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Abstract. Analytical models based on multilevel governancpraach are tested as applied for interest reprasent
processes of Lithuanian municipalities at EuropBaion institutions. Lithuania is a specific objexftresearch as a
new European Union member state possessing limmgsdurces, being rather centralized, and withoyt @eep
institutional expertise and traditions of localeirgst representation. Research methods such a&pth-hterview with
experts followed by analysis of documents are ubBdfferent patterns of representation are testetias been shown
that institutional frameworks and accession chanrmk to be assumed kinds of explanatory factdtentanto
consideration when analysing aforementioned presedsmited resources of the municipalities, la€kndiative, and
common positions hardly formulated are main prolaltienfeatures depicting existing situation. Waysresource
optimization are further discussed
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Introduction

Lobbying activities of sub-national actors of newr@&pean Union Member States are rather
new and not analyzed enough, when, at the same tiiisetlype of interest representation is deeply
enrooted in a core Europe. There was an attermgutdtyze this kind of representation in Lithuania
(Vijeikis, 2007) but without any empirical analysAt this particular moment lobbying activities of
sub-national institutions in the EU is increasingthuania is represented in a number of
organizations related to EU decision making. THist subsequently leads to the new scientific
challenges: how does sub-national representatipeaa Is it effective, and to what extent? Is

there a real need of this kind of representatioa small unitary country such as Lithuania?

Research methods

In the analysis, mainly qualitative research meshaere used. Comparative testing of
models followed by analysis of literature sourcesnell as interviews of experts has been used.
Concretely, semi-structured interviews combiningegiions prepared with non-structured
questionnaires of factual and opinion-based questioPositions of seven politicians and
representatives of associations are covered byntkeviews and written correspondence (April-
May, 2011): EP Member Algirdas Saudargas (EPP)esgmtative of Lithuania in the Committee
of Regions Andrius Kupcinskas, former (2007-201@)93els representative of the Association of
Local Authorities in Lithuania, person presentingsiion of Permanent Representation of

Lithuania in the EU, and representatives of then@siof Lithuania.
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Aim
The aim of this paper is to examine the featuresitbliania’s subnational actors’ lobbying

activities in the institutions of the EU while apjplg the theory of multi-level governance.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Multi-level governance

Two contrasting models of multi-level governance aetected by L. Hooghe and G.
Marks: Type | and Type Il multi-level governanceyp€ | is characterized by general purpose
jurisdictions. Decision-making powers are dispersedoss different levels, but the institutions
have wide discretionary powers. Jurisdictions aregfindd by non-intersecting, territorial
memberships. This model is based on system-widegbtki architecture, which is created by
systemic institutional choice. Inner communitiesnioin these types of jurisdictions and create
common identities among the citizens. (Marks, Ha&od®04).

Type Il multi level governance is defined by juitdtbns which are not divided into clear
levels, but instead operate at many territoriallescaThey are task-specific and flexible.
Membership within these jurisdictions is intersegtiThey are not conductive towards building a
common identity, therefore citizens’ links with therisdictions are easily made and broken.
(Marks, Hooghe. 2004).

These models are pertinent to analyzing the actdrsub-national actors while trying to
influence the institutions of the EU, because ttiggctly correspond with the strategies chosen by
the actors. The systematic order and stabilityygfell multi-level governance explain such actions
as trying to influence the decisions of the EU iiadily — by influencing the state position on the
relevant topic. This model also can be used toyaeadlirect lobbying relations with the decision-
making institutions of the EU — the Commission,lidarent and Council. This strategy bypasses
one of the institutional levels, but the system a@ms stable and orderly. Type II multi-level
governance explains lobbying through various irgeamal organizations, associations and
networks — these structures are created by subnatunits, which are unified not by territorial

factors or common identity, but by functional elertse— common interests, similar economy, etc.

Access channels
When depicting the channels that sub-national acteay employ to gain access to the
institutions of the EU, the common approach is toug them into the institutions of the EU

themselves, and other channels, like sub-natioffees or international organizations (Tatham,
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2008). The Committee of the Regions (COR) is uguattiributed to the institutions, because of its
official position among the institutions of the Eudd its slowly growing powers. Nevertheless, it
must be emphasized, that COR does not have decrsaing powers, and although hearing its
opinion is usually a requisite step in the legiskatproceedings, those opinions are not legally
binding. Because of that, COR should rather bebat#d to the mediators that facilitate the
lobbying process, alongside international assamatiand networks and sub-national offices in
Brussels (scheme 1).

Therefore, sub-national actors, while lobbying te, can access the decision-making
process by employing three wide strategies — infieethe state position, directly approach the

decision-making institutions, or refer to mediatangl representatives.

K European Commissic European Parliame Council of Minister

A
Associations and networkis Sub-national Offices in Brussels
———.._,] Committee of the Regions| _ T ——~—"—"—
A

( Subnational acto )

— Direct relations with decision-makers
Relations with mediators

= == => Relations between mediator and decision-maker
Relations between mediators

Scheme 1. Access points of sub-national actors thet decision making of the European Union (Lescauska,
2011)

The biggest chances of success, of course, are tese all strategies are combined.
However, this would demand a great deal of ressuit¢he sub-national actor does not command
a lot of human, financial and other resources, sinategy, chosen according to the resources
commanded, the connections of the representativéshe nature of the interests represented, is

employed.
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The case of Lithuania

Among the many challenges arising form LithuaniBd membership is the need for
professional and effective lobbying (Andrikiene02). One of the problems that both Lithuania as
a state and its municipalities face is the lackpifessionals that would be able to successfully
lobby the EU, would have the needed connections.

The municipalities of Lithuania are representethe EU through three main channels. In
2001 the Association of Local Authorities in Litmia joined one of the largest and most
influential European associations — the CounciEafopean Municipalities and regions (CEMR).
In 2004 Lithuania’s delegation to the Committeethdd Regions was formed, and finally, in 2007
Brussels Representation of the Association of Lécdhorities in Lithuania was established.

The influence of organizations such as CEMR is Widisputable. On the one hand, it is
said that their mere existence shows the mobitieatind dynamism of sub-national actors, their
growing power. On the other hand, the real scopéhefinfluence these organizations have is
considered to be quite small (Tatham, 2008). Oseaech, however, shows that these organizations
are one of the main channels of influence for thenigipalities of Lithuania. It also reveals that
such organizations have a considerable influentieiwihe EU and lobbying through them is one
of the main ways lobbying is done in Brussels. ifhportance of being part of CEMR was stressed
in interviews — it was said that institutions oétBU, especially the Commission, would often take
CEMR'’s opinions into account. Also, these organaet are especially important to smaller and
weaker actors, such as Lithuania’s municipaliti®g.cooperating with sub-national actors from
other states, these municipalities can draw atertt their interests and problems, that otherwise
would be overlooked in the lobbying arena of Brisse

The possibilities of The Committee of the Regioasihg an influence on the decisions of
the EU are considered to be quite numerous. M. Réeghstates that COR influences about a third
of Commission’s decisions (Neshkova, 2010). Othath@rs see it as a useful tool when the
situation is favourable — for example, when the @uossion is searching for allies and COR agrees
with it's opinion (Tatham, 2008). However, our raggh shows a much smaller scope of powers
that COR possesses. The former representativetimfidimian municipalities in Brussels stated that
the members of the European Parliament do not@&&’s opinions into account, the member of
the European Parliament stressed the proceduratiasphearing the opinions and grouped COR
with all the other lobbying organizations. Even tmember of Lithuania’'s delegation to COR,
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when talking about the possibilities of influenstressed the importance of political culture and
courtesy that the decision-makers possess buhagidwers of COR itself.

Our research has also revealed how big an influgineeparty partitions have. In COR,
single regions, without the support of a party,r@drgain any influence. When delegations to the
COR meet, their members, coming from differentestand regions can better communicate with
each other at the party level, with the help ofshared ideology. Party system is also essential to
the workings of the European Parliament. Howeves, party system doesn’t give any more power
to the small actors, and the chances of the mualitigs of Lithuania to influence the decisions
remain quite small.

The sub-national offices in Brussels do not haveraal status and their influence is hard
to measure. It is said that most of them do notr@agpr real power to influence the decisions @& th
EU (Marks, Haesly, Mbaye, 2002). The Brussels Rapr@tion of the Association of Local
Authorities in Lithuania fits within such contexts main function is collecting and conveying
information about the EU and the symbolical repméstgon of Lithuania’s local government, rather
then the “hard” lobbying and trying to influence Bldecisions.

It must be said, that the municipalities of Lithiggrbeing quite small, not at all powerful
and having only one representative in Brusselsanemuite inconspicuous. The problems that
hinder the representation of their interests rizenf their small territory, meagre financial and
human resources and, more importantly, form thaability to identify common interests, speak
with one voice. Also a problem is a lack of inteérsem the municipalities themselves — only a
third of them maintain constant communication wépresentative in Brussels.

Not only separate municipalities exhibit the fa#uo communicate with the representative
in Brussels — this problem is also evident withie fAssociation of Local Authorities itself. The
insufficient organization of the Association causash problems as failing to convey information
to the representative because it isn’t includethéofficial duties. Formulating a common position
as early as possible, being able to clearly stadédd defend it are essential factors of successful
lobbying in the EU, and the inability of Lithuaniamunicipalities to do that greatly diminishes their
chances of effectively representing their interests

Also it is worth to mention that the whole staff tife Brussels Representation of the
Association of Local Authorities in Lithuania costs of only one representative. This limits the
possibilities to gather all needed information aledermines the necessity of collaborating with
sub-national representatives from other states (tlieuanian representative most closely

collaborates with representatives from Latvia, Betoand Finland). This informal international
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collaboration is especially important to small swditonal actors that cannot boast great resources —
it enables them to cover much greater amountsfofriration, to share the work and thus make it

more effective.

Gatekeeping role of central government

When discussing multi-level governance, the roke dtate plays is usually counted as one
of the greatest problems hindering the efforts apranational and sub-national actors’
communication and collaboration and their influeng®n one another’s decisions. The state can
take up a role of a gatekeeper and thus preverdguheanational actors from gaining any access to
the supranational level (Bache, 1999). M. Pollaekes, that the readiness and potential of the stat
to play a role of the gatekeeper depend on theiegidivision of powers between the national and
sub-national levels (Pollack, 1995).

Surprisingly, our research has shown that the nipetites of Lithuania do not face this
problem and that the central government of Lithaasiands out in this context. The central
government not only refuses from its gatekeepirlg, rlout also declares its openness to the sub-
national actors and their interests. Informatiocereed from the Seimas committees on European
Affairs and on State Administration and Local Autkies shows that the representatives of local
authorities are invited to participate in the corted sessions, discussions, are consulted when a
guestion, pertinent to their interests, arises. fdreer representative of the Association of the
Local Authorities was a little more critical wheskad about the collaboration with the state level,
but his critique stated that the central level as well aware of the problems municipalities face.
Nothing in the results of our research indicatedal tthe state level would block or deliberately
hinder the representation of the municipalitiethe EU.

It cannot be said that the municipalities of Lithizgaare strong and powerful and maintain a
power advantage in their relations with the cergmalernment — as M. Pollack’s proposition about
the existing division of power would imply (Polladi®95). Therefore, the openness of the state
government of Lithuania and it's refusal to plag tiole of gatekeeper are more likely the products
of the state’s late accession to the EU. Becausieabf the central government of Lithuania did not
experience the gradually deepening integration enodion of its powers, which prompted other

governments to defend their dominating position.
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Conclusions

1.Two existing models of multi-level governance wapplied for the analysis of sub-national
representation at supranational level. Applyingdymodel enables to explain activities of
sub-national institutions such as strive to infleercU level decisions through influencing
national position. Direct lobbying in the appropei&U institutions, when national level is
excluded (work through Committee of Regions, or@spntation of national association of
municipalities in Brussels), relates to this modeh. Type Il model allows to explain
lobbying of sub-national actors through differemternational organizations and networks
created between sub-national units; here not @&admsrror identity but functional factors
such as common interests or similar institutioreaifpon are playing the main role.
2.Lithuanian municipalities are seeking representated EU level through three main
channels. First, participation in the activities tffe CEMR, Council of European
Municipalities and Regions. It gives for Lithuaniamunicipalities broader access to the
information about EU decisions, helps to share Yol activities common in Brussels.
However, real influence in this organization is gibke only through co-operation with sub-
national actors of other countries. Delegationha Committee of Regions seems lacking
special influence: it is limited by scarce resosr@nd insufficient co-ordination. Party
mechanisms are to be seen as hindering factors ibothe Committee of Regions and
European Parliament. These findings are to be durtliscussed in inter-connection with
Type | model of multi-level governance. At the satinge, analysis within context of Type
Il model shows that representation of the Assammatif Lithuanian Municipalities at the EU
institutions is limited. Main task of it is usuallgollecting information rather than
influencing decision-making processes. Problems arging from maladministration in
inter-relations between Association and its reprden as well as apathy of municipalities

in European affairs.

3.Statement about strive of national level actoréint access of sub-national actors to the

decision making is rejected by our analysis. Cértael declares its support for sub-

national actors unambiguously appreciating theautn
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