination of the
interests of actors, both from governmental/public and private/commercial
spheres of activity. Policy co-ordination takes place because these actors
are mutually interdependent on each other’s specific policy resources (e.g.
technical expertise, formal voting power) with regard to the various com-
plex political problems to be resolved in mixed economies (Heclo, 1978;
Katzenstein, 1978). Recently, a number of quantitative modelling approa-
ches to the analysis of collective decision-making have been elaborated
using the methodological concept of policy networks (Koenig and Pappi,
1993; Laumann and Knoke, 1989; Stokman and Van Oosten, 1994; Bueno
De Mesquita and Stokman, 1993).

The general modelling approach used in the present research requires a
careful selection of the main policy issues involved. These issues are re-
presented as one-dimensional continua on which both the outcomes and
the policy preferences of the actors can be represented. The selection of
these issues 1s usually based on a combination of document analysis and
interviews of issue and area experts. Having selected the issues, experts,
who have extensive knowledge of the policy arenas, are used to identify
the list of actors for whom these i1ssues were salient, and who were well
resourced to participate in the negotiations. For each actor and issue,
three variables have to be collected: the capability of the actor to influence
the policy outcome; the salience of the issue for the actor and the policy
decision outcome preferred by the actor.

The capability of actors to influence policy outcomes needs to reflect both
their formal decisional power and their informal weight in the decision
making process. The formal decisional power of the actors can be derived
from their relative weight given the formal decision-making procedure in
combination with the specific decision rules in force, whereas their infor-
mal weight 1s determined by many factors. The most important of such
factors include the degree to which each actor has timely access to the de-
cision making and the resources each actor can mobilize in effectuating
that access (Mokken and Stokman, 1976). These resources may include
such features of the decision making process as access to exclusive or li-
mited information and the mobilization of supportive forces to prevent
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certain outcomes. The models incorporate a theory of action for the actor.
Each actor for whom an issue in a collective decision making process is
important, 18 assumed (o hold a specific policy position for the collective
decision outcome on that issue. [t corresponds to its preferred outcome.
Preferences are generated by utility functions of actors. Actors are assu-
med to have utility functions related to universal goals, like physical well
being and social approval, but they have different instrumental preferen-
ces for the means that lead to these ultimate goals (Lindenberg, 1990).
Outcomes of collective decision making can be perceived as instrumental
goals; whereas one outcome can produce physical well being or social ap-
proval tor one sct of people, another outcome can be better for others.
Within a collective decision making setting, differences of instrumental
goals among actors result in two types of relations between actors and is-
sucs. First what 1s important (salient) for one actor might well be irrele-
vant for the realization of the ultimate goals of another actor and hence
less salient for the latter. Second, differences in instrumental goals result
in different and diverging political stances of actors on issues. Conse-
guently actors can be expected to behave quite differently despite the as-
sumption that they are all rational in the sense that they are interested in
maximizing their welfare. Even actors in possession of the same informa-
tion, and holding the same universal goals, may nevertheless have radi-
cally different instrumental objectives. We refer to the level of importance
that an actor attaches to an 1ssue as the level of salience of the issue for
the actor.

Using these three variables, policy position, capability and salience, the
next step 1s to convert the varying preferences of the actors into a collec-
tive decision. So far we have talked about the general modelling ap-
proach. At this point, it is interesting to note the differences between two
of the most sophisticated models developed so far using this approach.
These two models are the Exchange model (Stokman and Van Oosten,
1994; Stokman, 1995), which 1s applied in the present research and the
Conflict (Expected Utility) Model which, although using the same varia-
bles, makes different assumptions about the negotiation process to reach
a collective outcome (Bueno de Mesquita and Stokman, 1994). The Con-
flict Model focuses on single issues, taking the Median voter position as
the starting point from which actors try to improve their utility of expec-
ted outcomes through the decision making processes. Hence, each issue in
the decision making process is analyzed separately. This model gives all
the actors the opportunity whether or not to challenge the positions of
other actors if they expect a positive outcome (positive utility) from such
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a possible confrontation. Each actor, confronted with a Ilumber of chal-
lenges from others and challenges made to others, has to choose the best
or least worst challenge. These challenges may, therefore, result in forced
or negotiated shifts of policy positions for some actors and consequently
may imply shifts in the predicted collective outcome. Moreover this mo-
del also simulates misperceptions because actors do not take into account
that some actors are risk accepting and others risk averse. The process 1s
repeated until no further important eftects on the outcome of a decision

can be observed.

The Exchange model of Stokman and Van Oosten is based on the same
three variables as the Conflict model. Unlike the latter, in the Exchange
model, multiple issues are considered and linked, taking as the starting
point for the negotiations, the initial mean of the votes for each issue. This
mode] assumes that the dynamics in decision making result from the pos-
sibility of actors exchanging voting positions over a set of decisions, in or-
der to move expected outcomes towards their preferred position. Unlike
the Conflict model, actors do not challenge one another: they cooperate
by bargaining or logrolling to get a better expected solution for all. Actors
are prepared to vote for another position than their policy position on
one issue if another actor 1s willing to make a similar shift in its direction,
on a more salient one. Stokman and Van Oosten restrict such exchanges
to actors who are at opposing sides of the expected outcome on both issues.
These actors have no other possibilities than mutually exchanging their
positions on related issues to improve their utility simultaneously. Let us
suppose we have two actors A and B and two issues Y and Z; issue Y 1s
the demand issue of actor A and Issue Z of actor B. This 1s the case if for
actor A, issue Y is the most salient (most important) of the two issues
whereas for actor B, Issue Z is the most salient one. It 1s possible that
both issues Y and Z are less salient for actor A than for actor B, as long as
actor A attaches relatively more importance to issue Y. An exchange can
occur when Actor A changes its position on its supply issue, in return for
a change n the position of actor B, on issue Y, the demand issue of actor
A.In return, actor B changes its position on issue Y, its supply issue, in re-
turn for a change in position of actor A on issue Z, actor B’s demand issue.
The new positions of actors A and B are called their voting positions.
Such an exchange 1s profitable for both actors under the following condi-
tions. First the changes in the voting position on the supply issues result in
positive changes in the expected outcomes. Second, both actors attach
positive salience to their individual demand issues. Third, the salience of
actor A on its demand issue Y (relative to the salience of actor B on issue
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Y') 1s larger than the salience of actor A on its supply 1ssue Z (relative to
the salience of actor B on issue 7). Stokman and Van Oosten elaborate
the exchange rate from the assumption that both actors aim at an equal
utility gain. Knowing the decision rule and the welghts of the actors therein,
It 18 possible to compute the shifts in voting positions of the two actors to
realise such shifts in the expected outcomes. All potential exchanges are
computed. It 1s assumed that exchanges with the highest utility gain take
place [irst. As an actor cannot give away its voting position twice, each
realized exchange usually results in the deletion of many potential
exchanges. As cach realized exchange affects all actors and not only the
two mvolved partners, the finally realized utility gain for actors can well
be quite different from what actors expect on the basis of their own
exchanges. This might well result in sub-optimal (non-Pareto optimal)
solutions for atl actors.

The reader should note that there are significant differences between the
general modelling approach discussed above and other modelling approa-
ches. One example 1s the so-called Voting power indices approach (Johns-
ton, 1995). The main difficulty with the voting power index approach is
that 1t does not take into account the policy positions and saliences of the
actors in the policy process and this results in an overestimation of the
number of winning coalitions that are possible. Another example is the
Strategie Integration theory, which draws on recent developments in non-
cooperative game theory (Crombez, 1996; Steunenberg, 1994). Its main
objective 1s to provide a theoretically grounded explanation of European
(regronal) integration, which recognises «that the interdependence among
different actors matters to a considerable extent» (Schneider, forth-
coming). The advantages of using our modelling approach over the Stra-
tegic Integration approach are twofold (Schneider, forthcoming; Garrett
and Tsebelis, 1996). First, we do not have to assume that the preference
order of the stakcholders 1s the same over all 1ssues, with the European
Commission at the most integrative position. On the contrary, the prefe-
rences and their order may well be fundamentally ditferent from issue to
1ssue. Second, in our approach, preference not only includes the preferred
outcome on an issue dimension, but also the level of salience for the 1ssue,
determining the motivation of the actor to act.

In the present rescarch, we are interested in identifying which of the ac-
tors are the most involved and effective in the national policy arena and
the sub-national policy arena. We use therefore a measure of the effective
power of the actors. An actor may be potentially capable, in terms of the
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resources of timely information for example, to change the course of ne-
gotiations, but in order for this actor to use its capability, the 1ssue must
be to some degree salient for it. The more salient the issue, the more the
actor will use its capabilities to achieve its policy preference. The effective
power of an actor is assumed to be its potential capability to influence the
collective decision making process times the level of salience it attaches to
the issue being negotiated. We have argued that the different arenas pre-
sent different policy opportunities to these actors, both in terms of the ac-
tors’ potential capabilities and levels of salience they attach to the 1ssues.
We expect the effective power of actors to vary over 1ssues and over aren-
as. We calculate the effective power of an actor over a number of 1ssues as
the average effective power of that actor or stakeholder. Calculating the
group effective power of actors, for example, actors that belong to the
European union level, is the summation of effective power of each actor
for each of the issues concerned, divided by the number of issues”.

Table 2: Identification of Policy Issues for Analysis

Time Period ~ National policy Arena | Sub-national policy Arena
1988-1993 Structural Funds
I
1,1989-1993 Community Support _
Framework J issues 3 issues
2. Global Grant Initiative for Lacal |
'~ Development 2 issues
A W o —m —
1994-1599 Structural Funds
3. 1994-1099 Community Support _ I
Framework 6 issues 2 issues +
4, Local Development
Operational program
2 issues i
9 Issues G Issues

Returning to the selection of policy issues for analysis, this should be ba-
sed on two equally important criteria. First, issues should reflect the subs-
tantive interest of the research problem and second, issues should be con-

abirlna-y

3 Calculating the average effective power of actors involved using the normalized values for the measure
of the capability of actors. This is possible because we measure the capability of an actor relative to
other actors, where the total capability is distributed across all of these actors. It is not possible to use
normalized values of salience, since the salience of an actor for an issue is measured relative to the sali-
ence this actor attaches to any number of other issues.
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troversial. A controversial issue is one where there exists a clear diffe-
rence of policy positions across the various actors involved in the negotia-
tions. A policy decision on the controversial issue is reached. when the
difference of policy positions can be resolved. In this present research,
eighteen 1ssucs are analyzed (see Table 2).

Half of these issues belong to the sub-national policy arena and the re-
maining half falls into the national policy arena. In this chapter, we focus
solely on European Commission decisions. However, we would like to
mention that there are also other phases of decision making comprising
the Structural Funds policy process. For example, before the European
Commussion can dectde on the allocation of Structural Funds within the
Mcember state or region, the Council of Ministers must agree on the Re-
sulations for the Structural Funds. We recognize that the policy outcomes
arising out of prior sets of policy decisions such as Council of Ministers
Regulations, can set the nstitutional limits on the range of policy options
available to actors involved in the next phase (see above). As part of our
broader rescarch programme, we have also collected similar data with
respect to policy decisions made during the other phases of the Structural
tunds process. The European Commission policy decision issues discussed
in this chapter concern the allocation of Structural Funds across different
policy measures, for the Member state of Ireland. Although European
Commission authorities comprise the actors who actually make the final
deciston, there are also other actors who are interested in these decisions
and try to influence the outcome. As we have mentioned above, these ac-
tors may be at the national level and form part of the traditional centra-
lized power base in Ireland, or they may be located at the sub-national le-
vel. Some or all of these actors together can form a policy network for the
Structural Funds policy domain, for the Member state of Ireland.

4. Analysis and Results
4.1 Validation of the Measure of Effective Power

From the different collective decision models available, we selected the
Stokman and Van Qosten Exchange model of voting positions to validate
the measure of effective power and to investigate the homogeneity of the
different actor groups. We believe that the decision making process around

the Structural Funds is fundamentally a «give and take» process between
the actors at the different levels. This is best reflected in the Exchange
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mode] where actors logroll over sets of issues, to obtain the best outcomes
on issues that are most important to them. We can justify this assumption
about the Structural Funds policy process, by applying the model and
comparing the model predicted outcomes and the actual pf){icy outcomes.
On a continuum from 0 to 100 we can rank the policy positions of all the
stakeholders, as well as the actual and model predicted collective decision
outcome(s). The model does not always predict the exact point on the
continuum where the actual policy outcome is located. Nevertheless, the
model predicted outcome may be very close to the actual outcom-e pqint.
[n the present analysis, predicted outcomes that fell within a margin of er-
ror of ten, on either side of the actual outcome position, were recorded as
accurate predictions. Assuming that actors will exchange across issues, the
application of the Exchange model predicts up to 83% of the actual out-
comes correctly. Overall, for the purposes of the present research, the
high level of accurately predicted outcomes support and validate our
measure of effective power for the actors, identified as involved in the

collective decision making.

4.2 Eftective Power of Actors

In Table 3 below, the effective power of the three types of actor groups®
over time, in terms of the two time periods 1989-1993 and 1994-1999, and
across the two types of arenas is presented’. The theoretical maximum ef-
fective power of an actor varies between 0 and 1. We also indicate the le-
vel of capability® for each actor group in each arena, over time. We know
that the level of capability also gives the maximum level of potential ef-
fective power, given that the maximum level of salience is 1 for each ac-
tor. We can also calculate the salience proportion of effective power
which indicates the impact of the salience of actors in the group on the to-
tal potential effective power of the group.

4 With regard to each arena, the experts identified six Community level actors for the first period
(1988-1993) and four Community level actors for the second time period {1994~1 999). At the Nalional
level, there were thirteen actors in each arena in the first period and were twelve national level actors
in second period. At the sub-national level, there was one actor in the National oriented arena but no-
ne in the second period. In the Sub-national oriented atena, there were six actors in the first time peri-
od and five actors in the second time period.

> Using ANOVA analysis, we carried out tests for the statistical significance of the differences in effec-
live power across actor groups and over time. Differences in effective power across actor groups, wit-
hin one arena and one time period, proved to be generally significant. The differences in effective po-
wer, for any one group of actors, across time and across arena, were generally tested as not significant,
However, these ANOVA test results are not very efficient here, as the number of cases used is extre-
mely small. In future research, we are able to increase the number of issues, so as to provide a more
useful statistical testing of the research results presented in Table 3.

6 The capability of all actors over an issue is normalized to 1.
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In terms of the sub-national actors, we originally distinguished between
local/county and regional level actors. In 1988, Ireland had no coherent
administrative structure of regional representation. However, following
the Retorm ot Structural Funds in Ireland, a number of regional repre-
sentative groups were established, comprising of public and private repre-
sentation. This regional structure of representation continued in existence
in the second time period and indeed, was assigned a more formal adminis-
trative and consultative role during this period. Given these develop-
ments at the regional level in Ireland, we expected that over time, sub-na-
ttonal regional level actors might become involved in the Structural
Funds decision making process and that their level of effective power
might also increase over time. Surprisingly, this analysis of the distribution
of cltfective power of the different types of sub-national actors revealed
that the cffective power of sub-national regional level actors in Ireland
was negligible. As a result, the reader is advised that in Table 3, the identi-
fication of sub-national level actors refers to county/local level actors only.

Table 3: Elfective Power across different types of Actor Groups over time

| Type of Actor 1989-1993 1989-1993 1994-1999 1994-1999 l
{ (n=number of Natonal policy Sub-National policy | National policy Sub-National policy

| actors in group) Arena Arena Arena Arena "
! g e — e : e .

|'

| European union (n= 6) (n=6) (n=4) (n=4) "
\ {evel

|

| Effective power 0.200) 0.240 0.240 0.240

| Capabiliy 0.458 0432 0478 0.346

| Salience Propartion 0.440 0.550 0.500 0.690

| National Level (n=13) (n=13) (n=12) (n=12)

| Effective power 0.290 0.250 0,170 0.230

| Capability 0.540 0,466 0.522 0.563 ;
| Salience Proportion 0.540 0.540 0.330 0,410

B I R D ]
I. Sub-National Level (n=1) | (n=6) (n=0) {n=35) “
| |
{ Effective power

!i Capability 0.000 (negligible) 00,040 0.000 0.060 \
| Salience Proportion 0,002 0.102 0.000 0.091

0.01 0390 0.000 0.660 l

- - - ey - L ] o Fd ™™
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wertul than the European union level or sub-national level actors. By the
second round (1994-1999) of the Structural Funds, the European union
level actors are more powerful and indeed have increased their level of
ettective power by a relatively large margin. The table indicates that the
salience proportion of effective power for the national level actor group
has decreased substantially over time, while its level of capability is more
or less constant. There may be two reasons for this drop in salience. First,
some experts have pointed out that, over the two time periods of the
Structural Funds, actors have learned more about the other actors invol-
ved and, in particular, new actors’ saliences, preferences and capabilities.
For example, the traditional central authorities at the national level in
Ireland, such as the Department of Finance, were more uncertain over the
implications of the Reform, in the first period as compared to the second
time period. These national central authorities were more highly motiva-
ted (higher salience), in the first time period, to reduce the potential loss
of their traditional political authority, particularly with regard to the issues
arising 1n the national policy arena, Second, a number of these national
central authorities also became interested over time 1n 1ssues arising in
the sub-national arena, motivating them to divert some of their resources
(capability) to this policy arena and away from the national arena, redu-
cing the total eftective power of national level actors in this arena in the
second period. We will examine this effect more closely when we discuss
Table 4 below. As regards the sub-national actors, the results in Table 3 1indi-
cate that they have no effective power at all in the nationally oriented po-
licy arena. The objective of involving sub-national actors in the national
domain has not been achieved. Despite this, the effective power of Euro-
pean union level actors vis-a-vis the traditional national central authori-
ties has improved over time. However our research also indicated that the
traditional sectorial organization of policy, existing prior to the Reform of
the Structural Funds, continues to influence the organization of policy in
the national arena. In this regard, although the autonomy of the national
central authorities has been weakened over time, their basic policy inte-
rests remain the cornerstone of the nationally oriented arena.

In the first period, in the sub-national policy arena, the national level ac-
tors are marginally more powerful than the European union level actors,
but marginally less powerful by the second time period. Comparing the
sub-national arena with the national arena, the differences in effective
power between European union and national level actors are much grea-
ter in the latter. As regards the effective power of European union level
actors, it remains constant over time. However, the level of capability of
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this actor group has dropped while salience has increased. As is the case
for national level actors, there are differences across the European union
level actors as regards the importance of issues in the sub-national policy
arena. This helps explain these shifts in salience and capability over time”.
As regards the national level aclors, the salience proportion has dropped
over time but the level of capability has increased, which suggests that
more powerful actors at the national level, have become interested over
time 1n 1ssues arising in this arena. The sub-national level actors have in-
creased their effective involvement in the sub-national arena over time.
Their level of capability has remained more or less constant while the im-
portance (salience) of this arena for these actors has increased over time.

When the powers of the sub-national actors and the European union le-
vel actors are combined, the national level actors’ effective power is out-
welighed by the combined strength of the European union and sub-natio-
nal level actors. It 1s only useful to use this assumption if a majority of
European union level and sub-national level actors hold similar policy
positions on the 1ssues being negotiated. Under this scenario, we assume
that these actors can use their combined power to achieve their shared
preferred policy preferences. In the first and second periods of the Struc-
tural Funds, the majority of European union level and sub-national level
actors held similar policy positions on the policy issues negotiated in the
sub-national policy arena. In the second round of the Structural Funds
negotiations for the member state of Ireland (1994-1999), the national le-
vel actors are still less powerful than the European union level actors, and
the overall level of effective power of national level actors has somewhat
decreased, while the effective power of sub-national level actors has in-
crecased by a small amount. If we assume that the effective power of the
European union and sub-national level actors can be combined, then
their combined strength 1s again greater than that of the national level ac-
tors, as in the first period. These empirical results indicate that the Re-
form measures have been successful in marginally increasing the involve-
ment of sub-national actors, but their effectiveness 1s limited to the sub-
national policy arena®. Moreover, the funding arrangements ensure that
their new effectiveness is controlled at the national level. In this sense,
this type of process can be defined as «top-down approach» to mobiliza-

7  We will examine these effects more closely in our discussion of the results presented in Table 4,

8 It would be interesting (o statistically (est our expectation that the increase in effective power of sub-
national level actors over time is particularly due to an increase of their power in the Sub-national ori-
ented arena (ie whether there is an interaction effect of time and arena. The number of issues in the
present research is too low to test this, but this will be done in future research over a larger number of

issues (Payne, 1997).
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tion of sub-national interests. The strength of effectiveness of national le-
vel actors is surprising, although the gap between European union and
national level actors is not as great as in the national policy arena.

4.3 Effective power of Individual actors

Table 4;: Mean Effective power, Capabilities and Saliences of Public
Actors involved in administering the funds

Actors 1988-1993 1988-1993 1994-1999 1994-1999
National arena | Sub-National arena National arena Sub-National arena

Dept of the Taoiseach

| Effective power 0.069 0.083 0.002 0.042 "
Capabilities 0.120 0.120 0.020 0.070
Salience _ (.583 ! 0.690 (0.120 0.600
Dept. of Finance
Effective power 0.084 0.054 0.092 0.096
g:ll?abllmes 0.140 0.090 0.180 0.160
e | 0.600 0.600 L 0.510 0600
Depr. of the
Environment
Effective power 0.040 0.001 0.008 0.017
Capabilities 0.080 0
. . 0,050 0.040 030
Salience
i . 00 0010 | 0200 0430
Dept of Enterprise and |
| Employment 0.010 0.026
1 Effective power - y) ‘
| Capabilities 0.050 noz 0.080 0
| Salience 0.213 0.050 0.330 0.050
0.450 0.350
| DG XVI (Regional
{ Policy)
| Effective power 0.084 0,162
| Capabilities 0.102 0.148
Sﬂliﬂﬂﬂﬂ 0.120 0.120 0.2[[] 0.170
' 0.700 0.950
: _ " ) ___0.850 0.740 AR _
DGV (Sacial Policy)
Effective power 0.021 0.043 0.037 | 0.003
Capabilities '
Salience 0.070 0.09¢ 0.110 0.070
. 4 0300 | 0480 | 0.340 0.042
| | - I
DGVI (Agricultural
Policy)
Effective power 0.034 0.055 0.001 0.029
| Capabilities 0.080 0.110 0.040 0.050




Furopean Union Power and Regional Involvement 141

In Table 4°, the individual effective power of a number of key public au-
thority actors in the negotiations is presented. These actors have been
identilicd because of their particular involvement in the administration of
the Funds in the Member state. Each Operational Programme, Global
Grant measure or Community Initiative has at least one Government
Department appointed as its national administrator.

The role of this Government Department involves responsibility for
ensuring the policy measures as agreed, are implemented correctly. This
means that they should ensure co-ordination across implementing agen-
cies and other relevant policy interests. Moreover, they have responsibi-
lity for the preparation of proposals for further policy decisions, usually
concerning Funds expenditure, during the course of the Programme’s im-
plementation. For example, such proposals may concern shifting funding
from one measure to another, or from one year to another, to ensure that
all the funding is drawn down within the lifetime of the Operational Pro-
gramme. In an earlier section of this paper, we discussed the different
budgetary opportunities which the Reform presented to various types of
national and European union level actors. We argued that this could lead
lo different actors in the same group holding different policy preferences
for the outcome of an i1ssue. Moreover, the different levels of salience
attached to the different issues, by different actors in the same group
could aiso be explained by this. We expected public authorities with rela-
tively high levels of core and program expenditure commitments, for ex-
ample the Irnish Department of Finance, to be most effective in the natio-
nal policy arena, while public authorities with relatively high level of core
and superprogram expenditure commitments, for example the Irish De-
partment of the Taoiseach (Prime Minister), would be most effective in
the sub-national policy arena. The results presented 1n Table 4, demons-
trate that the Department of Finance has remained central at the national
level, in the national policy arena, and its level of effective power incre-
ased from 0.084 to 0.092 over the two time periods. This would appear to
be due to an increasing level of capability in this arena, as the uncertainty
on the first time period was eroded over time. The European Commission
Directorate General XVI for Regional Policy has become even more cen-
tral in this Irish national policy arena, with its level of effective power
showing a substantial increase from 0.084 to 0.148 over time. Both the sa-
lience and the capability of this actor has increased over time. Even more

deieit

9  The Department of Enterprise and Employment replaced the Department of Labour and the Depart-
ment of Industry and Commerce in 1992. For the first period, we calculate the average combined ef-

fective power for these two Government Departments.
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striking is the fact that in this arena the effective power of the Depart-
ment of the Taoiseach has dwindled from the first period to the second

from a relatively high value of 0.069 to a negligible 0.002.

[n the sub-national arena, the Department of the Taoiseach (Prime Minis-
ter) is more prominent than the Department of Finance in the first round,
but it has been overtaken by the Department of Finance in the second
round of the Funds. For the Department of Finance, the salience of issues
arising in this arena has remained constant but 1ts capability has also 1n-
creased in this arena over time. Table 4 also gives the distribution of etiec-
tive power of a number of other Government Departments, including the
Department of the Environment and the Department ot Enterprise and
Employment. These other Departments have become involved in the sub-
national policy arena over time, while still retaining their interest in the
national policy arena. In most instances, during the negotiations at the be-
oinning of the second period, these actors shared similar policy positions
with those of the Department of the Taoiseach. Moreover, their positions
differed from those of the Department of Finance. Assuming that we can
combine the effective power of these Government Departments, together
their joint effective power outweighs that of the Department of Finance.

Turning our attention to the European union level actors, the European
Commission Directorate General XVI for Regional Policy has become by
far the most effective actor in the sub-national policy arena. The level ot
effective power of this actor has increased from 0.102 to 0.162 over the
two time periods. There are two reasons for this. First, increasing expendi-
ture in this arena afforded the European Commission and, in particular,
the Directorate General XVI for Regional Policy increased discretion re-
garding the use of the Funds. Second, the arena’s characteristic policy
measures that call for increased democracy and wider political involve-
ment in policy process in Ireland, enhance the standing of the European
Commission in the eyes of the Irish electorate. However, we also notice
that the effective power of the Directorate Generale V for Social policy
has decreased substantially and this has resulted from a drop in its salien-
ce level over time. Compared with the other Objective One regions,
Ireland exhibits high expenditure levels on human resources and training
measures, which are traditionally funded under Human Resource pro-
grammes 1n the national policy arena. These programmes receive the ma-
jority of their financial support from the European Social Fund, which is
controlled primarily by the European Commission Directorate Generale
V for Social policy. Since funding for measures in the Sub-National orien-
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ted arena 1n Ireland are generally under the supervision of the Directo-
rate Generale XVI for Regional policy, Directorate Generale V will more
" readily support measures in the national policy arena, where it has relati-
e vely more control over the Structural Funds expenditure for Ireland.

5. Internal Heterogeneity of Policy Positions across the different
Types of Actors

In our discussion of the distribution of effective power across different
types of actors, the over-riding conclusion was that the Reform has been
successful 1n 1nvolving a broader range of actors over time. It is expected
that the success of the Reform results from its potential to offer different
opportunities to actors in groups. Moreover this potential varied across
the two arenas. In the national policy arena, we discussed the existing
budgetary commitments of actors in this arena. Common constraints were
faced by a majority of the national level actors. Moreover, the arena was
characterized by a longer history, where traditional domestic policy res-
ponses were already established. European union level actors could be
expected to demonstrate the greatest degree of heterogeneity of initial
policy positions, because the Reform provided different opportunities to
the different Directorates Generale of the European Commission. For
the national level actors in the national policy arena, we assumed a much
ereater unity of policy position. On the otherhand, in the sub-national po-
licy arena, we expected much greater heterogeneity of policy positions
across national level actors.
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Table 5 presents the results of the analysis of the internal heterogeneity of

the initial (i.e. «before exchange») policy positions of actor groups. In or-

der to measure the level of internal heterogeneity of policy positions of a

group of actors, the policy positions of the actors were weighted by the et-

fective power of the actors, to ensure that outlying values of policy posi-

tions of marginally powerful or interested actors do not distort the mea-

surement. For each issue, the standard deviation of the weighted policy

positions of the actors in the group was calculated as a measure of hetero-
i seneity, taking the average standard deviation over a set of issues. Their :

normalized values are given in Table 5",
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10 We use the coellicient of (internal) heterogeneity, which is the standard deviation of policy positions,
divided by its maximum level ot 0.5.
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Table 5: Level of Internal Heterogeneity of Policy positions
(Coefficient of Heterogeneity)

T i h vvm P Pl J A LB I Fom = P == | = omemmiy mes sml e o s o o WMl =

i ']‘ypcngc[gr 1989-1003 1989.1993 1904-1999 1994-19949
| National policy Sub-national policy National policy Sub-national policy
| arena Arena | arena | arena _
European union 058 0.14 (.20 0.20
level Actors

R — . l’
i |
National Level 0.20 0.40 0.20 P 0.40
Actors
[ | | ~ —
| Sub-national level 0.0 0.16 No sctors present 0.26
Actors

: B2

| Overall 0.78 0.6 0.34 0.62

In the national policy arena, in the first period, the policy positions ot sub-
national and national level actors are less heterogeneous that those of the
European union level actors. Over time, the level of heterogeneity of na-
tional level actors remains constant. In the first period, the level of hete-
rogeneity across the policy positions of European union level actors is
nearly three times that of the other types of actors. However, over time,
this relatively high level of internal heterogeneity of European union level
actors decreases. In the sub-national policy arena, the pattern described
above 1s reversed. National level actors have more heterogeneous policy
positions than either European union level or sub-national actors. How-
ever over time, there is a tendency for there to be an increase in the level
of internal heterogeneity across the sub-national and European union le-
vel actor groups. In the last row of Table 5, the overall level of heteroge-
neity across the entire population of actors in provided. The level of hete-
rogeneity over time, in the national policy arena is decreasing, whereas it
s the same over time, in the sub-national policy arena.

These results confirm the points made in the discussion presented in the
first section of this paper. Prior to the introduction of the Reform, the tra-
ditional national authorities had established a form of sectorial co-ordina-
tion, which provided safeguards against transactions costs during mutual
economic transactions and satisfied the major private and public interests.
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They united on the policy position that this organizational structure
should not be threatened. On the other hand the various European Com-
mission Directorates General were in relative disarray. For example, the
sectorial approach of the Irish national authorities appealed to the policy
interests the Directorate General V for Social policy while the Directo-
rate General XVI for Regional policy sought a more comprehensive multi-
layered approach to co-ordination. This lack of unity at the European
union level, meant that the policy preferences of the traditional national
interests were preserved. Although the European unton level authorities
were more effective in the second round of the Funds, a fully co-ordina-
ted intersectorial approach to policy making in the National oriented
arena, was never achieved. In the sub-national policy arena, the diversity
of national level policy preferences allowed the European union level ac-
tors to be successful in pushing through the Reform measures. On the
other hand, the ongoing effectiveness in this arena of national level actors
demonstrates that the real battle for the establishment and growth of the-
se measures was perhaps not fought between actors of different groups,
but between the different national level interests. In this sense, the Euro-
pean Commission’s Reform of the Structural Funds acted as a catalyst in
the development of a wider group of actors engaging in political partici-
pation in Ireland. However the strength of power of the traditional cen-
tral authorities ensured that this development proceeded very gradually
and was afforded only limited status in the mainstream of economic and
social policy in Ireland.

6. Conclusion

In the present research, we have argued that the concept of an emergent
multi-level governance structure under the Reform is best examined by
focusing on the dynamics of the Structural Funds collective decision-ma-
king process over time. In this regard, we maintained that there were cer-
tain conditions under which the introduction of Structural Funds Reform
measures would facilitate the participation of a wider group of actors in
the policy process, and in particular, the greater involvement of sub-natio-
nal level actors. Our research identified two arenas of collective decision-
making for the Structural Funds in Ireland. Only one of these two arenas,
the sub-national arena, is characterised by the conditions under which we
expected to find sub-national actors effective in the collective decision-
making process. Our empirical research results support this argument and
show that the vast majority of Structural Funds expenditure continues to
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be allocated to the mainstream national arena, with only a small percen-
tage allocated to the sub-national policy arena. Sub-national regional ac-
tors were completely unable to have substantial effective influence 1n the
Structural Funds process in Ireland, in either arena over the two time pe-
riods. In the sub-national policy arena the effective power of sub-national
local and county level actors was increased but only by a small margin.
Moreover, the power of national level public actors proved important in
securing the establishment of the sub-national policy arena. European
union level actors remained effective actors in this arena and served to

provide the catalyst for increased sub-national participation.

We argued that allowing sub-national actors greater autonomy in the ex-
pression of thelr territorial preferences requires that the superprogram
budget of the national authority has to increase. The risk of transactions
costs associated with this kind of expenditure, as well as the inability of
sub-national actors to generate sufficient benefits for the national autho-
rity, ensure that national authorities will attach a low level of salience to
these measures. Only where safeguards can be provided against these
costs and where national authorities might not otherwise, initially at least,
have an opportunity to increase their budgetary responsibility and status,
is there likely to be an increase in the level of political participation affor-
ded to sub-national actors. The Reform of the Structural Funds has provi-
ded the catalyst for such a development in the sub-national arena in
[reland. On the otherhand, in the national policy arena, the presence of
sub-national actors remains insignificant over time. The underlying struc-
ture of Irish domestic policy co-ordination which characterized the pre-
Reform era, remains more or less intact, ensuring the continued IMpor-
tance of the traditional national central actors in the Structural Funds po-
licy process. In parallel to this, European union level actors have incre-
ased their effective power over time. In particular, the Increasing promi-
nence ot the European Commission Directorate General X VI for Re-
gional policy as the most central actor, in both the Irish national and sub-
national policy arenas, shows us how much European union and Irish po-
licy concerns have become interdependent over time.
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