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  Prefaces




  Subnational Parliaments and EU Integration 




  Foster Europe, Foundation for strong European Regions was inaugurated in 2009 to ‘further regional decentralisation, rural development and federalism in Europe [and] to enhance knowledge, debate and research on regionalism, [and] federalism [in Europe]’.




  This is why Foster Europe was delighted when the idea arose to hold a conference on Subnational Parliaments in the EU Multi-level Parliamentary System: Taking Stock of the Post-Lisbon Era in the Esterházy Palace in Eisenstadt.




  Gabriele Abels and Annegret Eppler developed an impressing programme reaching out to encompass the issue in question in the widest possible way. While the academic steering was in the hands of Ms. Abels and Ms. Eppler, the conference in Eisenstadt was embedded in a network of cooperation with partners from Spain, Italy, Austria and Germany that proved to be highly efficient and capable to push European research on the topic ahead.




  Foster Europe was pleased to host the conference in the Esterházy Palace in Eisenstadt and we are pleased to see the impressive conference volume comprising European excellence in scholarship published as volume 3 of the Foster Europe International Studies Series.




  This volume is contributing to close a gap in the discourse on European integration and its actors that has for too long underestimated the role and the contribution of parliaments on subnational level in the EU processes. An element of increasing importance in the multi-level governance structure of the European Union will be added to the discourses in federal and integration and parliamentarism studies in Europe.




  While parliaments and governments on the national level as well as governments on the subnational level are well researched, this conference volume may spearhead the discourse on subnational parliaments in their role as EU actor. The thorough theoretical discussion of the topic as well as a self-critical research analysis will be extremely valuable for research and teaching federal and regional studies.




  All countries analysed in this volume are representative democracies embedded in the multi-level system of the European Union. An intense internal debate on developing the national democratic system within the EU-framework is common to most of the countries case-studied here. Therefore the question if subnational parliaments qualify to improve the democratic legitimacy of the EU multi-level system is a key question to further develop a democratic integrative vison in the European Union.




  I would like to thank Gabriele Abels and Annegret Eppler for conceptualisation of the project, and making the conference in Eisenstadt possible. The editors guided the publication to a fruitful result. This was only possible by investing enormous personal resources, a continuous dedication to the topic and providing support from the Jean-Monet-Chair funds available to Gabriele Abels.




  Scholarly debate and research on European topics can be fruitful only if pursed in a pan-European framework of cooperation. Therefore I have to thank the partners mentioned that contributed to the conference, the volume and who supported the entire process with endurance and confidence. I owe thanks to the Institute for Studies on Federalism and Regionalism at the European Academy of Bozen/Bolzano, Italy, the Fundación Manuel Giménez Abad de Estudios Parlamentarios y del Estado Autonómico, Zaragoza, Spain, the Institut für Föderalismus in Innsbruck, Austria, and the European Centre for Research on Federalism (ECRF) from Tübingen, Germany.




  As always this volume has benefited from the competent patient and restless care given by Petra Möderle and the Studienverlag in Innsbruck. The entire team of contributors and editors is very thankful for this.




  Foster Europe regards its collaboration in as well as its contribution to this joint European research and publication project as a token and pledge for its sustained effort to further and develop federalism in Europe.




  Eisenstadt, April 2015




  Stefan August Lütgenau




  Director, Foster Europe




  Opening Up a New Research Field – Preface 




  From 6 to 9 November 2012 the editors of this volume organized a four-day workshop in the beautiful Esterházy Palace in Eisenstadt, Austria. The objective of this international workshop was to analyze and assess the role subnational parliaments play in the EU multi-level parliamentary system. Thereby, this workshop aimed to continue previous work by the editors on the development of multi-level parliamentarism and to round this work off by focusing on the widely neglected regional dimension. The workshop was a vivid intellectual exchange between outstanding experts and also practitioners from the fields of federalism, parliamentarism and Europeanization studies. The majority of contributions to this very fruitful workshop are presented in this volume. The paper by Tapio Raunio, which he presented at the University of Tübingen in February 2013, was added to this collection. We are deeply grateful to all workshop presenters and authors for their contributions – and for their patience with this book project, which took (as always) longer than expected.




  Furthermore, we are most grateful to Foster Europe, Foundation for Strong European Regions and especially to its director Mag. Stefan August Lütgenau for the munificent support of the Foundation. He and his foundation provided us with a very inspiring environment, with the famous Austrian hospitality that certainly contributed to the great success of the workshop and to a very warm and enjoyable atmosphere, and with generous support for this book project.




  We also want to extend our deep gratitude to the co-organizers of this workshop, all of them outstanding organizations and experts in the field of federalism and/or parliaments, i.e., the Institute for Research on Federalism Innsbruck, Austria; the Institute for Studies on Federalism and Regionalism at the European Academy of Bolzen/Bolzano, Italy; the Fundación Manuel Giménez Abad de Estudios Parlamentarios y del Estado Autonómico, Zaragoza, Spain; and the European Centre for Research on Federalism (ECRF) from Tübingen, Germany.




  We also wish to thank the European Commission for its support. The workshop funding was made possible by the Commission’s Lifelong Learning Programme as part of my Jean Monnet Chair work programme (Grant No. 2011–3041).




  Finally, a big note of thanks goes to my ‘backup team’ of research assistants, especially Simone Mittl and Frieder Oesterle as well as Larissa Rohr for their copy-editing support, as well as to Alexander Kobusch for his technical support.




  Tübingen, March 2015




  Gabriele Abels




  Engaging in ‘Subnational Parliaments in the EU System’ – Starting Point and Formation of this Book 




  The theoretical site of European integration research often follows upon the empirical puzzles created by the European integration. List’s (1999) statement about the theories of European integration also applies for this publication: Essential for the first interaction with the topic ‘subnational parliaments in the EU system’ were questions raised by several German state parliaments (Landtage) to the editors of this volume. Specifically, the question which political and legal conditions after the commencement of the Lisbon Treaty and the Lisbon verdict of the German Constitutional Court, that strengthened the role of the Bundestag in EU matters, spoke for or against a greater involvement of the German Landtage in EU affairs.




  Whatever answers came up in the practical work, it became apparent that within the field of political science, the European role of the German Landtage has only very rarely been covered. Similarly, only little information and even less scientific studies about the European role of subnational parliaments in other European states has been available. The editors decided to try to close that gap and now the authors of this volume suggest possible theoretical frameworks for the political scientific research on subnational parliaments and draw upon empirical studies about the European work of subnational parliaments in six EU member states. The empirical studies were developed on the basis of an identical catalogue of central questions.




  Important preparatory groundwork for the book was done at a conference in Eisenstadt, Austria, where proven experts in the research of Parliamentarism, Federalism and Europeanization were brought together to discuss their contributions. Distinguished experts on national parliaments and specific federal and regional systems respectively, kindly engaged themselves in the uncharted territory of the topic ‘subnational parliaments in EU matters’. In the course of the discussion, that was, thanks to the engagement of the ‘Foster Europe’ foundation, held in a very pleasant and stimulating atmosphere, it became apparent that the political role of subnational parliaments in the European context differs widely across EU states. Moreover, the opinions about whether a strengthening of subnational parliaments in the European Union is possible and desirable were similarly diverse, which is why ‘subnational parliaments in the European Union’ developed into a quite controversial topic during the conference.




  The conference, as well as the book, would not have been possible without the exceptional and ongoing commitment and the Jean-Monnet-Funds provided by Gabriele Abels and her team, as well as the financial and personal support for the project by Stefan Lütgenau and ‘Foster Europe’. I also want to thank the authors of the volume for their profound work, who, with their individual contributions, created the first comparative analysis of the role of subnational parliaments in EU matters. Every author did not only apply the highest scientific standards in their contributions, but also demonstrated great patience and humour, making it a great pleasure to work together. For help during the last phase of the project, I want to thank Bernhard Schneider for his support concerning the layout and the “Vize­rektorat für Forschung” of the University of Innsbruck for a part of the additional layout costs.




  Innsbruck, June 2015




  Annegret Eppler




  List of Abbreviations 




  

            	     AER








    	     Assembly of European Regions













        	     AGS








    	     Annual Growth Survey













        	     CA








    	     Cooperation Agreement













        	     CALRE








    	     Conference of European Regional Legislative Assemblies













        	     CLRE








    	     Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of Europe of the Council of Europe













        	     CoR








    	     Committee of Regions













        	     COSAC








    	     Conference of European Affairs Committees













        	     EAFRD








    	     European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development













        	     ECJ








    	     European Court of Justice













        	     ECPRD








    	     European Center for Parliamentary Research and Documentation













        	     EFSF








    	     European Financial Stability Facility













        	     EIPA








    	     European Institute of Public Administration













        	     ESM








    	     European Stability Mechanism













        	     EWM








    	     Early Warning Mechanism













        	     EWS








    	     Early Warning System













        	     FCC








    	     Federal Constitutional Court, Germany













        	     IPEX








    	     Interparliamentary Platform for the Exchange of Information













        	     IPU








    	     Inter-Parliamentary Union













        	     MLPF








    	     Multilevel Parliamentary Field













        	     NORPEC








    	     Network of Regional Parliamentary European Committees













        	     OPAL








    	     Observatory of Parliaments after Lisbon













        	     REGLEG








    	     Conference of European Regions with Legislative Competences













        	     REGPEX








    	     Regional Parliamentary Exchange













        	     SMN








    	     Subsidiarity Monitoring Network













        	     TEU








    	     Treaty on European Union













        	     TFEU








    	     Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union













        	     TSCG








    	     Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance















  




  Introduction




  Gabriele Abels




  Subnational Parliaments as ‘Latecomers’ in the EU Multi-Level Parliamentary System – Introduction 




  1. Introduction1





  ‘(I)t is for each national Parliament or each chamber of a national parliament to consult, where appropriate, regional parliaments with legislative powers.’ This specific stipulation of Article 6 of Protocol No. 2 on Subsidiarity and Proportionality of the Lisbon Treaty lies at the heart of this book. With this provision the 2009 Lisbon Treaty opened a ‘window of opportunity’ for a specific subtype of regional or subnational assemblies, i.e. for those endowed with autonomous legislative powers, powers, seeking involvement in the subsidiarity monitoring process. This process, often called the Early Warning System (EWM), has become an integral part of EU policy-making. But what is the reality ‘behind’ it? How does it really affect these regional parliaments? What are its broader implications for the EU polity? This book addresses these questions from various perspectives.




  First, it is important to consider what regions are and what regional parliaments are. In the EU context, the term region is quite ambiguous. It refers here to the meso-level in an EU member state, i.e., a sub-state polity positioned between the local/municipal and the national level. Some regions, however, consider themselves to be nations (e.g., Catalonia, Scotland). For this reason in this book the term ‘subnational’ is used to distinguish it from the local, national and supranational levels. Accordingly, regional parliaments serve as legislative assemblies located at this meso-level. Thus, we speak of ‘subnational parliaments’ in this book.




  Regions have been interested in participation in EU affairs, dating back to the early 1990s and the Maastricht Treaty. These early activities were dominated by subnational governments. More recent activities do not come out of the blue; rather they have a longer history which established a ‘path’ of regional participatory practices. The Lisbon Treaty has brought significant changes. Based on insights from historical and sociological institutionalism, one can argue that the Protocol No. 2 stipulation opened a ‘window of opportunity’ in the sense that regions, especially subnational parliaments, now possess an instrument that they may choose to use, reinforced by a new norm favouring pro-active parliamentary behaviour. How subnational parliaments opt to respond to new incentives, e.g., by undertaking diverse reform processes and behavioural changes, varies. By and large, the reforms focus primarily on involvement in the EWM, but they also go beyond this mechanism. The aim is to adapt their institutional and cognitive structures in order to develop ‘regional EU capacity’ (Carter and Pasquier 2010: 297). This is important for all subnational parliaments. This capacity, however, does not include the ability to establish direct relations with EU institutions or to become an actor at EU level. It will affect the vertical territorial relations in the domestic political arena, i.e., the role of subnational parliaments vis-à-vis their subnational governments, their national parliament and the national government. Given the diversity of constitutional orders in the eight member states immediately affected by Article 6, the reform processes and their consequences will differ among a total of 74 subnational parliaments.2 The first thing to bear in mind when analysing these changes is the policy dimension, focusing on the policy sectors in which the subnational level has legislative competences; this differs among the eight member states based on their respective constitutional orders. Secondly, participation rights, i.e., access to European policy-making arenas, should not be confused with real impact. Impact assessment is still in its infancy; this book therefore concentrates on the institutional framework; it addresses some elements of behavioural-cognitive change but does not systematically investigate the actual impacts on policy.




  The number of ‘regional parliaments with legislative powers’, 74 at present, is almost double the number of national parliaments and/or the number of chambers in national parliaments across all 28 EU member states.3 The literature on national parliaments and their role in European integration has flourished since the mid-1990s, especially in the wake of the Lisbon Treaty; there is now a vast array of Europeanization-inspired studies on national parliaments.4 The large group of subnational parliaments has not attracted wide attention thus far, however, while the literature on regionalization and the territorial impact of European integration on subnational parliaments comprises, at best, a footnote. This book attempts to overcome the prevailing ‘governmental fixation’ in the literature to date, by attending to such imbalances and locating subnational parliaments in the EU multi-level polity.




  The investigation of their role in multi-level governance is linked to the intense debate about the democratic or legitimacy deficit afflicting international politics, in general, and the European Union, in particular. The need for full parliamentarization of the EU polity is a well-established strand in the deficit-oriented literature. Parliaments clearly lie at the heart of complex systems for securing democratic legitimacy through national representation since they function as the institutional embodiment of popular sovereignty. Yet, in politics beyond the nation state parliaments face new challenges, having lost they role as key actors. Contemporary government-parliament relations reflect an imbalance in favour of executive dominance; the EU itself offers a good example of this power shift. The decline in national parliamentary powers has not been compensated at the EU level by increasing powers for the European Parliament, resulting in a parliamentary legitimacy gap there. In response, national parliaments especially are widely perceived as ‘losers’ or, at best, as ‘latecomers’ to European integration (see Maurer and Wessels 2001). While national executives have adapted to Europeanized policy-making in ways that increase their influence on supranational policies, parliaments have faced greater difficulties in responding to Europeanization effects.




  Overcoming this gap will require a solution that goes beyond a simple ‘either-or-model’; the Union needs to develop a more complex model of representative politics which strengthens the role of the European Parliament and national parliaments, thereby enhancing both representative pillars of democratic legitimacy upon which the EU as a polity sui generis must rest (cf. Benz 2003; Hurrelmann and Debardeleben 2009).




  Recent empirical research attests that it is simplistic to fixate on a clear trend towards deparliamentarization. While the 1992 Maastricht Treaty offered non-binding declarations regarding national parliamentary involvement in EU affairs, the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty transformed these into a binding protocol. The unsuccessful Constitutional Treaty of 2005 likewise foresaw an enhanced role for parliaments at all levels, from the supranational down to the regional level. The 2009 Lisbon Treaty turned these into a legally binding stipulation, highlighting the principle of representative democracy in Art. 10 TEU. Placing stronger emphasis on parliamentarization at the supranational level via the European Parliament and at national level via national parliaments, it also calls for stronger interparliamentary cooperation (Art. 5 and 12 TEU, and Protocol No. 1 on the role of national parliaments). One thus observes paradoxical trends, deparliamentarization and parliamentarization occurring within EU politics, which call for a more nuanced analysis a multiple levels that captures this complex phenomenon. So far, most empirical studies have either focused on the amazing evolution of the European Parliament or on disempowered national parliaments. The former has emerged as the clear winner of all treaty reforms since 1992 (Maastricht Treaty) in terms of gaining greater legislative control. The 2014 elections tell a story about the European Parliament’s own Leitbild intent on fostering a full-blown system of parliamentary rule under which even the selection of the European Commission president depends on the support of EP political party groups. A Commission candidate now participates in EP election campaign, serving as Spitzen­kandidat (lead candidate), for his or her European party family (see Hobolt 2014).




  There is moreover a growing body of literature on national parliaments in the 28 member states, addressing their involvement in EU affairs at the national and supranational levels.5 The question is how parliaments might best respond to changes induced by European integration, what Auel and Benz (2005) called ‘the politics of adaption’. New challenges centre on exercising parliamentary functions vis-à-vis national governments, the Europeanization of law-making, and the need to intensify interparliamentary cooperation at the EU level. The broader implications of these developments for parliamentary rule in the EU are widely discussed either in numerous single case or small-n comparative studies.




  Empirical studies have had a profound effect on conceptual developments regarding parliamentary legitimacy. Conceptualized as a ‘multi-level system’ of governance since the 1990s, the multi-level paradigm has infiltrated different strands of EU research on parliaments. The terms ‘multi-level parliamentarism’ (Maurer 2002, 2009, 2011, 2012) and ‘multi-level parliamentary field’ (Crum and Fossum 2009, 2012, 2013b) call for deeper reflections on what parliamentarism, parliamentary rule, and parliamentary legitimacy mean in the light of ever more complex EU structures (see section 3.1). Although these works claim to be ‘multi’, they limit themselves, by and large, to two-level analyses. The third level of EU governance involving regional developments has been widely neglected thus far.




  Wide disparities in the conceptualization of regions and their parliaments are the starting point for this book. Its objectives are threefold: First, on an empirical level our contributions will enrich the literature on parliaments across the European Union and their role in EU politics by adding the third level. Our comparative analysis is restricted to ‘regional parliaments with legislative powers’. Six detailed case studies outline the complex processes of adaptation, ultimately pinpointing several similarities and differences among these parliaments.




  Secondly, on a theoretical level this book pulls together different strands of research, beginning with studies on parliaments and parliamentarization but also incorporating Europeanization, federalism and regionalisation studies. The adaptation strategies of subnational parliaments to EU governance occurs at this three-way intersection. All three fields, their specific research questions and core concepts are essential for analysing subnational parliaments as evolving EU actors.




  Finally, this book investigates the democratic question. While the debate over the role of national parliaments in EU politics is directly related to the EU democratic deficit debate, this is less clear for subnational parliaments. Whether or not extending multi-level parliamentary participation down to the subnational level hold implications for the democratic nature of the EU polity, remains a contested question. The authors in this volume offer different answers to this important question. While some argue more in favour of a normative and empirical linkage between regionalization, subnational parliaments and democracy, others argue that subnational parliaments can and should not play a role in the multi-level parliamentary EU polity.




  The following section discusses these three objectives in detail. Next I elaborate on empirical developments in six of the eight member states where regional parliaments with legislative competences exist. Section 3 then attends to the theoretical discussion of the EU polity as a multi-level parliamentary system. Section 4 sheds light on the relationship between parliamentarization and democratization with a focus on subnational parliaments. The final section then introduces the individual contributions to this volume.




  2. Subnational parliaments in the Post-Lisbon Era: empirical observations 




  As noted above, most current research on parliaments and the EU has widely ignored the subnational level, regional parliaments and their role in EU affairs. This stands in stark contrast to the Lisbon Treaty’s stipulation (Protocol No. 2) that outlines the process of subsidiarity monitoring. Assuming that not all interested readers are familiar with this complicated mechanism, I will outline this process before addressing the implications of the Lisbon Treaty for subnational parliaments.




  2.1 The new instrument of subsidiarity monitoring 




  The subsidiarity principle defined in Art. 5 of the EU Treaty is an ambivalent instrument. On the one hand, it has always been used as a principle conferring competences on the European level, especially the Commission. Hence, it constitutes a norm outlining the execution of competences. On the other hand, the subsidiarity principle is applied as a norm limiting the Union’s competence to legislate.6 Introduced in the 1992 Maastricht Treaty, the principle was further codified in the ‘Proto­col on the application of the principles of subsidiarity’ in the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty; this rendered it legally binding and subject to judicial review. Its relevance was further strengthened during the debate over the Constitutional Treaty in the early 2000s. The convention developed a process to include national parliaments in the process of subsidiarity monitoring. Even though ratification efforts failed in 2005, the subsidiarity monitoring instrument was nonetheless tested out ‘on an informal basis and without a contractual basis’ (Buzogány and Stuchlik 2012: 349). It was further codified and refined in the Lisbon Treaty by way of Art. 5 (3) TEU (retaining the original wording) and Protocol No. 2 (Subsidiarity Protocol).




  In contrast to the Subsidiarity Protocol found in the Amsterdam Treaty, the Lisbon Treaty assigned a new role to national parliaments in the subsidiarity monitoring process, and added an ‘explicit reference to the regional and local dimension of the principle of subsidiarity’ (European Parliament 2015: 1). Finally, subsidiarity is also discussed in the context of better governance for the EU and the REFIT-strategy of the European Commission (Blockmans et al. 2014).




  Subsidiarity monitoring has become part of the Commission’s wider pre-legislative consultation regime. The idea is to give national parliaments ex ante scrutiny powers: They can review legislation before it is discussed and enacted at EU level; they moreover have a chance to raise objections and prevent EU action. Subsidiarity monitoring thus establishes a new ‘accountability mechanism’ (Kiiver 2012: 103 ff.). However, the concept per se is open to interpretation: This includes differences with regards to its material scope, i.e., what it actually means in legal and political terms and what qualifies as a valid subsidiarity concern (see ibid., 69 ff.).




  How does this mechanism work? First, each member state is assigned two votes (for details Kiiver 2012: 18 ff.). In unicameral systems the national parliament has two votes, in the 11 member states with bicameral systems each chamber has one vote, which can be used independently of each other.7 This makes a total of 56 votes. The procedure (see Figure 1) begins when the Union legislator, usually the European Commission, issues a draft legislative act.8 According to Art. 4 para. 1 of Protocol No. 2, the Commission ‘shall forward its draft legislative acts and its amended drafts to national Parliaments at the same time as to the Union legislator’. This entails also a fiche de subsidiarité, that is ‘a detailed statement making it possible to appraise compliance with the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality’ (Art. 5 of Protocol No. 2). This statement, furthermore, ‘should contain some assessment of the proposal’s financial impact and, in the case of a directive, of its implications for the rules to be put in place by Member States, including, where necessary, the regional legislation’ (ibid.; my emphasis).




  The parliaments’ respective chambers then have eight weeks to scrutinize and to respond to the policy proposal. Should objections arise, they can issue a so-called reasoned opinion, which they send to the European Commission (Article 7, para. 2 of Protocol No 2). However, only objections rooted in subsidiarity concerns are legally valid. Moreover, there is a reconsideration threshold of ‘at least one third of all the votes allocated to the national Parliaments’ (ibid.); this threshold is lower (one quarter of votes) in cases of judicial cooperation (i.e., action based on Art. 76 TFEU), because this area is considered to be more sensitive.




  The Commission (or any other Union body) ‘shall take account of the reasoned opinions issued by national Parliaments or by a chamber of a national Parliament’ (Art. 7, para. 1 of Protocol No. 2; my emphasis) in reviewing the policy proposal. The Commission ‘may decide to maintain, amend or withdraw the draft’ (ibid.). In any case, reasons must be given for the decision. This is called the ‘yellow card’.




  Should ‘at least a simple majority of the votes allocated to the national Parliaments’ (Art. 7, para. 1 of Protocol No. 2) object to a proposed Union action within the 8-week limit, then ‘the draft must be reviewed’ (Art. 7, para. 3 of Protocol No. 2; my emphasis). The Commission can then choose whether it wants to maintain, amend or withdraw its draft. If the Commission wants to stick with its own draft, the European Parliament and the Council of the EU have to examine the proposal along with the ‘reasoned opinions’. Should Union law-makers affirm the reasoned opinions and conclude that the draft is not compatible with the subsidiarity principle, then ‘the legislative proposal shall not be given further consideration’ (Art. 7, para. 3 (b) of Protocol No. 2): it is dead. This is the so-called ‘orange card’. The Commission has declared to soften some tight restriction, i.e., that it will investigate and respond to each and every objection, and that it will also take into account the summer break between parliamentary sessions that makes compliance with the time limit sometimes difficult.




  Finally, national parliaments have the right to initiate action for infringement of the subsidiarity principle by an EU legislative act before the Court of Justice of the EU (Article 8 of Protocol No. 2).
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  Figure 1: Subsidiarity monitoring according to Protocol No. 1 and 2




  Source: Maurer 2012: 211 (translation GA).




  In sum, subsidiarity monitoring allows national parliaments to act as veto players in the EU law-making process. However, they enjoy only conditional veto power, given that it strongly depends on a number of conditions. These are:




  (1) concerns must be based on the subsidiarity principle;




  (2) the time frame is limited to eight weeks for reasoned opinions;




  (3) it requires collective action due to the one-third respectively one-quarter threshold;




  (4) there is a lack of real sanctions with regards to the Commission’s leeway; and




  (5) it offers a merely reactive approach.




  EWM implementation has been followed with great academic interest, although the details are beyond the scope of this introduction. Studies indicate that this procedure has created a great incentive for national parliaments to reform their EU-related competences, and to boost their institutional, cognitive-behavioural, financial, and personnel resources to adapt their capacities to this new instruments. Yet empirical studies also reveal that capacity varies; there are winners and losers among national parliaments. Not surprisingly, the interpretations are contradictory. Bellamy and Kröger (2014), for example, now praise national parliaments as ‘actors in their own right in EU policy-making’. Kiiver (2012: 3) claims that it is too early to denounce subsidiarity monitoring as mere ‘window dressing’; he emphasizes that there are ‘good reasons to have a closer look at the EWM and to view it in a much more positive light’ (ibid.). Others strongly criticize the EWM, either because it eats up scarce parliamentary capacities without granting national parliaments a ‘real veto power’ (De Wilde 2012), or because of its ‘double-edged and exclusively obstructive nature’ (Maurer 2012: 212; translation GA). The cognitive-behavioural dimension has been less scrutinized thus far (exception is Kropp 2010). We now take a closer look at these early evaluations of the system with regard to the five restrictions.




  (1) Subsidiarity concerns: Studies illustrate that interpretations of what constitutes subsidiarity differ greatly, explaining the use of the ‘reasoned opinions’ instrument (see Kiiver 2012; Goldoni 2014; Becker 2013). Subsidiarity is often seen as a strictly legal concept and reasoned opinions can only be issued in exceptional cases. Consequently, some parliaments interpret it as a political principle that allows them to express a variety of concerns regarding Commission proposals. This is reflected in the very uneven use of reasoned opinions by national parliaments; while some chambers are very active, others have been inactive to date (European Commission 2014a). Notwithstanding these interpretive differences, clear violations of the principle by the EU policy-makers Raunio (2009: 325) argues, are an exception, especially since the Commission has improved its internal capacity for subsidiarity forecasting. In fact, as of now the ‘yellow card’ has only been issued twice (see para 3), while the ‘orange card’ has never been used (European Commission 2014a).




  (2) Time limit: Some observers hold that the eight week time limit is too tight for national parliaments to initiate and undertake the complicated process of subsidiarity control, especially given that necessary resources are underdeveloped (Kiiver 2012) and considering that the Commission can amend its proposal at any time. Monitoring requires specialized administrative resources to allow for a politically useful filtering of information to avoid a complete information overload. In his analysis of the first successful ‘yellow card’ play, Cooper (2012) highlights, inter alia, the role of national parliamentary observers located within the European Parliament’s Directorate for Relations with National Parliaments (see also Goldoni 2014). These observers comprise an informal network that can operate on a day-to-day basis. Others argue that parliaments are aware of upcoming Commission initiatives long before a proposal is formally issued; liaison offices in Brussels play a key role. Thus, effective monitoring would have to start much earlier, i.e., by scrutinizing the Commission’s annual work programme; this requires further administrative and cognitive-behavioural resources (see Högenauer and Neuhold 2013; Högenauer and Christiansen 2015; Schneider et al. 2014). In any case, timing is crucial: supranational and the national policy cycles have to be compatible with each other; the 8-week time limit stipulated in the EWM makes this more difficult.




  (3) Threshold: Parliaments can only be successful in utilizing the EWM, if they cooperate. They have to act as a ‘virtual third chamber’, which ‘never meets together physically in its entirety’ (Cooper 2012: 445), but which functions as one chamber. Cooperation has indeed evolved in different forms and on different levels (Crum and Fossum 2013; Eppler 2011, Buzogány 2013). Regular meetings of the Conference of Parliamentary Committees for Union Affairs (COSAC) or Conference of Speakers of Parliaments, more frequently used joint meetings of sectoral committees, routine exchange on the administrative level, or the internet platform IPEX are good examples (European Parliament 2014). Again, parliaments are active to different degrees, others inactive. Furthermore, developing the networking function depends on resources; thus it is not easy for parliaments. Given these limitations it comes as surprise that the ‘yellow card’ has only been issued twice, in May 2012 (‘Monti II’ directive, with 19 out of 54 votes) and in October 2013 (Regulation on the Establishment of a European Public Prosecutor’s Office, with 18 out of 54 votes).9 While some observers interpret this low number as the system’s success and careful Commission policy-drafting (see point 1), others argue that it suggest that the procedure is failing and that the threshold should be lowered.




  (4) Sanctioning the Commission: Veto power is staggered, depending on the number of national parliaments raising objections. In any case the latter have very limi­ted sanctioning power. They cannot force the Commission to withdraw a proposal but only to reconsider and revise it. Sanctioning power is enhanced under the ‘orange card’. As a last resort, they can file legal action against the Commission. In the case of the ‘Monti II’ directive, for example, the Commission withdrew its proposal; in second case, the European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO), the Commission kept its own version.10 The Commission generally claims to take all reasoned opinions seriously, even if the threshold is not met. Some observers argue that the reason is because parliamentary objections signal to the Commission that it may also encounter objections from the respective national government(s) in the Council. Based on the overall logic of parliamentary rule, subsidiarity monitoring can also work as a ‘legislative fine control system’ (Buzogány and Stuchlik 2012: 350; translation GA) for the Commission. It can simultaneously strengthen a national government’s position in the Council when it refers to its parliamentary backing (Maurer 2012: 212; also Raunio 2009. 325).




  (5) Reactive nature: Subsidiarity monitoring provides national parliaments with an ex ante scrutiny instrument at supranational level. It is nevertheless a reactive instrument focused on obstructing legal action by the EU. It does not assign a constructive, pro-active role to national parliaments. Its problematic character is implicit in its widespread categorization as an early warning system. Some observers point out that the instrument has to be analysed in connection with the ‘political dialogue’ initiated by the Barroso Commission in 2006.11 The sanctioning power is enhanced under the ‘orange card’.




  This brief assessment reveals that subsidiarity monitoring is a ‘mixed bag’, in need of further empirical investigation. The question then arises as to how we can assess the role of the regions and subnational parliaments in the EWM.




  2.2 Subsidiarity monitoring – an incentive for subnational parliaments 




  Van Nuffel (2011: 55) argues that the subsidiarity principle was not only established to safeguard national interests but also to ensure the rights of regions with autonomous powers. Thus, invented in the context of ‘Europe of the Regions’ the subsidiarity principle was itself a response the democratic deficit in the sense that it affects the vertical division of power (see Carroll 2011: 349). This assessment has been supported in the brief albeit momentous stipulation in the Subsidiarity Protocol (Art. 6): ‘it is for each national Parliament or each chamber of a national parliament to consult, where appropriate, regional parliaments with legislative powers’. This raises the question: When exactly is it ‘appropriate’ for a national parliament to ‘consult’ regional parliaments with legislative powers with their jurisdiction, and how do they appropriately ‘consult’ them? These specifications are not part of European regulations but are left to those member states for which Protocol No. 2 is of relevance.




  In the majority of the 28 EU member states, subsidiarity monitoring is a task solely reserved for national parliaments, either because no subnational parliaments exist (e.g., Netherlands, Ireland, Luxembourg, Slovenia), or because the extant regional assemblies do not enjoy legislative powers (e.g., France). The situation is quite different in EU member states where fully-fledged federal (Austria, Belgium, Germany) or territorial structures (Italy, Spain, and the United Kingdom) exist (CoR 2010, 2013; Vara Arribas and Högenauer 2015). In the unitary states of Finland and Portugal, a few regional parliaments with legislative powers are found islands belonging to the mainland (Portugal: Azores and Madeira; Finland: Åland).12 Although 74 regional parliaments possess legislative powers, this book concentrates only on 68: the nine Austrian Landtage, the five parliaments of the Belgium regions and communities, the 16 German Länder parliaments, the 20 Italian regional parliaments, the parliaments of the 17 Spanish Autonomous Communities, and, finally, the Scottish Parliament.




  Our knowledge about the ways in which subnational parliaments adapt to the EU multi-level system is very limited when compared to the thriving scholarship on national parliaments. Until today they have been taken into account to a lesser extent in multi-level governance (Hrbek 2010: 149). Preliminary findings indicate that similar processes of passive and active Europeanization are occurring at the subnational level; reforms and adaptations are still ongoing (see Straub and Hrbek 1998; Vara Arribas and Högenauer 2015; see also case studies in this volume).




  Today’s subnational parliaments are not simply ‘takers’ and objects of EU policies; instead they strive to become EU actors. This is evident, to varying degrees, from the six case studies in this volume (for details, see the individual chapters). However, it is important to stress that the problems rooted in the five restrictions discussed above are even more prevalent with regards to the subnational level.




  (1) Subsidiarity principle: Focusing on ‘regional parliaments with legislative powers’ in six EU member states, this book finds crucial differences among the six inspected member states in terms of vertical and horizontal divisions of powers, depending on how national constitutionals define the territorial dimension. First, there are differences regarding the kind of legislative powers subnational parliaments exercise and how they relate to implementing powers; a more asymmetric or symmetric division of power at the horizontal level makes a difference. Often culture and education are amongst others policy sectors reserved for the regions. Secondly, legislative powers may entail a wider or narrower range of policy fields; reserved and decentralized powers vary greatly across the six member states concerned. Thirdly, the way in which territorial interests are represented (or not) at national level likewise matters, i.e., whether or not there is a second chamber representing regional interest at national level, how it is composed, and if alternative venues exist.13 Fourth, centrifugal or centripetal tendencies in a federal or regionalized member state can affect how subsidiarity concerns are interpreted or asserted, and how European policy-making feeds into more complex power games between nation states and their regions. This is often discussed as strategies of ‘coming together’ or ‘holding together’.




  (2) Time limit: The 8-week time limit for subsidiarity monitoring and issuing a reasoned opinion is already a problem for national parliaments. It becomes even more of a challenge if they want to realize their obligation to consult ‘their’ regional parliaments with legislative powers, because this must also happen within this tight time frame (see Figure 2). There is no exception for the six member states with empowered subnational parliaments. In addition, the resources of subnational parliaments are usually more constrained than those of national parliaments. For example, subnational parliaments tend to be much more dependent on subnational governments for the relevant information needed to conduct subsidiarity monitoring. Furthermore, if subnational parliaments contribute to the EWM and potentially issue a reasoned opinion, this does not become visible neither at national nor at EU level. Reasoned opinions are assigned to national parliaments, since ‘there is not no legal obligation on national parliaments to clearly identify contributions from the regional level, and, even if they do, data on the input of regional parliaments into the reasoned opinion or contribution are not recorded’ (Vara Arribas and Högenauer 2015: 137).11.700000000000001
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  Figure 2: Involvement of subnational parliaments in the EWM




  Source: compiled by the author.




  (3) Collective action: Interparliamentary networking is even more demanding for subnational parliaments, given their scarce resources. Nor do subnational parliaments have access to established fora open to national parliaments; for example, regional parliaments cannot participate in COSAC meetings. Nor can they usually participate in the newly created ‘Interparliamentary Conference on Economic Governance of the EU’, despite the fact that some regions are strongly affected by the new ‘European Semester’ system. Subnational parliaments have tried to keep up by setting up their own internet platform, RegPex, in order to share information.14 Different degrees of actual legislative powers among the subnational parliaments make it more difficult to use this information-sharing instrument. There are also specific barriers involving the effectiveness of subnational ‘reasoned opinions’ against a proposed Union action, and the ways in which their objections ‘feed into’ EWM threshold rules.




  (4) Sanctioning powers: Already limited sanctioning powers seen among national parliaments become virtually non-existent for subnational parliaments. To be more precise: the latter depend on their relations with national legislative chambers and executives. Very often governments at the regional or national levels are not even bound by reasoned opinions, subsidiarity or policy concerns expressed by their parliaments. The lack of sanctioning power at the domestic level is exacerbated at the supranational level. For both the EU and the Commission, institutions at national level, not the regions, are the relevant actors – even though the Commission today welcomes positions received directly by subnational parliaments.




  (5) Reactive approach: The ability of regions, in general, and regional parliaments, in particular, to function as pro-active forces at the EU level is very limited, despite clear regional differences. Usually subnational governments dominate EU regional politics; their parliaments play a secondary role at best. This is also reflected in the ‘political dialogue’ where regions are grossly underrepresented. Yet some regions do use this instrument.




  All things considered, these are not rosy prospects for subnational parliaments and their sometimes ambitious aspirations. It is remarkable that they are not content to remain the ‘losers’ of European integration but rather struggle hard to become actors in their own rights, despite starting from a ‘latecomer’ position. Our empirical cases provide rich evidence for this (see also Vara Arribas and Högenauer 2015). Nor are subnational parliaments lonesome fighters. They have at least one natural EU ally: the Committee of the Regions (CoR), which recently celebrated its 20th anniversary. Subsidiarity is undoubtedly at the heart of CoR activities, which sees itself as the guardian of regional interest and the subsidiarity principle, the ‘yardstick for assessing the democratic legitimacy of EU legislation’ (CoR 2013a: 10). For many years the CoR has regularly organized subsidiarity conferences; it publishes annual subsidiarity reports (see CoR 2013a) and has issued two studies on the role of regional parliaments in subsidiarity monitoring (CoR 2010, 2013b). A actively involved in establishing a Subsidiarity Monitoring Network (SMN), it also hosts the REGPEX internet platform to promote information exchanges. Lately the CoR has reorganized its internal structure to strengthen its work, establishing a Subsidiarity Steering Group as well as a Subsidiarity Expert Group (see in detail CoR 2013a). CoR activities are not limited to parliaments (in fact, representatives of regional parliaments are a minority among CoR members) but strengthen their competences is a driving concern. In July 2014 it co-organized (with this author) an international workshop ‘Strengthening regional parliaments in EU affairs: challenges, practices, and perspectives’ where practitioners from regional parliaments and academic experts discussed options for enhancing the role of regional parliaments in the EU multi-level system (CoR 2014). Despite all this, one cannot ignore that most scholars view the CoR as weak or even irrelevant due to its insufficient EU legislative functions. As Carroll (2011: 353) argues, the CoR nevertheless exercises important advisory tasks as well as representative functions in relation to its local and regional constituents (also Piattoni 2014). These functions are very relevant in the broader debate over the EU’s democratic deficit and the role of subsidiarity.




  In sum, from an empirical perspective remarkable changes are occurring also with regard to subnational parliamentary involvement in EU governance. This is not to say that these parliaments are influential actors, their opportunities remain limited as the six case studies in this book demonstrate. And having access does not guarantee real influence; yet: without access there is no influence, so having a voice is a precondition. This change in access merits investigation however, politically as well as academically. Up until now their role has not been sufficiently addressed in the scholarly literature on parliaments nor Europeanization or federalism studies. Closing this research gap will require a degree of conceptual innovation, the focus of the next section.




  3. Analysing subnational parliaments in the EU polity: theoretical challenges 




  In this section I discuss the problématique from a theoretical perspective. The analysis of subnational parliaments and their role in EU politics is located at the intersection of three strands of scholarship: (a) studies on parliaments and parliamentarization of the EU polity; (b) Europeanization and its effects on parliaments and the territorial structure of member states; and (c) studies on federalism and regionalization. I address these different perspectives individually, then link them to each other.




  3.1 Studies on parliaments and parliamentarization of the EU polity15





  Empirical studies inform us that it does not suffice to analyse the impact of European integration on individual parliaments and the ways in which national parliaments respond; they do show, however, that it is just as important to analyse and conceptualize its effects on parliamentarism. This, in turn, requires us to shift attention from the level of individual national parliaments to the structural level of systemic effects (see Auel 2011). Several promising concepts have emerged to address this shift. As noted earlier, ‘multi-level parliamentarism’, a construct introduced by Andreas Maurer (2002, 2009, 2011, 2012) and the idea of a ‘multi-level parliamentary field’, developed by Ben Crum and John Erik Fossum (2009, 2012, 2013b) are particularly helpful (also contributions by Crum and Fossum in this volume). These authors highlight the dual structure of parliamentary rule at national and at supranational level. Furthermore, they focus on the functions parliaments exercise at different levels, such as scrutiny, law-making, election, communication, representation, and the ways they are challenged by European governance demands. Both concepts emphasize the role of interparliamentary relations and cooperation, i.e., new networking functions, in the evolving multi-level parliamentary system. But these are not the only concepts proving useful for studying parliaments within in the EU orbit.




  According to Maurer (2009: 26), ‘the ongoing extension of the powers of the EP and the sanctioning of the rights of national parliaments to participate are an attempt to secure the institutional core of the parliamentary dimension of European multi-level policy-making.’ This development began in the late 1980s, triggered by the European Parliament. Maurer considers the need to extend scrutiny powers from the national to the supranational level as a key incentive for national parliaments to initiate reforms. Interparliamentary cooperation becomes a means for responding to the information imbalance parliaments encounter vis-à-vis their governments (see Maurer 2012: 219). While ‘multi-level parliamentarism’ was originally used by Maurer as a metaphor rather than as a real concept, its analytical value has improved by systematically linking the term to the analytical model of the policy cycle. This allows for a more precise analysis of the policy-making stage in which parliaments become involved at each level, of how they cooperate across levels of authority, by ways of which forum and for what purpose (see ibid.: 49). In sum, interparliamentary cooperation neither starts with subsidiarity monitoring nor is it restricted to this instrument; it has certainly become more important in this context because it allows for the first time for ex-ante scrutiny.




  Interparliamentary cooperation rests at the very heart of the concept of the ‘multilevel parliamentary field’, introduced by Ben Crum and John Erik Fossum in 2009. Their starting point is the neglect of the parliamentary dimension in conceptualizations of democratic rule beyond the nation state. Crum and Fossum (2009: 260) draw on Pierre Bourdieu’s theory of organizational fields, according to which ‘a field serves to denote a complex of relations between institutions or actors’. ‘The field is defined by the joint function that its constitutive institutions are supposed to serve, namely, democratic representation. Thus, the field can encompass a wide range of parliamentary institutions at different levels within the EU’ (Crum and Fossum 2009: 260) This field approach allows them ‘to conceive of democratic representation as the result of the interplay of a multiplicity of processes that need to be assessed on the basis of their overall effect’ (ibid.: 267; emphasis in original). Crum and Fossum explore formal and informal interactions between parliaments and parliamentary actors in the EU. They consider it essential to assess the interests, norms, role expectations, resources and routines of individual parliaments. These factors shape the interaction with other parliaments in terms of more cooperative vs. competitive relations, affecting the overarching character or the parliamentary field. A field is not neutral but rather ‘takes on certain properties and dynamics that are of a structural character and that therefore cannot be reduced to its individual components’ (ibid.: 260). A key accomplishment of a field is to allow for and to structure processes of deliberation among parliaments (ibid.: 266 f.).




  A third important conceptual contribution comes from Arthur Benz (2003, 2011), who conceives of the EU as a ‘compounded representative polity’, which includes not only parliamentary bodies but a multiplicity of representative bodies and structures of interest representation (e.g., the Council). He focuses on the problems arising for national parliaments concerning their integration in the policy process; these problems are rooted in the type of institutional coupling of representative cultures and the potential incompatibility of their decision-making modi. According to Benz horizontal interparliamentary cooperation can partially compensate for the lack of public discourse on EU affairs, allowing for the inclusion of different interests and the promotion of solidarity.




  These concepts are very useful, because they emphasize the complexity of a multi-level architecture for securing democratic legitimacy. While they position parliaments at the heart of this system, they also share a ‘blind spot’. Although they operate with the prefix ‘multi’, none of these treatments mentions the existence of a regional level of parliaments endowed with independent legislative powers, much less includes them in the concept. Benz’s compounded polity also displays a two-level nature, although, ‘multi’ implies more than two. While conceptualizations of multi-level EU governance have their origin in studies about the role of regions, this third level of EU governance the level encompassing regions and their parliaments, with few exceptions, has been widely neglected in research on parliamentarism in the Community. This three-level analysis has empirical as well as theoretical repercussions.




  For starters, a three-level analysis is more comprehensive, allowing us to enrich the picture in member states, where regions are EU actors in their own right. Secondly, it enables us to test whether findings regarding the role of national parliaments in EU affairs can be confirmed when tested for regional parliaments; thereby, the number of possible case studies is expanded and the validity of claims becomes stronger. Given the strong emphasis on institutional factors, on the one hand, and political cultural factors, on the other, the study of subnational parliaments promises to reveal differences in institutional settings and resources as well among political cultures in the regions.




  Thirdly, regional parliaments inevitably share basic parliamentary functions with their national counterparts, yet, interesting differences must be taken into account such as differences in power due to limitations of policy sectors concerned, differences in resources, in professionalization, in electoral politics (second order elections) and the like. Therefore, subnational parliaments are often considered weak and marginal. Yet, rather than starting with these premises, they should be the result of further empirical inspection.




  According to Patzelt (2003), parliaments have to fulfil a number of key functions in order to become sustainable institutions. These functions can be divided into those focussing on the government (Patzelt calls these regierungsbezogen) and those sustaining parliaments as representative bodies (repräsentationsbezogen). The first type entails the legislative, control, elective, and budgetary functions, while the second type includes representation, communication, and networking with the constituents. National parliaments also fulfil these functions in different ways and to varying degrees.16




  What matters here is that European integration challenges these functions albeit with great variations. This requires us to modify the classical canon of parliamentary functions in relation to the EU context. Scholars widely agree that the scrutiny or control function is becoming more intense, as politicians attempt to compensate for the loss of legislative, law-making powers. They demonstrate that parliaments have developed EU-related control modes, thus becoming gatekeepers of integration (see Sprungk 2011; Raunio 2005; Winzen 2012). Furthermore, the budgetary function of national parliaments is being jeopardized by remarkable changes in EU economic governance in response to the sovereign debt crisis (e.g., European Semester), in search of an intergovernmental modus of crisis management. Crisis management has had profound effects on the (un-)democratic nature of the EU (Benz 2013; Crum 2013).




  National parliaments are deeply affected by these changes, as recent studies clearly show. Neither subnational parliaments nor their functions have remained untouched by these developments. First of all, their legislative powers have been reduced by the transfer of competences to the supranational level; the strategy of ‘compensation through participation’ at the next higher level is often insufficient and difficult. Secondly, subnational parliaments find it harder to pursue the network function, given their lack of resources. A minority of regional parliaments has a liaison officer located in Brussels, for example. Third, depending on domestic arrangements involving public finances and taxation, their budgetary powers may also – directly or at least indirectly – be affected by the new EU economic governance mechanisms of, without being guaranteed a voice at the national or supranational level. Finally, regional parliaments are confronted with strong regional identities and expectations from their constituents, expecting them to represent their people. If their capacities to do so are challenged by European integration, additional legitimacy problems may arise.




  In sum, the role of subnational parliaments has to be included in any kind of multi-level EU conceptualization. This undertaking requires including insights and theoretical arguments from Europeanization studies as well as from federalism and regionalization studies.




  3.2 Europeanization studies 




  Europeanization has been evolving as a ‘distinct research field’ in EU studies since the early to mid-1990s (Radaelli and Exadaktylos 2010: 189). Today there is a rich literature and a multitude of definitions applied to Europeanization, falling beyond the scope of this introduction (see ibid.; Ladrech 2010). While most Europeanization studies focus on the policy dimension, attention is also given to the polity dimension and the impact of institutional changes on the quality of democracy in the member states and throughout the EU.




  While by and large the Europeanization literature has been, as Elias Anwen (2008: 486) argues, a ‘region-free zone’, newer trends suggest a convergence between Europeanization and regionalization studies (see also Sturm and Dieringer 2005). Executive-legislative relations as well as intergovernmental relations have been and remain at the heart of this research (Carter and Pasquier 2010; Ladrech 2010; Swenden and Bolleyer 2014). Hypothesizing that national parliaments are the ‘losers’ of European integration has long dominated the literature, but profound institutional changes introduced by the Lisbon Treaty, coupled with changes in European economic governance arising from the debt crisis and are evoking serious reconsiderations (see also Abels 2013).




  Parliamentary research indicates that despite the lack of outright adaptational pressure exerted by the EU, national parliaments are displaying clear indicators of ‘adaptive change’ (Ladrech 2010: 84). Whether or not national parliaments regain power or remain the victims of Europeanization’s unintended consequences, this hotly debated issue requires new in-depth analysis and differentiated assessment. The volume edited by Hefftler et al. (2015) is the first systematic inventory of national parliaments’ actual involvement in EU affairs. There is no uniform trend to date, despite some signs of convergence with regards to the instruments and the role national parliaments play vis-à-vis national governments. Most of them play the role of a ‘government watchdog’; only few national parliaments have become actual ‘policy shapers’ or even ‘European players’ (Neuhold and Smith 2015: 675 ff.).




  While the territorial and parliamentary issues involving member states captured the interest of Europeanization experts, there is still a gap regarding their intersection: The central-regional relations literature reflects a clear governmental bias; the parliamentary literature exhibits an equally clear bias towards executive-legislative relations at national level. Subnational parliaments fall between the cracks. From an Europeanization perspective, the question becomes: have subnational parliaments have adapted passively or actively to the structure of multi-level governance, and if so, how? Adaptation processes, triggered by European integration, can occur at both the domestic and/or supranational level.




  Furthermore, we need to question whether Europeanization findings pertaining to national parliaments transfer automatically to analyses of subnational parliaments. If confirmed, this would help to resolve the ‘small-n’ problem at the national level by bringing in larger parliamentary samples. Ladrech (in this volume) argues that, in principle, Europeanization findings can be applied to the subnational level. However, one still needs to take the specific structures and environments of subnational parliaments into account, as already pointed out regarding the impact of subsidiarity monitoring (section 2.2); those differences needs to be factored in beyond the EWM.
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