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Abstract
1
 

This study is an empirical investigation of the activities undertaken by the Welsh 

Assembly Government (WAG) in its attempts to promote its policy interests within 

EU policy-making processes. It argues that working with the UK Government in the 

formulation and promotion of UK-EU policy forms the centrepiece of WAG’s 

strategy, but that it also explores other channels through the work of its 

representatives in Brussels. As the mechanisms which enable WAG to participate in 

UK-EU policy processes are informal, maintaining good relationships with central 

government officials is necessary for ensuring quality engagement with these 

processes. WAG therefore makes a conscious effort to refrain from acting in ways 

which might jeopardize its relationship with Whitehall, displaying caution both in its 

engagement with the UK Government, and in its interest-promotion activity in 

Brussels. WAG’s strategy is also characterized by creativity. It explores various 

channels to promote its interests, working with actors such as the Commission, Welsh 

MEPs, regional networks, and other European regions. The nature of its relationship 

with many of these actors is highly informal. WAG needs to target other actors 

because of the lack of formal mechanisms at WAG’s disposal, because of the 

distribution of power between EU institutions, and because WAG is able to use other 

actors to promote interests which diverge from those of the UK Government. In 

conclusion, it is argued that the high degree of dependency on the UK Government 

which characterizes WAG’s engagement in EU affairs support the claims made by 

Moravcsik’s theory of liberal intergovernmentalism rather than those made by multi-

level governance scholars. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 This work has been proofread for grammatical errors and minor changes have been 

made to the text. 



Introduction 

One of the most significant developments in European governance over the past half-

century has been the rise in supranational policy-making. The European Union (EU) 

has the authority to legislate in „virtually all areas of public policy‟ and scholars 

estimate that over 80 per cent of laws regulating „the production, distribution and 

exchange of goods, services and capital‟ emanate from Brussels (Hix, 2005: 3). 

Another notable trend has seen the decentralization of legislative authority to regional 

legislatures in many countries, including Spain, Belgium, and the UK (Keating and 

Wilson, 2009; Hooghe, 1993; Sorens, 2009). On 1 July 1999 powers to enact 

secondary legislation in a range of policy fields were transferred to the National 

Assembly for Wales (NAfW) (Bulmer et al., 2002: viii; Richard, 2004: 85-6). 

However, many of the fields for which the devolved legislature is responsible also 

come under the purview of the EU. As the supremacy of EU law limits the Welsh 

Assembly Government‟s (WAG) ability to use its powers, WAG engages in European 

affairs on behalf of NAfW in an attempt to influence EU policy. 

 

This study is an empirical investigation of the activities undertaken by WAG in its 

attempts to promote its policy interests within EU policy-making processes. It argues 

that working with the UK Government in the formulation and promotion of UK-EU 

policy forms the centrepiece of WAG’s strategy, but that it also explores other 

channels through the work of its representatives in Brussels. As the mechanisms that 

enable WAG to participate in UK-EU policy processes are informal, maintaining 

good relationships with central government officials is necessary for ensuring quality 

engagement with these processes. Therefore WAG makes a conscious effort to refrain 

from acting in ways which might jeopardize its relationship with Whitehall, 

displaying caution both in its engagement with the UK Government, and in its 

interest-promotion activity in Brussels. WAG’s strategy is also characterized by 

creativity. It explores multifarious channels to promote its interests, working with 

actors such as the Commission, Welsh MEPs, regional networks, and other European 

regions, even though the nature of its relationship with many of these actors is highly 

informal. The need to target other actors arises because of the lack of formal 

mechanisms at WAG’s disposal, because of the distribution of power between EU 

institutions, and because WAG is able to use other actors to promote interests which 

diverge from those of the UK Government. 



 

A Review of the Literature 

The literature on the regional aspect of European governance is a recent development, 

one which has coincided with the growing assertiveness of regions and their 

increasing importance to policy-making processes since the mid-1980s. The extent to 

which regions conduct lobbying activities in Brussels has grown exponentially during 

this period (Christiansen, 1996: 94; Marks et al., 1996a), a trend reflected in the 

increasing number of international regional associations. Furthermore, the ceaseless 

demands of regions for a ‘greater role in EU decision-making’ has led to ‘changes in 

the EU’s institutional architecture’, most notably in the creation of the Committee of 

the Regions (CoR) (Bourne, 2007: 289–90). This led to a change of discourse in 

Brussels regarding the role that regions would play in the future of European 

governance (Tömmel, 1998; Loughlin, 1996). These developments have stimulated 

scholars to investigate the role that regions play in contemporary governance.  

 

This literature can broadly be divided into two parts. The first body of work focuses 

on the growing role that regions play within their domestic political systems (Keating, 

2005; Keating and Wilson, 2009; Hooghe, 1993; Rawlings, 2003; Thoenig, 2005). 

This development, in most part a result of decentralization but also a consequence of 

the demands placed by EU Structural Funding requirements (Marks, 1993), led some 

scholars to argue that a new tier of governance has emerged. The emergence of the 

‘third level’ gave rise to the language of multi-level governance (MLG) and new 

conceptual accounts of governance in Europe (Christiansen, 1996; Marks et al., 1996; 

Hooghe and Marks, 2001; Hooghe and Marks, 2003; Jeffery, 1997; Kohler-Koch, 

1996; Peters and Pierre, 2004; Smith and Ray, 1993). MLG is considered to be „an 

organizing metaphor‟ rather than a theory (Rosamond, 2007: 129) because ‘it requires 

other theoretical and analytical approaches in order to explain the dynamics of 

political decision-making in the EU’ (Elias, 2008: 486; Benz and Eberlein, 1999: 330; 

Jordan, 2001: 201). Its main claim is that ‘decision-making authority is not 

monopolized by the governments of the member states but is diffused to different 

levels of decision-making, the sub-national, national and supranational levels‟, and 

that this leads to interdependence between actors on different levels (Kohler-Koch 

and Rittberger, 2009: 7–8; Peters and Pierre, 2004: 79). Early accounts conceptualised 

the structure of governance as ‘a system of continuous negotiation among nested 



governments at several territorial tiers’ (Marks, 1993: 392), but later accounts did not 

portray sub-state actors as being nested exclusively within national governments but 

rather as actors who ‘operate in both national and supranational arenas‟ (Hooghe and 

Marks, 2001: 4; Marks et al., 1996a). The focus of many of these conceptual accounts 

is on the distribution of authority between the levels of governance rather than on 

interaction between actors on different levels, with a recent contribution aiming to 

quantify the distribution of authority between actors on different levels in 42 countries 

(Hooghe et al., 2010). 

 

The second body of work addresses the dynamic underlying interaction between 

European regions and actors on different levels, domestically and internationally. 

Scholarly understanding of the role of sub-state actors in EU policy-making has 

increased considerably recently due to the steady stream of accounts of sub-state 

mobilization on the supranational level (examples include Kettunen and Kull, 2009; 

Marks et al., 2002; Moore, 2006a, 2007; Tatham, 2008; for a more thorough review 

of this literature see Elias, 2008: 485). Evaluations of the extent to which regions and 

local authorities are able to use their Brussels-based representatives to promote their 

interests successfully are almost without exception pessimistic (Christiansen, 1996; 

Jeffery, 2000). Most scholars assert that only the larger and most well-resourced 

regions have exerted any significant degree of substantive influence on EU policy 

outcomes (Hooghe and Marks, 1996; Marks et al., 2002; Kettunen and Kull, 2009; 

see also Goldsmith and Klausen, 1997), and that „even then it was extremely difficult 

to identify policy influence given the overload of lobbying by different actors in 

Brussels’ (Elias, 2008: 485; Greenwood, 2003: 231). Bomberg and Peterson argue 

that sub-state actors must ‘inevitably’ work with their central governments and build 

coalitions with other regional actors if they are to have any influence on EU decision-

making (2002: 219). 

 

The literature on the relationship between the UK‟s devolved nations and EU 

governance is in the process of maturing. Gomez et al. (2003) outline the dynamics 

underlying UK-EU policy-making processes in the pre-devolution era in an account 

which stresses the role of central government in defining and promoting UK-EU 

policy. In their comprehensive account of UK-EU policy-making in the early years of 

devolution the same authors present a contrasting picture, one in which devolved 



administrations engage to a far greater extent in EU affairs (Bulmer et al., 2002). 

However, they argue that the input of devolved administrations into UK-EU policy-

making processes is based on informal practices and stress that their position in the 

system is not guaranteed (ibid.: 65). Parry has highlighted the efforts of devolved 

administrations to lobby for ‘more formalized mechanisms of intergovernmental 

relations with the UK’ since the ascent of nationalist parties to power in the three 

devolved territories (2008: 114). The importance of UK-EU policy-processes for 

devolved governments means that studies of domestic intergovernmental relations 

contribute to the literature on sub-state engagement in EU policy-making. Summaries 

of the dynamics underlying intergovernmental relations and analyses of the practices 

used for the resolution of disputes argue that the lack of formal mechanisms available 

means that most disputes are resolved at the official level rather than at the ministerial 

(Trench 2007: 173), or, in cases of governmental congruence, within the parties 

(Keating, 2005: 126–7). The situation until 2007, whereby Labour was in power in 

Westminster, Scotland, and Wales, enabled politicians to limit the emergence of 

disputes by resolving them in private (Laffin et al., 2007). Keating has highlighted 

problems in intergovernmental relations from a Scottish perspective, but they apply to 

all devolved administrations. Whitehall officials are reluctant to circulate information 

‘unless there is a specific reason to do so, especially across party lines’ (2005: 124) 

and ‘there is a recurrent tendency in Whitehall … to neglect to consult the devolved 

administrations’ (ibid.: 125). This has increased the need for Scottish officials to 

develop contacts with their Whitehall counterparts, and this has been done by holding 

meetings between departments of devolved and central government outside formal 

mechanisms (ibid.: 124). The potential for diverging interests between administrations 

and the informality of dispute resolution procedures has led some scholars to argue 

that devolution has introduced ‘new points of tension and conflict’ (Bulmer et al., 

2002: 166). An early account predicted that ‘changes in party control at any one of 

Westminster, Holyrood or Cardiff’ or ‘the emergence of new policy issues with 

distinctly different implications for each of the territories of the UK’ would turn 

‘these points of tension … into explicit conflicts’ (ibid.: 167). Palmer predicts that: 

 

the overlap between European and devolved domestic competences is likely to 

create (or exacerbate) sources of tension in the relationship between the 

devolved executives and UK central government over the degree and nature of 



the involvement of the devolved authorities in EU policy formulation. (2008: 

33) 

 

She argues further that the UK’s need ‘to establish collective positions’ on EU policy 

presents an additional source of tension (idem: 36). These predictions, however, are 

based on an analysis of the legal frameworks employed to manage disagreements, 

rather than on analysis of the devolved administrations’ experiences of managing 

relations with central government. Scholars have not used empirical evidence to 

establish whether ‘tension’ does emerge between administrations or considered what 

form this tension takes if it does emerge. What effect tension (or even the potential for 

tension) has on the relationships between devolved administrations and central 

government remains unknown, and scholars have not examined the effect tension has 

on the strategies employed by the devolved administrations to promote their EU 

interests. Jeffery and Palmer attempt to measure the influence Scottish and Welsh 

administrations have on EU policy formulation by considering the nature of the 

intergovernmental relations in the UK, and by analyzing empirical evidence of direct 

European lobbying by the devolved administrations. While unable to offer a 

quantified measure of influence, they argue that the Scottish Government ‘has 

demonstrated a capacity to make a difference in EU policy’ while WAG has struggled 

(Jeffery and Palmer, 2007: 237). Studies which evaluate the activities of devolved 

administrations are rare; most tend to discuss the mechanisms available for devolved 

administrations as set out by the constitutional settlement (see Bulmer et al., 2002; 

Palmer, 2008; Smith, 2010) or the institutional structures of the devolved 

administrations’ offices in Brussels (see Haf, 2003; Moore, 2006b, 2007). 

 

The literature on Welsh external mobilization is underdeveloped. While there are no 

definitive accounts of the international activities of Welsh actors, a limited number of 

studies have been conducted on aspects of Welsh engagement with foreign actors. In 

a recent work, Royles examines the ‘extensive’ international activity of WAG 

‘beyond the EU’ (2010: 142–3), mainly in the fields of trade and international 

development. Stressing WAG’s dependency on the UK Government for permission to 

mobilize in this way, she argues that the main motives for such activities include 

economic interests and ‘nation-building’ (ibid.: 160–1). While this work is primarily 

an empirical study, it is embedded in the paradiplomatic tradition, focusing on the 



international activities of sub-state actors and their motives for mobilizing externally 

(see Keating, 1999; Paquin and Lachapelle, 2005; Kaiser, 2005). The majority of 

works deal with Welsh activity in the context of EU governance; evaluating Welsh 

experiences of managing EU Structural Funding (Boland, 2005; Morgan, 2003; 

Williams, 2003) and analyzing engagement by Welsh actors in EU policy-making 

processes. In his study of Welsh informal paradiplomatic efforts in the pre-devolution 

era, Jones charts the progress made by the Welsh Office and the Welsh Development 

Agency to develop a ‘complex network of consultative relationships between Wales 

and the EU’ in the 1970s and ’80s (2003: 121). Focusing on the motives behind this 

activity rather than on its consequences, he argues that the goal was primarily to gain 

access to EU Structural Funding. 

 

In their comprehensive studies of the formulation and promotion of UK-EU policy 

Bulmer et al. (2002) and Palmer (2008) outline the role that WAG and NAfW play in 

UK-EU policy-making. Efforts to formulate and to promote Welsh policy preferences 

are led by WAG, and it is argued that NAfW is unable to scrutinize the work of WAG 

satisfactorily as it is not privy to the confidential information that WAG receives from 

Whitehall (Palmer, 2008: 126; Bulmer et al., 2002: 62). The extent to which WAG 

engages in EU policy-making varies between departments. Palmer attributes this 

variation to the informal nature of relations between Cardiff and Whitehall. This 

„means that the level of engagement between the divisions of the devolved 

administrations can be dependent upon the attitude adopted by their central 

government departmental counterparts‟ (2008: 164). In contrast, Carter reasons that 

this variance reflects the differing levels of expertise between WAG departments 

(2002, unpag. [9]). Further work needs to be undertaken to establish the extent of 

sectoral variation and its causes. Rawlings also offers a valuable overview of the 

relationship between Wales and Europe (2003: 425–457). His analysis of WAG’s role 

in implementing EU law is exemplary, as is his broader contextualisation of Wales in 

European affairs. However, the fieldwork for the three studies discussed above was 

conducted during the Assembly’s first term; intergovernmental working practices 

have developed considerably since this period, as has the capacity of WAG to engage 

with EU affairs. Scholars were not in a position to take more recent developments into 

account, such as the new dynamics that underlie intergovernmental relations since the 

2007 devolved elections and 2010 general election. In addition, the claims made by 



these scholars are largely based on an analysis of legal frameworks rather than on 

WAG’s experiences of conducting EU affairs, and there is little analysis of policy-

outcomes. 

 

The main focus of studies on Welsh paradiplomatic activity in Brussels has been on 

the organizational structure of the representation offices of Welsh actors (Lewis, 

1998; Moore, 2006, 2007). The institutional architecture of this representation has 

changed considerably since the establishment of the Wales European Centre (WEC) 

in 1992, a lobbying outfit representing at its peak over 70 Welsh organizations (Haf, 

2003: 66). The Assembly joined the organization but also established an office of its 

own. However, the Assembly, together with the other substantial financial 

contributor, the Welsh Local Government Association (WLGA), issued their 

withdrawal notices in March 2002, signalling the end for WEC (Moore, 2006: 797). 

Subsequently, WAG established ‘Ty Cymru’, a representational office with two 

sections: the first being a limited-access area, housing WAG officials and their 

confidential documentation, and the second section open to other Welsh interests 

(idem; Haf, 2003). While such accounts are enlightening, the focus on organizational 

structures means that other, potentially more fruitful avenues have been ignored, such 

as evaluating the activity and experiences of Welsh actors based in Brussels and the 

impact of this activity on policy. Another neglected area is the role Welsh MEPs play 

in promoting Welsh interests. Loughlin (1997) argues that Welsh interests were more 

actively promoted by MEPs than through the formal channels available via the Welsh 

Office and UKRep before devolution. It is currently unknown whether this still holds 

true, but it is unlikely. Regions without legislative powers tend to depend on their 

MEPs more than legislative regions (Interview, 29/6/10), therefore it is likely that the 

role of MEPs has changed since 1999.  

 

There is a dearth of „theoretically focused work drawing on the Welsh case‟ (Royles, 

2010: 143), and current efforts to relate empirical findings to theoretical accounts are 

unsatisfactory. Palmer‟s claim, that she has developed a new analytical framework 

which ‘increase[s] the explanatory potential of the [MLG] approach’ for 

understanding sub-state mobilisation by devolved administrations, is unfounded 

(2008: 163; 28–33). This new framework is based on using the concepts of ‘European 

Domestic Policy’ (EDP) and ‘paradiplomacy’ as ‘complements’ to the multi-level 



governance framework (ibid.: 28). However, she eliminates the need to use the 

concept of paradiplomacy by paying little attention to external mobilisation, focusing 

instead on domestic EU policy-making, and little value is added by drawing on the 

concept of EDP. Its main premise is that sub-state actors are likely to engage in 

domestic EU policy-making processes where there is an overlap between the 

jurisdictions of the sub-state actor and of EU institutions. As a result, EU policy 

effectively becomes domestic policy. Since Palmer notes that MLG ‘recognises that 

the EU policy process is no longer separate from the domestic political system’ (ibid.: 

28), it is unclear how EDP can ‘complement’ the multi-level governance framework. 

 

In conclusion, the literature on Welsh engagement in EU policy-making is lacking on 

many counts. The most grievous shortcoming is that there are no systematic accounts 

of the strategies pursued by WAG to promote its EU interests. Scholars have 

examined different forms of mobilization in isolation, without considering the 

interplay between different types of activity, such as domestic and external lobbying. 

Understanding this interplay is vital to understanding the role of sub-state actors in 

multi-level governance systems, and the failure to do so partly explains the 

underdeveloped state of theoretical accounts of Welsh paradiplomacy. Understanding 

of WAG’s conduct of EU affairs is further limited by the lack of recent studies on its 

participation in UK-EU policy-formulation, by the fact that the relationship between 

WAG and other sub-state actors and regional networks has not been investigated, and 

because there are no accounts of the role of Welsh MEPs in the devolved era.  

 

The pressing need for a contemporary account of Welsh engagement in EU affairs 

means that this study will have an empirical focus. It will identify the strategies 

pursued by WAG in its attempts to promote its policy interests within EU policy-

making processes, and it will evaluate WAG‟s experiences of conducting such 

activity. The central research question is formulated as follows: „What strategies does 

WAG employ to promote its EU interests and what reasons underlie the decision to 

mobilize in this way?‟ Addressing these questions requires close examination of 

understudied issues, including the relationship between devolved administrations and 

the European Commission, their territories‟ MEPs, and other European regions. It 

also entails re-examining the nature of intergovernmental relations in the UK, and the 

role of tension in intergovernmental affairs. 



 

Methodology 

This study employs an interview-based research strategy. Fifteen semi-structured 

interviews were conducted between 29 April 2010 and 16 July 2010, with 

interviewees including one current and one former WAG Minister, EU specialist 

WAG civil servants, an official from the UK Permanent Representation to the EU 

(UKRep), two Commission officials, an official from the representation offices of 

both the Scottish Government and the Northern Ireland Executive in Brussels, and 

Brussels-based representatives of non-UK regions including Baden-Württemberg and 

Brittany (for a full list of interviewees see Appendix A). Many of these officials 

headed their organizations, the others holding senior positions.  

 

Fourteen interviews were conducted face-to-face, ten in Brussels, two in Aberystwyth 

and two in Cardiff. One interview was conducted by telephone and one structured 

interview was conducted via e-mail. Twelve interviews were recorded and eight were 

transcribed in full. The average duration of interviews was approximately 50 minutes. 

Twelve interviews were held in English, two in Welsh, and one in French and 

English. The use of different languages is unlikely to have presented a source of bias 

as most participants were interviewed in their native tongue, and all appeared 

comfortable during the interviews. 

 

The questions put to the interviewees varied according to the role of their organization 

and the relationship between their organization and WAG. Interviews dealt with: the 

strategies pursued by WAG and the other devolved administrations in the formulation 

and promotion of UK-EU policy; the nature of UK-EU and EU policy-making 

processes; the relationship between Whitehall departments and devolved 

administrations; the types of activities conducted by WAG and other devolved 

administrations in Brussels; the relationship between the Commission and sub-state 

administrations; and the relationship between regions. The exchanges were 

characterized by a high degree of candidness and the interview data appears very 

strong. The choice of interviewees was appropriate, especially in the case of devolved 

officials, as they all possessed a thorough understanding of all aspects of their 

administration‟s engagement in EU affairs, even aspects of which they have little or 

no first-hand experience, such as the interaction between Wales-based WAG officials 



and their counterparts in Whitehall. Interviewing officials from the other devolved 

administrations, from UKRep and from non-UK regions served as a very effective 

triangulation method, as they were able to confirm accounts given by WAG officials, 

even when noting that their organization acted differently. The consistency of 

interviews was very high with the same themes resurfacing often without prompting. 

It was clear that the high level of professional and social interaction between 

Brussels-based officials (especially those from UKRep and the devolved 

administrations) means that most officials have a high degree of awareness of the 

activity conducted by other organizations and of the challenges that other 

organizations face. However, conducting interviews with Cardiff-based officials from 

WAG‟s European and External Affairs Department, with Wales-based WAG officials 

who are not exclusively EU-experts and with Whitehall officials, would have 

provided a useful means of further triangulation, consequently increasing the 

reliability of the findings. In addition, interviewing Welsh MEPs would have 

strengthened the study, as the different perspective would have offered an insight into 

the ways in which Welsh MEPs work with WAG to promote Welsh interests, 

providing a means of further triangulation. 

 

The informal arrangements underlying the relationship between the devolved 

administrations and the UK Government means that the views of the representatives 

of these organizations needs to be treated with sensitivity. Care has been taken to 

ensure that sources remain anonymous, but since a snowballing strategy was used 

some interviewees are aware that other individuals were interviewed. Because some 

of the organizations whose officials were interviewed have relatively few members of 

staff (the Northern Ireland Executive Office in Brussels has a total of four staff 

members) the positions of interviewees are not disclosed. This holds an important 

consequence: it should not be assumed that information relayed in this study 

concerning WAG‟s strategies was divulged by WAG officials as in many instances 

the information stems directly from comments made by non-Welsh sources. There 

were instances where WAG representatives were unwilling to discuss issues, and 

some of the conclusions reached are based on an analysis of this reluctance in 

conjunction with data gathered from other respondents. 

 



Other primary sources analyzed included original data gathered from WAG and the 

Wales Office under the Freedom of Information Act, publicly available WAG 

documents (such as the Memorandum of Understanding between itself and the UK 

Government (Crown, 2010)) and statements, and news reports. 

 

The use of a single case study means that it is difficult to establish the extent to which 

these findings apply to other cases. European regions vary greatly regarding their 

level of competences, the extent to which they play a meaningful role in domestic EU 

policy-making processes, and the extent to which they mobilize outside their states‟ 

borders. The UK‟s unique constitutional structure means that much of the discussion 

does not reflect the experiences of non-UK regions. Some issues raised relate to all 

three devolved administrations, but unless this is explicitly stated readers should not 

assume this to be the case. Further research is required to establish the extent to which 

there are similarities in the three devolved administrations‟ experiences of conducting 

EU affairs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

The student has requested that this 

electronic version of the thesis does not 

include the main body of the work - i.e. 

the chapters and conclusion. The other 

sections of the thesis are available as a 

research resource. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



References 

 

BBC News (29/3/08) „Plaid Minister urges independence‟ 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wales/7320485.stm (accessed 23/8/10). 

 

BBC News (20/11/08) „“Historic” use of Welsh in EU‟ 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wales/7739425.stm (accessed 12/8/10). 

 

BBC News (3/5/10) „Lochhead angered by fishing talks “ban”‟ 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/scotland/8657737.stm (accessed 30/8/10). 

 

BBC News (17/5/2010) „Cameron offers “respect” agenda to Assembly‟ 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wales/south_east/8688160.stm (accessed 06/8/10). 

 

Benz, A., Eberlein, B. (1999) „The Europeanization of Regional Policies: Patterns of 

Multi-level Governance‟, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp. 329–

348. 

 

Boland, P. (2005) „An Assessment of the Objective 1 Programme in Wales, 1999–

2003‟, Contemporary Wales, Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 66–78. 

 

Bomberg, E., Peterson, J. (2002) „European Union Decision Making: the Role of Sub-

national Authorities‟, Political Studies, Vol. 46, No. 2, pp. 219–235. 

 

Bourne, A.K. (2007) „Regional Europe‟, in M. Cini (ed.) European Union Politics 

(Oxford: OUP). 

 

Bulmer, S., Burch, M., Carter, C., Hogwood, P., Scott, A. (2002) British Devolution 

and European Policy-making: Transforming Britain into Multi-level Governance 

(London: Palgrave). 

 

Carter, C.A. (2002) „The Formulation of UK-EU Policy Post-Devolution: A 

Transformative Model of Governance?‟, Manchester Papers in Policy, No. 3, 

(Manchester: European Policy Research Unit). 

 

Christiansen, T. (1996), „Second Thoughts on Europe‟s “Third Level”: The European 

Union‟s Committee of the Regions, Publius: The Journal of Federalism, Vol. 26, No. 

1, pp. 93–116. 

 

Crown (2010) Devolution: Memorandum of Understanding and Supplementary 

Agreements (London: Stationary Office). 

 

EC (2010) „Commissioner Fischer Boel paid a visit to the Royal Welsh Show‟ 

http://ec.europa.eu/unitedkingdom/about_us/office_in_wales/gallery/boel0707_en.ht

m  (accessed 13/8/10). 

 

Egeberg, M. (2007) „The European Commission‟, in M. Cini (ed.) European Union 

Politics, 2
nd

 ed. (Oxford: OUP), pp. 139–153. 

 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wales/7320485.stm
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wales/7739425.stm
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/scotland/8657737.stm
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/wales/south_east/8688160.stm
http://ec.europa.eu/unitedkingdom/about_us/office_in_wales/gallery/boel0707_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/unitedkingdom/about_us/office_in_wales/gallery/boel0707_en.htm


Elias, A. (2008) „Introduction: Whatever Happened to the Europe of the Regions? 

Revisiting the Regional Dimension of European Politics‟, Regional and Federal 

Studies, Vol. 18, No. 5, pp. 483–492. 

 

Goldsmith, M., Klausen, K.K. (eds.) (1997) European Integration and Local 

Government (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar). 

  

Gomez, R., Burch, M., Bulmer, S., Hogwood, P., Carter, C., Scott, A. (2003) 

„European Union Policy Making in the UK: A Brief History‟, Manchester Papers in 

Politics, Paper No. 5. 

 

Greenwood, J. (2003) Interest Representation in the European Union (London: 

Macmillan Press). 

 

Haf, E. (2003) „Team Wales Abroad‟, Agenda, Spring 2003, pp. 66–7. 

 

Hix, S. (2005) The Political System of the European Union (Basingstoke: Palgrave 

Macmillan). 

 

Hooghe, L. (1993) „Belgium: From Regionalism to Federalism‟, Regional & Federal 

Studies, Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 44–68. 

 

Hooghe, L., Marks, G. (1996) „“Europe with the Regions”: Channels of Regional 

Representation in the European Union‟, Publis: The Journal of Federalism, Vol. 26, 

No. 1, pp. 73–91. 

 

Hooghe, L., Marks, G. (2001) Multi-level Governance and European Integration 

(Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield). 

 

Hooghe, L., Marks, G. (2003) „Unraveling the Central State, but How? Types of  

Multi-level Governance‟, American Political Science Review, Vol. 97, No. 2, pp. 233-

243. 

 

Hooghe, L., Marks, G., Schakel, A.H. (2010) The Rise of Regional Authority: A 

Comparative Study of 42 Democracies (1950-2006) (London: Routledge). 

 

Jeffrey, C. (1997) „Farewell the Third Level? The German Länder and the European 

Policy Process‟, in C. Jeffrey (ed.) The Regional Dimension of the European Union: 

Towards a Third Level in Europe? (London: Routledge), pp. 56–75. 

  

Jeffery, C. (2000) „Sub-national Mobilization and European Integration‟, Journal of 

Common Market Studies, Vol. 38, No. 1, pp.1–24. 

 

Jeffrey, C., Palmer, R. (2007) „The European Union, devolution and power‟, in A. 

Trench (ed.) Devolution and Power in the United Kingdom (Manchester: Manchester 

University Press). 

 

Jordan, A. (2001) „The European Union: An Evolving System of Multi-level 

Governance . . . or Government?‟, Politics & Policy, Vol. 29, No. 2, pp. 193–208. 

 



Kaiser, R. (2005) „Sub-state governments in international arenas: Paradiplomacy and 

multi-level governance in Europe and North America‟, in G. Lachapelle and S. 

Paquin (eds.), Mastering Globalization: New Sub-states’ Governance and Strategies, 

pp. 90-103 (London: Routledge). 

 

Keating, M. (1999) „Regions and International Affairs: Motives, Opportunities and 

Strategies‟, in F. Aldecoa and M. Keating (eds.), Paradiplomacy in Action, pp. 1-16 

(London: Frank Cass). 

 

Keating, M. (2005) The Government of Scotland: Public Policy Making after 

Devolution (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press). 

 

Keating, M., Wilson, A. (2009) „Renegotiating the State of Autonomies: Statute 

Reform and Multi-level Politics in Spain‟, West European Politics, Vol. 32, No. 3, pp. 

536–558. 

 

Kettunen, P., Kull, M. (2009) „Governing Europe: the Status and Networking 

Strategies of Finnish, Estonian and German Subnational Offices in Brussels‟, 

Regional and Federal Studies, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 117–142. 

 

Kohler-Koch, B. (1996) „Catching-up with change: The Transformation of 

Governance in the EU‟, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 3, No. 3, pp. 359-81. 

 

Kohler-Koch, B., Rittberger, B. (2009) „A Futile Quest for Coherence: The Many 

frames of EU Governance‟, in B. Kohler-Koch and F. Larat (eds.) European Multi-

level Governance: Contrasting Images in National Research (Cheltenham: Edward 

Elgar). 

 

Laffin, M., Shaw, E. (2007) „British Devolution and the Labour Party: How a 

National Party Adapts to Devolution‟, The British Journal of Politics and 

International Relations, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 55–72. 

 

Laffin, M., Shaw, E., Taylor, G. (2007) „The parties and intergovernmental relations‟, 

in A. Trench (ed.) Devolution and Power in the United Kingdom (Manchester: 

Manchester University Press). 

 

Loughlin, J (1996) „“Europe of the Regions” and the Federalization of Europe‟, 

Publius: The Journal of Federalism, Vol. 26, No. 4, pp. 141–162. 

 

Loughlin, J., Sykes, S. (2004) „Devolution and Policy-making in Wales: Restructuring 

the System and Reinforcing Identity‟, ESRC Research Programme on Devolution and 

Constitutional Change (available from 

http://www.devolution.ac.uk/pdfdata/Loughlin_and%20_Sykes_policy_paper.pdf, 

accessed 17/8/10). 

 

Marks, G. (1993) „Structural policy and Multi-level governance in the EC', in A. 

Cafruny and G. Rosenthal (eds.) The State of the European Community: The 

Maastricht Debate and Beyond (Boulder, CO.: L. Rienner Publishers), pp. 391-411. 

 

http://www.devolution.ac.uk/pdfdata/Loughlin_and%20_Sykes_policy_paper.pdf


Marks, G., Nielson, F., Ray, L., and Salk, J. (1996a), „Competencies, Cracks and 

Conflicts: Regional Mobilisation in the European Union‟, in G. Marks, F. Scharpf, P. 

Schmitter and W. Streeck (eds.), Governance in the European Union (London: Sage), 

pp. 40–63. 

 

Marks, G., Hooghe, L., and Blank, K. (1996b) „European Integration from the 1980s: 

State-Centric v Multi-Level Governance‟, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 

34, No. 3, pp. 341-78. 

 

Marks, G., Haesly, R., Mbaye, H.A.D. (2002) „What Do Subnational Offices Think 

They Are Doing in Brussels?‟, Regional and Federal Studies, Vol. 12, No. 3, pp. 1–

23. 

 

Moore, C. (2006a), „Schloss Neuwahnstein? Why the Länder Continue to Strengthen 

their Representations in Brussels‟, German Politics, Vol. 15, No. 2, pp. 192–205. 

 

Moore, C. (2006b) „Conflicts in representing the regions in Brussels: the case of 

Wales‟, Regional Studies, Vol. 40, No. 7, pp. 793-799. 

 

Moore, C. (2007), „The Impact of Devolution on EU-Level Representation: British 

Regional Offices in Brussels‟, Regional and Federal Studies, Vol. 17, No. 3, pp. 275–

291. 

 

Moravcsik, A. (1993) „Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal 

Intergovernmentalist Approach‟, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 31, No. 4, 

pp. 473-524. 

 

Moravcsik, A. (1998) The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and State Power From 

Messina to Maastricht (London: University College London Press). 

 

Morgan, K. (2003) „How Objective 1 Arrived in Wales: The Political Origins of a 

Coup‟, Contemporary Wales, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 20–9. 

 

Morgan, R. (2009) „Address to The Welsh Centre for International Affairs‟, 17/11/09. 

 

NAfW (2006) „Assembly Committees: scrutinising and engaging with the European 

Union‟s decision-making process‟, Paper number: 06/007/AD (Cardiff: National 

Assembly for Wales Members‟ Research Service). 

 

Palmer, R. (2008) Devolution, Asymmetry and Europe: Multi-Level Governance in 

the United Kingdom (Brussels: P.I.E. Peter Lang). 

 

Paquin, S., Lachapelle, G., (2005) „Why do sub-states and regions practice 

international relations?‟, in G. Lachapelle and S. Paquin (eds.) Mastering 

Globalization: New Sub-states’ Governance and Strategies, pp. 77-89, (London: 

Routledge). 

 

Parry, R. (2008) „Changing UK Governance under Devolution‟, Public Policy and 

Administration, Vol. 23, No. 1, pp. 114–120. 

 



Peters, B.G., Pierre, J. (2004) „Multi-level Governance and Democracy: A Faustian 

Bargain?‟ in I. Bache and M. Flinders (eds.), Multi-level Governance (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press). 

 

Rawlings, R. (2003) Delineating Wales (Cardiff: University of Wales Press). 

 

Rosamond, B. (2007) „New Theories of European Intergration‟, in M. Cini (ed.) 

European Union Politics, 2
nd

 ed., (Oxford: Oxford University Press), pp. 117-136. 

 

Royles, E. (2010) „Small, Smart, Successful: A Nation Influencing the Twenty-First-

Century World? The Emerging Welsh Paradiplomacy‟, Contemporary Wales, Vol. 

23, No. 1, pp. 142–170. 

 

Smith, D.L., Ray, J.L. (1993) „The 1992 Project‟, in D.L. Smith and J.L. Ray (eds.) 

The 1992 Project and the Future of Integration in Europe (New York: Sharpe). 

 

Smith, J. (2010) „Sub-national Mobilization and the Scottish Government's Action 

Plan on European Engagement‟, Public Policy and Administration, Vol. 25, No. 2, pp. 

216-233. 

 

Sorens, J. (2009) „The Partisan Logic of Decentralization in Europe‟, Regional & 

Federal Studies, Vol. 19, No. 2, pp. 255–272. 

 

Tatham, M. (2008) „Going Solo: Direct Regional Representation in the European 

Union‟, Regional and Federal Studies, Vol. 18, No. 5, pp. 493–515. 

 

Tatham, M. (2010) „Devolution, political incongruence and conflict in the European 

Union: Answers from a UK quasi-experiment‟, Paper prepared for the 60th Political 

Studies Association Annual Conference, 29 March – 1 April 2010. 

 

The Scottish Government (2009) „Memorandum from the Scottish Government: 

Scotland and the UK: Cooperation and Communication Between Governments‟ 

(available from 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmscotaf/memo/scotla

nduk/ucm0302.htm, accessed 20/8/10). 

 

The Western Mail (1/1/01) „Aherne will be first leader to address National Assembly‟. 

 

The Western Mail (28/6/01) „Wales getting stronger in Europe‟. 

 

The Western Mail (14/5/02) „Morgan in Euro-deal‟. 

 

The Western Mail (31/1/03) „Morgan and Hain hail EU role for Wales‟. 

 

The Western Mail (21/11/08) „Breakthrough as minister uses Welsh at EU council;  

Historic move follows years of campaigning‟. 

 

Thoenig, J.-C. (2005) „Territorial Administration and Political Control: 

Decentralization in France‟, Public Administration, Vol. 83, No. 3, pp. 685–708. 

 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmscotaf/memo/scotlanduk/ucm0302.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmscotaf/memo/scotlanduk/ucm0302.htm


Tömmel, I. (1998) „Transformation of governance: The European commission's 

strategy for creating a “Europe of the regions”, Federal and Regional Studies, Vol. 8, 

No. 2, pp. 52–80. 

 

Trench, A. (2007) „Washing dirty linen in private: the process of intergovernmental 

relations and the resolution of disputes‟, in A. Trench (ed.) Devolution and Power in 

the United Kingdom (Manchester: Manchester University Press). 

 

WAG (22/10/08) „Minister pressing for changes to fallen stock rules‟ 

http://new.wales.gov.uk/newsroom/environmentandcountryside/2008/081022fallensto

ck/?lang=en (accessed 13/08/10). 

 

WAG (19/11/08) „Landmark use of Welsh in the European Union‟ 

http://new.wales.gov.uk/newsroom/welshlanguage/2008/3989122/?lang=en (accessed 

12/08/10). 

 

WAG (23/3/09) „Fallen Stock Disposal - Wales wins significant changes to new EU 

rules‟ 

http://new.wales.gov.uk/newsroom/environmentandcountryside/2009/090323fallensto

ck/?lang=en (accessed 13/08/10). 

 

WAG (1/12/09) „Conference of Peripheral and Maritime Regions, “Leading Europe 

out of the Crisis: Initial Proposals from the Regions for the Future of the EU Budget 

and Policies”‟, Written Statement by the Welsh Assembly Government (available 

from 

http://wales.gov.uk/about/cabinet/cabinetstatements/2009/091201cpmr/;jsessionid=y5

X5M2mCB1j78mndc9v28Qch2hhNmb0Kh5hPWbsLlvSkjB2L8N0G!-

601976524?lang=en accessed 16/8/10). 

 

WAG (7/7/10) „Welsh Ministers in Brussels to press case for continued EU funding‟ 

http://wales.gov.uk/newsroom/firstminister/2010/100707funding/?lang=en (accessed 

14/8/10). 

 

WAG FOI 2984, Freedom Of Information Request (19/12/08). 

 

WAG FOI 4347, Freedom Of Information Request (16/7/10). 

 

Wales Office FOI 10FOI33, Freedom Of Information Request (13/7/10). 

 

Williams, P. (2003) ‘European Structural Funds: Are They Working in Wales?’, 

Contemporary Wales, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 61–8. 

 

http://new.wales.gov.uk/newsroom/environmentandcountryside/2008/081022fallenstock/?lang=en
http://new.wales.gov.uk/newsroom/environmentandcountryside/2008/081022fallenstock/?lang=en
http://new.wales.gov.uk/newsroom/welshlanguage/2008/3989122/?lang=en
http://new.wales.gov.uk/newsroom/environmentandcountryside/2009/090323fallenstock/?lang=en
http://new.wales.gov.uk/newsroom/environmentandcountryside/2009/090323fallenstock/?lang=en
http://wales.gov.uk/about/cabinet/cabinetstatements/2009/091201cpmr/;jsessionid=y5X5M2mCB1j78mndc9v28Qch2hhNmb0Kh5hPWbsLlvSkjB2L8N0G!-601976524?lang=en
http://wales.gov.uk/about/cabinet/cabinetstatements/2009/091201cpmr/;jsessionid=y5X5M2mCB1j78mndc9v28Qch2hhNmb0Kh5hPWbsLlvSkjB2L8N0G!-601976524?lang=en
http://wales.gov.uk/about/cabinet/cabinetstatements/2009/091201cpmr/;jsessionid=y5X5M2mCB1j78mndc9v28Qch2hhNmb0Kh5hPWbsLlvSkjB2L8N0G!-601976524?lang=en
http://wales.gov.uk/newsroom/firstminister/2010/100707funding/?lang=en

