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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Introduction
Early in 2011 the European Commission was in the middle of preparing a new
reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), the largest policy domain of
the European Union (EU), which takes up around 40% of the EU budget
(37.2% in 2019) (European Commission, 2019). At this stage the European
Commission (henceforth also referred to as the Commission), European
Parliament (EP), member state governments, and interest groups were all
promoting their positions on what the CAP should look like after 2013.
Representatives of the Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural
Development (DG AGRI), the executive branch of the Commission related to
agricultural policy, specifically invited implementing agencies to present their
vision and come up with policy proposals for simplifying the CAP based on
their expertise as administrators of policy instruments in the member states
(Learning Network, 2011a). As a result, the directors from a number of
national implementing agencies of the European Union’s (EU) Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) gathered at Amsterdam Schiphol Airport on
February 4, 2011, to “join forces and pool ideas and suggestions” for concrete
proposals for reducing the administrative burdens of the CAP. This initiative
led to a first non-paper, a policy paper in which implementing agencies
provided the Commission with feedback and suggestions for changes that
would make the CAP simpler, more effective, and more efficient.
Later in the reform process more non-papers followed on specific
issues, but always regarding the simplification of the CAP. Moreover, in
addition to earlier formal meetings with directors of national implementing
agencies, new and more informal meetings were organized frequently
throughout the formulation of the new policy instruments, as well as during
the aftermath of the reform, where the new instruments had to be
implemented. In these meetings, the Commission specifically asked for input
from these implementing agencies, showing the value of their expertise for EU
policymaking.
Nevertheless, when looking at the CAP post-2013 reform, one of the
main outcomes was the introduction of new environmental “greening”
instruments, which were both costly and difficult to implement despite the
simplification efforts of the implementing agencies. In anticipation of these
difficulties, the European Commission announced that the implementation
deadline of the aforementioned instruments was to be postponed by one year,
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even before the political agreement was reached. Furthermore, immediately
after the new Commissioner for Agriculture and Rural Development, Phil
Hogan, was installed at the end of 2014, he called for a review of the new
greening instruments after only one year of implementation (Hogan, 2014).
These two decisions raise a number of questions about the feedback of
implementation experiences: if the Commission has done so little with the
input, then why then was it interested in setting up meetings to discuss
implementation issues of the CAP? And if this feedback has no effect on policy
outcomes, then why do these agencies put so many resources into writing nonpapers? Could it be that the effects of the feedback from implementing
agencies are found in other places, or that other factors explain the interest of
the Commission and mobilization by these agencies?
The anecdote above reveals an important lacuna in literature on the EU policy
process. We do not have a good theoretical understanding about the feedback
from implementing agencies and the use of their expertise as input for EU
policymaking. Even within the domain of the CAP, one of the oldest European
policy programs, with a long history of impactful and contested policy
reforms, the role of implementing agencies has remained underexposed. 1
Scholars of CAP reforms have written numerous pages on the factors
driving “paradigmatic” policy shifts over the past decades, including the role
of international organizations such as the World Trade Organization (and its
predecessor GATT), the involvement of consumer and environmental
interests, path-dependency, and, of course, Agricultural Commissioners, such
as Sicco Mansholt, Ray MacSharry, and Franz Fischler as policy entrepreneurs
(e.g. Nedergaard, 2006; Daugbjerg, 2003; Daugbjerg & Swinbank, 2011;
Garzon, 2006). However, policymaking is not all about the grand politics of
reform and altering overarching policy goals. In practice policy changes
frequently occur in smaller “orders” and relate to policy instruments and their
settings (Hall, 1993). Even paradigmatic changes to policy goals require policy
instruments with specific settings that need to be implemented (e.g. Cashore
& Howlett, 2007; Howlett & Cashore, 2009). These smaller orders of change,
related to policy instruments and settings have been underexposed in studies
of the CAP (Grant, 2010), while it is exactly in these types of changes that are
the primary concern of implementing agencies and where their feedback is
A search in Web of Science (on 29 April 2020) for “Paying Agency” AND “Common
Agricultural Policy” yields no results related to social sciences. “Implementation” AND
“Common Agricultural Policy” gives 15 results in political science related disciplines (political
science, international relations, public administration), none of which address the feedback of
implementing agencies in CAP policymaking (except for the article which is presented in the
third chapter of this thesis).
1
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most likely to play a role. This further contributes to our lack of knowledge
about the role of feedback from implementing agencies.
This lack of knowledge is not a problem related only to the CAP. In all
policy fields where the implementation of EU policies lies with agencies within
the member states some sort of feedback is expected to occur. Our
understanding of this feedback and its potential use by policymakers is also
very limited in other EU policy fields.
In this thesis I will focus on how expertise from domestic implementing
agencies feeds back into the EU policy process and is used by policymakers.
We know these actors hold important information about the functioning of
EU policies and are able to provide feedback to the European Commission.
However, we do not know how and to what effect. Therefore, the aim of this
dissertation is to conceptually link the mobilization of implementation
experiences of domestic implementing agencies to new rounds of
policymaking. In order to do this, I will empirically investigate the role of these
agencies in the EU policymaking process.
By integrating theories of the policy process with more specific
theories about mobilization, policy learning, policy feedback, and knowledge
use, this thesis will illuminate the factors driving the mobilization of
implementing agencies, the process of these agencies exchanging expertise
with the Commission, and finally the use or non-use of this expertise by the
Commission. This thesis will show that domestic implementing agencies are
not only actors that play a role in implementing the policies that are sent to
them from Brussels, but that they also return their expertise to Brussels to be
actively, and sometimes successfully, involved in the formulation of European
policies.
In the remainder of this introductory chapter I will position this dissertation
in relation to the wider academic debate on understanding European
policymaking, and provide an outline of the book. The upcoming section
further details the gap in the literature that this thesis aims to fill, followed by
a presentation of the main research questions. I will briefly discuss the existing
theoretical approaches that will be used as stepping-stones for understanding
the process of implementation feedback and use in the EU in the empirical
chapters of this book. This is followed by a methodological account, theoretical
and societal contributions, and outline for the thesis.

1.2 Studying feedback from implementing agencies in the EU
In this thesis implementing agencies are seen as the national bureaucratic
organizations tasked with the administration of EU policies within a member
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state. These agencies are involved in the practical implementation
(application and enforcement stages) of EU policies. The day-to-day practices
of implementing agencies generate experiences and knowledge about the
implementation and impact of the policy on the ground. Due to these
experiences implementing agencies build up expertise on the domestic
implementation of EU policies. In this thesis this expertise will
interchangeably be referred to as feedback from implementation experiences,
implementation experiences, or implementation expertise.

1.2.1 The value of feedback from implementation experiences
Implementing agencies have long been recognized as offering unique
expertise to policymakers. They possess technical knowledge about how policy
instruments unfold in practice, as they are part of the bureaucratic “trial and
error” mechanism, where those administrating a policy obtain new
information about problems with policy instruments (Lindblom, 1979). This
type of expertise offers policymakers valuable input on “how policies actually
work at the street level and how implementation problems can be solved
effectively” (Haverland & Liefferink, 2012, p. 7). An agency’s technical
expertise also provides insight about the potential impact of alternative
policies (Sabatier, 1978, p. 397). Henceforth, implementation experiences
refer to all knowledge, expertise and information acquired by actors during,
or as the result of the practical implementation of EU policies, that can be used
to provide feedback to the European Commission. Taking into account this
sort of expertise has been argued to lead to more practicable policies (Elmore,
1979, p. 601). Therefore, for policymakers, this is important information to
use as input for further policy developments which they may use to increase
the resilience, responsiveness, and problem-solving capacity of the EU (cf.
Falkner, 2016).
Similar to other actors involved in the policy process, bureaucratic
agencies are expected to have preferences and interests, which they seek to
fulfill (Weber, 1978, p. 991). We have some ideas about this involvement of
implementing agencies in domestic policymaking. Workman (2015, p. 152),
for example, argues that bureaucracies are “crucial to defining problems for
action at higher levels of government” because of their expertise on practical
policy issues. Bach (2010; 2012) illustrates that implementing agencies are
often actively involved in the formulation of national policies. Elder and Page
(1998) show that within European countries implementing agencies have
successfully initiated policy programs, in cooperation with their parent
ministry. Sager, Bürki and Luginbühl (2014) also highlight that implementing
agencies are able to influence policy decisions as an agenda-setter and initiator
of policy learning through cooperation with the responsible governmental
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department. Thus we know that implementing agencies have valuable
information that has a role in domestic policymaking.

1.2.2 Adding the European level
Studying EU policymaking adds another level of governance, and an extra
level of complexity, to the relationship between policymakers and
administrators (Young, 2010, p. 64). In traditional (domestic)
implementation literature, greater distances between those responsible for
making the rules and those implementing them are often related to more
implementation discontinuities and deficits (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1984).
When providing feedback, implementing agencies must also overcome an
extra distance, they are not simply in the same department or building as those
responsible for drafting new legislation, as may be the case within national
ministries. Moreover, until recently the EU counted 28 member states, each
with different policy traditions and experiences (e.g. Héritier, 1996).
Therefore, it is not self-evident in EU policymaking that the feedback based
on the implementation expertise of domestic implementing agencies is heard
and acted upon by policymakers (cf. Workman, Jones, & Jochim, 2009).
As a consequence of the this distance between Brussels and the
implementation in the member states and the scope of its legislation, the
European Commission lacks the monitoring capacity to know which issues
persist within the member states. Therefore, as main agenda-setter and policy
formulator, the Commission frequently has to rely on external experts in order
to obtain the information necessary for formulating new policy proposals
(Hooghe, 2005; Bouwen, 2004; Henning, 2009). It lacks the resources to
monitor and measure implementation activities in all member states (Metz,
2015, pp. 27-28; Greer, 2005, p. 168). Therefore, for the Commission expert
knowledge on the functioning of its policies in practice is a critical resource for
fulfilling its legislative responsibilities (Bouwen, 2004; Henning, 2009).
Hence, the Commission is expected to show an interest in actors with this type
of expertise, particularly when this information contributes to improving the
effectiveness and practicability of its legislation (two frequently criticized
aspects of EU policies) (European Commission, 2016), or when it helps to
reduce the uncertainty surrounding the introduction of new policy
instruments (cf. Dunlop, 2013; also see chapter 4). In return, the Commission
is expected to invest in relationships with actors that provide this type of
expertise by granting them access as a reward for providing valuable
knowledge and input for their policymaking activities (Broscheid & Coen,
2007). Although we assume that the Commission will use feedback from
implementing agencies, the actual link between the practical domestic
implementation of EU policy instruments and new rounds of policy
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formulation has been taken for granted and thus still lacks systematic analysis
(Skjærseth, 2018).

1.2.3 Limitations of existing approaches to the EU policy process
European integration scholars have looked at the interaction between EU
policies and domestic preferences mainly in terms of uploading and
downloading of policies. Uploading refers to the transfer of policy preferences
from member states to EU policies whereas downloading involves the
domestic implementation of these policies. These stages, however, are often
studied as separate phenomena, and an integrated approach appears to be
missing (cf. Börzel & Panke, 2013; Prøitz, 2015). Further attempts to
systematize the European policy process often depict it as a cyclical path in
which stages of agenda-setting, policy formulation, decision-making,
implementation, and evaluation follow each other (e.g. Greer, 2005, p. 13;
Young, 2010, p. 46). In this policy cycle heuristic, implementation is often
connected to new rounds of agenda-setting through a stage of evaluation.
Below I will briefly discuss the theories on policy uploading, downloading, and
evaluation, and where they fall short in explaining the role of feedback from
implementation experiences in new rounds of EU policymaking.
Policy uploading. Scholars of agenda-setting for European policies
have looked at policy uploading, where member states attempt to transfer
domestic policy preferences to the European level. These types of studies have
mainly looked at how these domestic preferences affect the actions and policy
positions of member state governments in shaping new EU policies (e.g.
Börzel, 2002). The most important assumption here is that member state
governments upload their preferences to the EU in order to prevent higher
costs from occurring in subsequent implementation. It seems reasonable to
assume that this logic also applies to implementing agencies. However,
neither the question of how existing experiences from the actual
implementation of EU policies affect uploading behavior nor how
(un)successful uploading affects subsequent policy feedback has been
systematically addressed (Skjærseth, 2018).
Policy downloading. Studies on the implementation, or the
downloading, of European policies have focused mainly around three themes
(Treib, 2014): understanding domestic political motivations for certain
national implementation strategies (e.g. Mastenbroek & Kaeding, 2006),
explaining the effect of domestic institutions and administrative settings on
compliance with EU law (e.g. Falkner et al., 2004; Duina, 1999), and how
European institutions can overcome these difficulties (e.g. Hartlapp, 2007).
However, scholars focused on policy downloading mainly address the
dynamics surrounding the domestic transposition and administration of EU
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legislation, and their works are characterized by a lack of interest in how
experiences from this stage affect further policymaking.
Within studies on implementation of EU policies, increasingly
attention is paid to how bureaucracies from member states cooperate and
coordinate implementation activities in the so-called European
administrative space (e.g. Olsen, 2003; Hofmann, 2008). Although it has been
noted that the informal networks emerging in this “space” play a role in
bringing together the formulation and implementation of European policies
(Mastenbroek, 2018; Trondal & Peters, 2013, p. 295), little or no attention is
paid to how these networks lead to new feedback processes which may affect
new rounds of policy formulation. They are mostly seen as tools to improve
member states’ compliance with EU policies (e.g. Hobolth and Martinsen,
2013).
Evaluation. Studies focusing on evaluations in the EU also
underexpose the role of implementation experiences. Generally, regular policy
evaluations (both ex-post and ex-ante) are an important element of any policy
process. This is particularly true in the EU. Although policy evaluations are
assumed to “close the regulatory cycle” in the EU (Mastenbroek et al., 2016),
most EU evaluation studies only focus on formal evaluations tools, which
follow a strict format initiated by the Commission. Here scholars have looked
at why policies are evaluated (e.g. Van Voorst & Mastenbroek, 2017), or in
what way and how frequently the Commission makes use of these formal
evaluations (e.g. Borrás & Højlund, 2015; Van Voorst & Zwaan, 2019).
However, whether implementation experiences play an important role in
these evaluations is unclear. The dearth of references to such experiences in
studies looking at policy evaluations suggests this is unlikely. Moreover, by
focusing on formal evaluations, initiatives where actors approach the
Commission themselves with input that can be used to evaluate policies (as a
bottom-up initiative) are largely overlooked.
Consequently, in order to understand the role of implementation
experiences we need to go beyond existing EU related studies on uploading,
downloading and (formal) evaluation. More specifically, we need to study i)
the actors that are in possession of implementation experiences, namely
implementing agencies; ii) the actors who are expected to use this expertise in
policymaking; and iii) how interactions between these actors, in combination
with other contextual factors, contribute to the use of implementation-based
expertise in EU policymaking.

1.3 Research question and approach
The discussion above shows that the feedback based on experiences from
domestic implementing agencies to new rounds of EU policymaking has not
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yet been studied as such. The gap that is dealt with in this thesis concerns the
lack of understanding about the processes taking place after the domestic
implementation of EU policies, specifically with regard to the implementation
experiences from implementing agencies and their use in new rounds of EU
policymaking. Because we not only have limited theoretical but also little
empirical knowledge about this feedback from implementing agencies and its
use, there is a need to provide further empirical illustration of how this
feedback occurs, in addition to explaining which factors and conditions affect
this feedback process. The central question in this dissertation is as follows:

How, and under which conditions do the implementation experiences from
domestic implementing agencies affect the agenda and content of new rounds
of policy formulation by the European Commission?
There are various European institutions involved in EU policy making which
can be targeted with implementation experiences, such as the European
Council, European Court of Justice, Council of Ministers, Committee of
Permanent Representatives (COREPER), Commission, (expert) committees,
European Parliament (committees) and Council working groups. These
institutions each face important decisions and follow different rationales.
Studying all these institutions would be too extensive, especially since there is
a lot of exploration that needs to be done. Because the Commission is the main
agenda-setter and policy formulator in the EU policy process, understanding
how it uses this type of expertise is crucial for understanding the wider role of
implementation feedback in the EU. Moreover, the Commission, together
with its Directorate Generals (DGs), is the most likely actor to learn from, and
make use of the experiences of implementing agencies because of its reliance
on and need for external technical expertise (Peterson, 1995, p. 71; Metz,
2015, p. 3). The focus, therefore, lies specifically on the mobilization toward,
and use of implementation experiences by the Commission.
In order to answer the main research question, an extensive review of
policy process literature, which is discussed in detail in chapter 2, shows that
three steps are important for understanding the feedback process through
which the experiences of implementing agencies play a role in new rounds of
EU policy formulation. First, experiences need to be mobilized by
implementing agencies; second, these actors must create access to the
European Commission in order to exchange or share their experiences; and
third, the European Commission has to decide whether it uses these
experiences. Accordingly, I have formulated three sub-questions regarding
these subsequent steps in the feedback process from implementation
experiences to use:
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1. How and under which conditions are implementation experiences
mobilized by implementing agencies?
2. How and under which conditions are implementation experiences
from implementing agencies subsequently exchanged with the
European Commission?
3. How and under which conditions are implementation experiences
from implementing agencies subsequently used by the European
Commission?
For each of these steps different theoretical expectations can be formulated.
In the upcoming section I will present some points of departure for answering
these questions, which will include some explanatory factors and expectations
that will be further elaborated upon in chapter 2-5 of this dissertation.

1.3.1 Mobilization
In studying the first step in the feedback process, we need to understand how
and under which conditions implementation experiences are mobilized with
the purpose of reaching the European Commission. When implementing
agencies do not mobilize, it is impossible to get access to and exchange
information with the Commission, which is the second step in the feedback
process.
Looking at how implementing agencies mobilize is mainly a
descriptive question that can be answered by tracing the channels through
which implementing agencies communicate with European institutions. But
we also want to know under which conditions agencies are active in the
mobilization of their experiences. Although the mobilization of implementing
agencies has not yet been studied as such, much research has been conducted
on how other actors mobilize, such as lobby organizations and interest groups
(e.g. Eising, 2008), social movements (e.g. Marks & McAdam, 1996), regions
(e.g. Hooghe & Marks, 1996), and other subnational authorities (e.g. Jeffrey,
1997; Tatham, 2010). What these studies show is that actors require both a
motivation and the appropriate resources in order to mobilize. We expect to
see the same for implementing agencies, although their motivations may be
different from other actors. These motivations likely relate to the need to act
in line with EU legislation (e.g. Zwaan, 2012), and a smooth implementation
process. The motivations and resources relevant to implementing agencies,
and how they contribute to the mobilization of implementing agencies will be
covered in more detail in chapter 3.
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1.3.2 Exchange
The second step in the process is that actors who put an effort into
mobilization also need to gain access to the European Commission in order to
be heard. Simply mobilizing is not enough: actors must supply information
and try to make the Commission interested in their input. Here we can learn
from theories of access, and the literature on policy learning and epistemic
communities (e.g. Bouwen, 2002; Haas, 1992; Dunlop, 2009), which informs
us about how communities with expert knowledge gain access to the
policymakers, and how they will attempt to position themselves in order for
policymakers to show interest in learning from their input. Because academic
research on epistemic communities is mostly limited to groups of scientists,
other groups of experts (such as implementing agencies) thus are frequently
overlooked (Davis Cross, 2013). I expect that implementing agencies, similar
to other communities of experts, will try to move into a role where the
Commission is willing to learn from them. For this purpose they require the
appropriate resources, such as exclusive and important input for
understanding how policies work, and legitimacy (e.g. Bouwen, 2002; Dunlop
& Radaelli, 2013). Moreover, implementing agencies need to be able to learn
strategically (e.g. Hay, 2002) in order to adjust their input to the demands of
the Commission, without compromising their own interests. This process of
getting access to and exchanging implementation experiences with the
Commission will be further discussed in chapter 4.

1.3.3 Use
The final step of the feedback process of implementation experiences is that
of use by the European Commission. The effect of these implementing
agencies’ experiences on the formulation of EU policies may take many
shapes. However, here I am predominantly interested in instrumental effects
in which the input from implementing agencies is directly applied in the
formulation of policies (Metz, 2015, p. 33). Based on literature on
policymaking, implementation experiences, as a form of bureaucratic
expertise, are mainly relevant for incremental policy adjustments in which the
settings of policy instruments are revised (e.g. Hall, 1993; Peterson, 1995). 2
Once implementing agencies have successfully mobilized and exchanged their
expertise with the Commission, the Commission may decide to use the
expertise in policy formulation. Literature on knowledge utilization in
particular, offers more insights into this step. As the expertise from
implementing agencies is quite technical, we expect that this does not hold up
A more elaborative description of different kinds of policy change can be found in chapter 2,
paragraph 2.2.
2
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well in highly politicized discussions in which other societal interests are also
involved, or when discussing the underlying goals of a policy (e.g. Hall, 1993).
Moreover, the Commission is assumed to anticipate the positions of other
veto-players, and the political sustainability of its proposals (Hartlapp, Metz,
& Rauh, 2010; Van Voorst & Zwaan, 2019). Based on these assumptions, the
use of implementation experiences is mostly expected when either there are
few veto-players involved, or the feedback from implementing agencies is not
clashing with the interests of other veto-players. For the latter, theories on
policy feedback may help to further understand in which situations interests
may overlap (e.g. Béland, 2009; Moynihan & Soss, 2014). This final step of the
process, in which the implementation experiences are used, will be further
discussed in chapter 5.
Figure 1.1 Analytical model of the feedback process of implementation
experiences.

Studying the feedback process from implementation experiences through
mobilization, exchange, and use allows me to build upon and contribute to
specialized literatures. Combining insights from these stages will provide a
comprehensive picture of how feedback from implementing agencies may or
may not be used in new rounds of policy formulation by the European
Commission. Figure 1.1 provides a schematic overview of the analytical model
of the feedback process of implementation experiences, and highlights which
parts are covered in which chapter of the dissertation. In the figure, the dashed
line indicates the complete feedback process which will be further discussed
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in chapter 2. The squares show the different steps in the process of feedback
from implementation experiences to new rounds of policy formulation,
connected by a large arrow which indicates the succession of the steps. The
circles show the most important explanatory factors at play in each of these
steps, which are connected to the stages which they help to explain by thin
arrows. A more detailed description of the specific content of each of the
chapters will be provided in the discussion of the outline of the dissertation at
the end of this chapter.

1.4 Methodology
In the upcoming section I will further explain the methodological decisions
that have been made in this dissertation. First the selection of the case will be
discussed, followed by an overview of the research design and the data.

1.4.1 Studying the Common Agricultural Policy
The CAP provides the empirical backbone of this dissertation. It is one of the
oldest and most extensive policy programs of the EU, so comprehensive that
almost every member state has phased out their national agricultural policies
in favor of the CAP (Greer, 2005, p. 1). Furthermore, budget-wise the CAP is
the largest European policy field, taking up around 40% of the EU budget
(37.2% in 2019 to be exact) (European Commission, 2019). For these reasons
alone the CAP should merit more empirical investigations by political
scientists. In this dissertation the CAP, and in particular the period
surrounding the post-2013 reform, serves as a so-called pathway case. This is
a type of case where the explanatory factor of interest, namely experiences of
implementing agencies, is expected to have an observable impact on the
outcome, use by the European Commission (Gerring, 2007; Weller & Barnes,
2014). Thus, the CAP allows me to study the steps that make up this
relationship, and the underlying factors and conditions influencing the
feedback process from implementation experiences to the Commission. The
CAP is a particularly suitable case for this purpose for three reasons: i) it shows
a great variation of policy changes that can be impacted by implementation
experiences; ii) implementing agencies are well-organized, and actively
mobilizing their experiences; iii) the Commission is aware of and has shown
explicit interest in these experiences.
First, the CAP is constantly changing, with these changes often being
closely related to changes in the EUs Multiannual Financial Framework
(MFF). Therefore, the CAP offers plenty of examples of policy adjustments
where implementation experiences can play a role. Over the past decades the
CAP has undergone some important reforms which have been well
documented (e.g. Swinnen, 2008; 2015), in which mechanisms of path
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dependency and policy feedback are regularly used to explain the final policy
outcomes (e.g. Daugbjerg, 2003; 2009; Garzon, 2006; Kay, 2003; Kuhmonen,
2018). In particular, the policy instruments for farmers’ income support have
seen important changes, with the introduction of rural development
payments, decoupled payments, cross-compliance measures, and the latest
addition of greening instruments (e.g. Garzon, 2006; Daugbjerg, 2009;
Swinnen, 2008).
Second, the CAP is a policy field in which the most important
implementing agencies, so-called Paying Agencies (PAs) are well-organized.
PAs from various member states interact frequently and through multiple
channels with the European Commission, discussing their experiences and
presenting their preferences. Two of the most important modes through which
implementation experiences are shared with the Commission are the
Conference for Directors of Paying Agencies (CDPA), and the more informal
Learning Network (LN). As a consequence of the frequent changes in the CAP,
PAs operate under the constant threat of structural changes and costly
adaptations, within limited budgets. This provides them with strong
incentives to mobilize their experiences.
Third, the European Commission, as the main agenda setter, has
shown awareness of the administrative burdens and implementation costs of
the CAP, and has aimed at simplification in order to reduce these burdens
(European Commission, 2010). Moreover, as the empirical chapters of the
dissertation will show (especially chapters 4 and 5), the Commission has
expressed explicit interest in input from implementing agencies in the CAP,
which makes it likely that the feedback from these agencies will actually affect
new rounds of policymaking. However, this does not imply that the
Commission uses input from implementing agencies at will, as it has to take
the positions of important veto-players into consideration, such as the Council
of Ministers, the European Parliament and important target groups, or other
organized interests (e.g. Daugbjerg, 2009). In the case of the CAP, the most
important organized interests are the various large farmers’ organizations,
such as COPA and COGECA, although their influence appears to be declining
(e.g. Greer, 2005; Daugbjerg, 2003).
However, from a policy types, or policy styles perspective (Lowi, 1964;
Howlett, 1991) it must also be noted that the CAP, as distributive policy, is
often associated with the involvement of more stakeholders and high political
sensitivity, in which political interests often prevail over technical expertise.
Nevertheless, there are also plenty of policy instruments that have a very
technical nature in which implementation experiences are more likely to play
a role. In addition, the well-organized implementing agencies in combination
with the number and variation of changes and the interests of the Commission
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make the CAP a likely case in which to observe implementation experiences
having an effect on further policy developments. Therefore, the CAP is a
suitable pathway case which allows us to understand the mechanisms that
connect feedback from the experiences of implementing agencies and affect
new rounds of EU policymaking, and examining the CAP provides us the
opportunity to generate expectations for a larger population of cases of EU
policy fields (Weller & Barnes, 2014, p. 21). For the latter it is important to
include useful variation within each of the steps of the analytical model
presented previously in figure 1.1 (ibid., p. 34). This variation will be further
addressed in the following discussion of the research design.

1.4.2 Research design
Each of the following chapters, aside from the conclusion, has been written as
a peer-reviewed article, and answers a specific research question, based on the
steps identified in the literature review in chapter 2. The empirical chapters
(3-5) apply different methodological approaches, geared toward answering
the sub-questions addressed in each chapter, as highlighted in figure 1.1.
Together these sub-questions allow me to formulate an answer to the main
research question of the dissertation. Furthermore, each empirical chapter
will have a methodological section, where the specific research design and
accompanying considerations are discussed in greater detail. Table 1.1
provides an overview of the most important considerations, which I will also
touch upon below.
In studying the mobilization of implementation experiences by
implementing agencies in chapter 3, the goal is to explain why some agencies
are more active in mobilizing than others. The cases that are compared in this
chapter are the implementing agencies, nested within the CAP. Therefore, a
medium-N case design is used, which allows a comparison across
implementing agencies in all EU member states. For this purpose the
mobilization of implementation experiences is investigated through
Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA). There are both variations across
member states in the outcome (how actively PAs provide the Commission with
feedback), and explanatory factors (which consist of the motivations and
resources of these PAs). Therefore, QCA allows me to test whether theoretical
expectations about the mobilization of interest seeking actors in the EU also
apply to the mobilization of implementing agencies.
In chapter 4, I dive deeper into how implementing agencies create
access to and exchange feedback with the Commission. This is more
unchartered territory, in contrast to the more frequently studied mobilization
of actors in the EU context. Because of the exploratory nature required to
understand this step of the process, I apply an in-depth case study of the
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interactions between implementing agencies through the LN and the
European Commission and its Directorate-Generals (DGs) during the period
surrounding the CAP post-2013 reform process. For this purpose exploratory
process tracing is used. This approach enables the researcher to uncover the
causal mechanisms present in EU policymaking processes over time, by
focusing on careful descriptions of the interactions between the LN and the
Commission based on observations in interviews and documents. Moreover,
it is important to study the right timeframe (Collier, 2011). As I am using a
single case study here, there is no variation across cases, but rather variation
over time. The timeframe selected for this case study shows both variation in
the organizational resources of PAs; the extent to which actors learn
strategically about how to optimize the exchange of information, which
happens through repeated interactions; and the outcome, namely the
established (learning) relationship between implementing agencies and the
Commission.
Finally, in order to study the use of the implementation feedback, in
chapter 5 a small-N comparative case study is employed. Based on a novel
typology of different types of feedback from implementation expertise, a
diverse case selection technique (Gerring, 2007) has been applied in order to
capture full variation among types of expertise, and, where possible, use and
non-use of this expertise by the Commission. Again, this study is based
primarily on document analysis of minutes, policy issue papers, and also
policy output by the Commission.

1.4.3 Data
The main data sources for this dissertation are documents, such as meeting
minutes, policy issue papers, policy proposals, and semi-structured
interviews with policy experts from paying agencies and DG AGRI. Most
documents have been collected through the online network of the LN, and
the website of the European Commission. Again, the specific data will be
further accounted for in the methodological section of each of the chapters,
and an overview of all interviews and documents can be found in appendix A
and B, respectively. Table 1.1 provides an overview of the most important
methodological considerations for each of the chapters.
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Table 1.1

Methodological considerations for the empirical chapters of the
dissertation.
Chapter
3
4
5
Step in
Mobilization of Creating access Use
feedback
implementing
and being
process
agencies
heard
Data

Document
analysis.
Participation
data.

Interviews,
document
analysis of
minutes.

Interviews,
document
analysis of
minutes, policy
issue papers,
notifications,
and legislation.

Factors
investigated

Motivation,
resources,
participation in
LN

Organizational
resources,
strategic
learning,
exchange of
information

Institutional
context,
politicization,
content of
feedback, use

Variation

Across
implementing
agencies

Over time

Across
feedback types
and use

Method

QCA

Exploratory
process tracing

Cross-case
analysis

1.5 Theoretical and societal contribution
This thesis aims to make at least five theoretical contributions. First, by
bringing together theories of the policy process, I will develop and test an
analytical model to study the feedback from domestic implementation
experiences to the European Commission. This model will elaborate on these
existing policy process theories, by highlighting factors that help us to improve
our understanding of the dynamics shaping policy instruments and their
settings within the (European) policy process. Second, the thesis contributes
to literature on policy uploading (although the little-used term reloading may
be more suitable) by emphasizing that uploading is not only an activity
pursued by member state governments preceding new policies, but also but
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also by the bureaucratic organizations involved in the implementation of EU
policies in response to existing policies. Third, this thesis provides an
important addition to literature on the European administrative space,
especially with regard to our understanding of European administrative
networks in the formulation of EU policies. Fourth, I contribute to
understanding the micro-foundations of learning relationships between
teachers and learners in the policy process, in this case implementing agencies
and the Commission respectively. Fifth, the dissertation adds to theories of
policy feedback, by structuring when feedback from implementation
experiences is likely to be provided by implementing agencies, and likely to be
used by policymakers.
Furthermore, the findings from my thesis may also prove to be useful
for practitioners, implementing agencies and the European Commission in
particular. Although these actors already have an exceptional understanding
of the EU policy process, this dissertation further stresses the relevance of
implementation experiences in the formulation of policy instruments and
settings in the EU. Moreover, implementing agencies are highlighted as actors
with an important ability to reflect on practicability concerns in policy design.
In this regard the expertise of implementing agencies cannot only be useful to
policymakers, but also to other actors who want to tackle practicability
concerns in policy proposals.

1.6 Outline of the dissertation
Aside from this introduction this thesis contains five chapters, consisting of
four papers and a conclusion. Figure 1.1 already showed how these chapters
relate to the different sub-questions of the dissertation. Each paper has been
written as an academic contribution by itself. As a result of the peer reviewing
process, and the academic debates the papers contribute to, the chapters
answer specific research questions that do not overlap completely with the
sub-questions raised in this introduction. Therefore, each chapter is
accompanied by a prelude which explains how the chapter fits in the
dissertation. Below, I will also provide a brief outline of the coming chapters.
Chapter 2 is a review paper in which the gaps related to the role of
implementation experiences in EU policy change are further emphasized.
Based on a review of existing theoretical approaches to the policy process, the
three stages of mobilization of experiences, exchange of experience, and use
are presented and more specific expectations are raised. These expectations,
which include both institutional and agency related factors, will serve as the
foundation of further investigations into the relationship between
implementation experiences and new rounds of policy formulation.
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Chapter 3, the first empirical paper, focuses on the mobilization of
domestic implementing agencies. By looking at the participation of
implementing agencies from 27 EU member states during the period of one
CAP reform (2011-2014), this chapter explains why in some member states
implementing agencies mobilize their expertise more actively, while in others
they do not.
Chapter 4 focuses on the exchange of information between
implementing agencies and the European Commission. This chapter explores
how and under which conditions implementing agencies successfully establish
access to the Commission and create a relationship in which it learns from
their expertise. Therefore this chapter looks closely at the interactions
between the LN and the Commission during process leading up to the 2013
CAP reform.
Chapter 5 looks at the final stage of the feedback process: the use of
the input from implementing agencies in policy formulation by the
Commission. To this end, it applies an in-depth comparison of input by
implementing agencies and output of Commission proposals related to the
2013 CAP reform.
In the concluding chapter of the thesis, the findings of the various chapters
will be brought together in order to answer the question:

How, and under which conditions do the implementation experiences from
domestic implementing agencies affect the agenda and content of new rounds
of policy formulation by the European Commission?
The findings will be discussed in relation to existing theoretical
debates, followed by directions for future research and some practical
recommendations.
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CHAPTER 2

CONNECTING THE DOTS: A
CLOSER LOOK AT THE LINKAGE
BETWEEN EU IMPLEMENTATION
EXPERIENCES AND EU POLICY
CHANGE*
Prelude to chapter 2
The aim of this chapter is develop a research agenda which facilitates more
systematic studies on the impact of implementation experiences on EU policy
change. First, we take a closer look at studies focusing on EU policy change
and EU policy implementation, showing that there is a gap in these literatures
when it comes to the role of feedback from implementing agencies. As a
second step, we suggest looking at theories of the policy process for directions
on how to study this phenomenon.
We find that policy process literature, to different extents, breaks up
the feedback process from implementation experiences to policy change in
different steps. Following the review, we make an analytical distinction
between three steps: i) (bottom-up) mobilization; ii) gaining access (and
exchanging experiences); and iii) use of implementation experiences by
policymakers.
As mentioned in the introduction, these steps overlap with subquestions that will be addressed in the empirical chapters (3-5) of this
dissertation. By combining the lessons from policy process literature with EU
policy settings, we formulate several expectations and research questions
about which factors explain when implementation experiences are mobilized,
gain access to the policy process, are used by policymakers at the EU level and
ultimately what effects this may have on policy change. The expectations for
the three steps of the feedback process will be further examined when looking
more closely at each of these steps in chapter 3-5.
Status: Published
Polman, D., Van Eerd, M., & Zwaan, P. (2020). Connecting the dots: a closer look at the linkage
between EU implementation experiences and EU policy change. Journal of European
Integration.
*
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2.1 Introduction
In most EU studies the policy implementation and formulation stages are
treated as distinct stages (but see Zito & Schout, 2009; Breeman & Zwaan,
2009). As a result, we lack a systematic understanding of the impact of
implementation experiences on EU policy change. In practice, the importance
of implementation experiences for future policy developments is increasingly
acknowledged by EU policymakers. Guided by its Better Regulation program,
the European Commission aims to improve the quality, legitimacy, simplicity
and practicability of EU legislation by learning from practical implementation
experiences (European Commission, 2017). However, it cannot be assumed
that this learning will be automatic: with a multitude of domestic actors
involved in the implementation of EU policies and a great distance between
them and policymakers in Brussels, feedback of implementation experiences
will be complex (Young, 2010, p. 64).
In part because of this, the European Commission relies increasingly
on structured moments of feedback via (ex-ante and ex-post) evaluations and
consultations to “close the regulatory cycle” (Mastenbroek et al., 2016;
Radaelli, 2018). The Commission’s consultation regime has attracted
considerable scholarly attention. Scholars, for example, have analysed its
evolution (e.g. Saurugger, 2010; Bunea, 2017), as well as the participation of
different types of stakeholders in consultations (e.g. Klüver, 2013b; Rauh,
2019). Next to other sources of information, consultations are used in the
context of assessing and evaluating EU legislation. In its impact assessments,
the Commission, for example, must report about its consultation strategy and
which policy options are supported by various stakeholders (European
Commission, 2015b, p. 242). Consultations are also a source of information
in ex-post legislative evaluations. Mastenbroek et al. (2016) show that in 50%
of the ex-post legislative evaluations carried out by the Commission
stakeholders were involved to provide empirical data on the functioning of
legislation.
While these studies expose important aspects of the feedback process,
they tend to focus on the demand-side of implementation experiences. A
bottom-up perspective is required as well to shed light on the supply side of
implementation experiences and to find out why actors participate in
consultations/evaluations, what type of information about implementing EU
policies they provide, and if and when they use other access points. In addition
to this, we must focus more on how feedback on implementing EU policies is
actually being used and possibly changes existing policies. This is hardly
addressed in the extant literature.
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Understanding how implementing experiences are mobilized and responded
to at the EU level is especially important in a time in which the European
integration is becoming increasingly politicized, the democratic character of
the EU is questioned, and tensions between domestic and EU governance rise
(Laffan, 2016; Saurugger, 2016). Insights on the feedback of implementation
experiences to the EU level can help to further the debate about the resilience,
responsiveness and problem-solving capacities of the EU (cf. Falkner, 2016).
The aim of this article is therefore to develop a research agenda which
facilitates more systematic studies on the impact of implementation
experiences on EU policy change.
We do so by first taking stock of what is written in EU studies about
the link between EU implementation experiences and EU policy change. A
review of this literature confirms that the relationship between EU
implementation experiences and policy change is hardly addressed. To fill in
this gap, we turn to several theories of the overall policy process and translate
these to the EU setting. Based on this discussion, we formulate several
expectations and research-questions about which factors explain when
implementation experiences are i) mobilized; ii) gain access to the policy
process; and iii) are used by policymakers at the EU level, and what effect this
has on policy change. These expectations and questions require further testing
and research in order to find out under which conditions implementation
experiences impact policy change.

2.2 Key concepts
Before turning to our assessment and integration of the literature, we start by
defining the concepts of EU implementation, implementation experiences,
feedback, and policy change. The implementation of EU policies refers to “the
process of translating [EU] policy into action” (Barrett, 2004, p. 251). This
involves both the formal (transposition stage) and the practical
implementation (application and enforcement stages) of EU policies at the
member state level. During the implementation stage, domestic actors
interact with a policy, leading to experiences and knowledge about the
implementation and impact of the policy on the ground. This type of
experiential knowledge may inform policymakers about “how policies actually
work at the street level and how implementation problems can be solved
effectively” (Haverland & Liefferink, 2012, p. 7) and about the potential
impact of alternative policies (Sabatier, 1978, p. 397). Building upon this
definition, we define implementation experiences as: all knowledge, expertise
and information acquired by actors during, or as the result of the practical
implementation of EU policies. When we talk about the feedback from
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implementation experiences, we refer to the process through which these
experiences are mobilized, and brought into the process of EU policymaking.
In the literature, policy change is used to refer to a wide range of
phenomena. Below we describe policy change along two dimensions: its order
and process. First, the order of change, refers to the degree to which a policy
is altered. Hall’s (1993) demarcation between three orders of changes is wellknown, although other scholars have added more fine-grained demarcation,
reducing the risk of mixing up different forms or elements of policy change
(e.g. Cashore & Howlett, 2007, p. 536). First order change, in the framework
of Hall, refers to adjustments in the settings of a policy instrument. Second
order change is characterized by adjustments in the policy instruments
themselves, and third order change involves shifts in policy goals and
objectives.
With regard to the process of change, scholars mostly differentiate
between incremental and radical change. Incremental change has been
described as “transformation without disruption” (Streeck & Thelen, 2005, p.
4). Radical change is regarded to be abrupt, and displays more impactful or
disruptive transformations to a policy within a short time span. Over the long
term, incremental changes, however, may also result in large policy change
(e.g. Coleman et al., 1997). Incremental processes of change are often
associated with first and second order policy change; radical change processes
with third order change.

2.3 EU policy implementation and policy change literature
To develop our research agenda we first turned to the literature on EU policy
change and EU implementation. We started by analyzing the literature on EU
policy change.3 Based on 38 papers, published in English in peer-reviewed
journals between 1945 and 2015 with EU policy change as dependent
variable, we were able to distinguish several factors that explain EU policy
change: i) the actions of policy entrepreneurs (e.g. Palmer, 2015; Sheingate,
2000); ii) specific windows of opportunity (e.g. Parker, 2015; Tosun, Wetzel,
& Zapryanova, 2014); iii) challenging new information and beliefs entering
the policy process (e.g. Radaelli & Schmidt, 2004; Béland, 2009); and iv)
specific institutional settings or decision making procedures (e.g. Parrish,
2001). While these factors are each relevant for explaining and understanding
the link between EU implementation experiences and EU policy change, our
review shows that no explicit reference to this link is made (a notable
exception is Daugbjerg, 2009, p. 339).
See appendix C and D for an overview the search strategy and the articles reviewed
respectively.
3
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Similar conclusions can be drawn about EU implementation studies,
based on several existing reviews of this literature. These reviews show that
EU implementation literature typically focuses on explaining how domestic
administrations deal with EU policies, how EU policies impact member states
or why implementation varies across member states (Treib, 2014;
Mastenbroek, 2006). While the cyclical nature of the EU policy process has
been mentioned by some EU implementation scholars (e.g. Lenschow, 2006),
the impact and importance of implementation experiences on the subsequent
EU policy process is not systematically addressed in this literature (Adam,
2016, p. 163).
Reviewing the EU implementation and policy change literature
confirms that there is little systematic attention for the link between
implementation experiences in EU policymaking. While sometimes
recognized, it is not theorized when or how implementation experiences are
mobilized, gain access to the policy-makers, how they are used or what type of
change they may contribute to, and under which conditions this is the case.
To find possible answers to these questions, we turn to several more
general approaches to the policy process below: policy feedback approach,
multiple streams framework (MSF), punctuated equilibrium theory (PET),
policy learning approach and the advocacy coalition framework (ACF).
Together, these five approaches offer a broad account of the policy process, in
which the importance of experiences with past policies for future policy
developments is recognized. Some reflect the insights of historic
institutionalism and view the policy process as relatively rational and linear,
like PET and policy feedback literature. Others, such as MSF, policy learning
and ACF, have a more dynamic, processual and actor-oriented notion of the
policy process.

2.4 EU implementation and policymaking setting
These approaches to the policy process provide us with a broader perspective
on the relationship between implementation experiences and policy change.
We must keep in mind, however, that most of them have been developed for
implementation and policymaking settings that are different from the EU
(Heidbreder & Brandsma, 2018, p. 814; Zahariadis, 2013). Before turning to
the approaches, we therefore first shed light on several general features of the
EU implementation and EU policy-making setting.
In studying the relation between implementation experiences and
policy changes, it is important to highlight that European policies frequently
have a cyclical nature: there are built in moments of review, which can lead to
policy adjustments, and even during the implementation of a EU policies at
the domestic level there can be smaller feedback loops in which policies are
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adjusted (e.g. Newig & Koontz, 2014). Feedback from implementation
experiences may play an important role in this process.
However, as mentioned when it comes to adjustments to EU policies,
there is a great distance between policymakers at the EU level and the various
actors involved in the implementation of the policy on the ground, who come
from different administrative traditions and have different policy
(implementation) styles. Experiences with implementation may therefore
differ considerable across actors and member states, especially in the case of
framework legislation.
The responsibility of overseeing the implementation of EU legislation
lies with the Commission. To monitor all implementation activities in all
member states, however, the Commission lacks the resources and must rely
on external information (e.g. Greer, 2005, p. 168; Peterson, 1995). As
mentioned, the Commission may do so via consultations or evaluations, but
governmental actors and stakeholders are also frequently invited to contribute
to so-called working or expert groups. The input of organized interests has
also been recognized as influential in many EU policy fields (e.g. Coen &
Richardson, 2009; Klüver, 2013b). Aside from the Commission’s policy
assessment tools, there are other ways through which implementing
experience may feed back to the Commission. Implementing actors may also
reach out to the Commission themselves; for example, through administrative
networks (e.g. Mastenbroek & Martinsen, 2018) or forms of informal lobbying
(e.g. Coen & Katsaitis, 2013).
Implementing actors may also reach out to other institutional actors:
the policymaking setting in the EU is characterized by a large number of
policy- and decision-making arenas. Most legislation is initiated and drafted
by the Commission and co-decided upon by the European Parliament and the
Council of the European Union (Copeland & James, 2014). Multiple vetoplayers are thus involved in the EU policymaking process (Beyers & Trondal,
2004, 929). In fact, the actual number of veto-players is much higher, as the
Council consist of different member states (e.g. Tsebelis & Yataganas, 2002),
who, in turn, have to deal with domestic veto-players, for example within their
national parliaments (e.g. Kaeding, 2006). The large number of decisionmakers and decision-making arenas, makes it difficult to reach policy changes,
but also means that it is relatively easy to obtain access to the EU policy
process. Consequently, there is a large number of competing interests seeking
for influence (e.g. Princen, 2010; Zito & Schout, 2009).

2.5 Implementation experiences in policy process approaches
After a discussion of the various policy process approaches below, we connect
the described features of the EU implementation and policy-making setting to
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these approaches. Based on that we develop a research agenda for studying
the role and impact of implementation experiences in EU policy change.

2.5.1 Policy feedback
The first general approach we turn to is the policy feedback approach, which
explicitly addresses the impact of existing policies on future policy
developments (Saurugger & Terpan, 2016). Following this approach,
experiences concerning the costs and benefits of a policy serve as an important
motivation for stakeholders to mobilize, either in favour of or against existing
policies. The (perceived) openness of a policy subsystem is assumed to be
related to the actual mobilization of these experiences. More open subsystems
offer greater opportunities for successful mobilization (Pierson, 1993). Shock
events (e.g. sudden crises) or formal moments of policy review may open a
window of opportunity for actors to mobilize their implementation
experiences (Parker, 2015; Radaelli & Schmidt, 2004; Tosun, Wetzel, &
Zapryanova, 2014). The literature on policy feedback mainly looks at what
triggers actors to mobilize for policy change or continuation. How these
experiences find their way in the policy process, and how they are used are not
a central concern (e.g. Mettler & SoRelle, 2014).
In the policy feedback, implementation experiences are typically
related to (relative) policy stability. Experiences with the implementation of a
policy may, it is argued, contribute to vested interests; actors become
accustomed to a way of doing things, and allocate their resources in favour of
the status quo (e.g. Béland, 2009; Pierson, 1993; Skocpol, 1992). A high
number of veto-points and veto-players further hamper change, and frustrate
adjustments to (new) policy challenges that may emerge from implementation
experiences (Tsebelis, 2002).
Based on this approach we expect that implementation experiences
serve as a motivation for actors to mobilize in the EU. When this mobilization
affects change, this will largely be with path-dependent and incremental.

2.5.2 Multiple Streams Framework (MSF)
In comparison to the policy feedback tradition, the MSF takes a more dynamic
and actor-centred approach to the policy process (Kingdon, 2014). The basis
of the MSF consists of three independent streams that flow through a
constantly evolving policy system: problems, policy solutions, and politics
(Zahariadis, 1992). Moreover, the MSF makes three important assumptions
about the policy process (Ackrill, Kay, & Zahariadis, 2013). First,
policymaking takes place under time pressure, so not all issues can be
addressed and practical solutions are often chosen over optimal solutions.
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Second, there is a lot of uncertainty about the (potential) effects or outcomes
of policies. Third, ambiguity is omnipresent across policymaking institutions,
particularly in the EU, with its multileveled structure (Pollack, 1997).
Together, these conditions allow policy entrepreneurs to manipulate
policymakers. Various actors may take the role of entrepreneur in the policy
process, including those involved in policy implementation, who may use their
experiences (from the implementation of policies) as strategic resource to
steer the direction of the political debate (Saurugger & Terpan, 2016).
Entrepreneurial strategies, skills, resources, and networks, determine the
success in mobilizing implementation experiences, the coupling of policy
streams and opening windows for policy change (Herweg, Huß, & Zohlnhöfer,
2015; Zahariadis, 2007).
Similar to the policy feedback approach, attention is paid to the
number of decision making arenas, offering channels and venues to be
explored by policy entrepreneurs to mobilize implementation experiences in
attempts to alter the course of a policy. Following Kingdon’s original work, the
best mobilization opportunity for policy entrepreneurs, and the strongest
incentive for policymakers to respond to implementation experiences, occurs
when the implementation of policy program brings along unforeseen negative
consequences, which provides them with an urgency to act (Kingdon, 2014, p.
103).
The MSF complements the policy feedback approach by pointing out
that experiences are not only an incentive for mobilization, but also a resource
to create access to the policy process, while including other resources required
for successful mobilization. The presence of multiple veto-points and vetoplayers is not a central concern to the MSF, but can be seen as a part of the
political stream. However, since the MSF focusses mostly on agenda-setting,
it is hard to formulate clear expectations about the actual changes associated
with implementation experiences.

2.5.3 Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (PET)
Like the policy feedback approach, PET distinguishes between positive and
negative feedback. New information, such as implementation experience, is
regarded an important source for these different forms of feedback (Lindblom,
1959; 1979). Actors within policy systems are expected to respond to
implementation problems by mitigating these issues (Baumgartner & Jones,
2005; True, Jones, & Baumgartner, 2007).
As in the policy feedback approach, negative feedback is triggered by
positive experiences, and mechanisms of path-dependency. This effect is
strengthened when policies are made in relatively closed circles of experts in
which actors share fundamental policy assumptions, resulting in policy
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stability (Baumgartner & Jones, 1993; Princen, 2010; True, Jones, &
Baumgartner, 2007). The main difference with the policy feedback approach
comes from the understanding of positive feedback, which may lead to
moments of change, also referred to as punctuations. Positive feedback, based
on negative experiences, may result in small changes. The occurrence of
positive feedback, is more likely in policy subsystems which are open to new
participants and information. These are seen as necessary conditions for
disruptive policy changes which can be reinforced, instead of being
counterbalanced by closed circles of experts (Baumgartner & Jones, 1993;
Princen, 2013).
Like the MSF, PET stresses the importance of policy entrepreneurs.
However, PET emphasizes stable patterns of decision-making instead of
adopting the “garbage can” model of the MSF, in which policy legacies are less
relevant (Schlager, 2007). Similar to the MSF, the resources, capacities, and
preferences of entrepreneurial actors strongly affect the ability of actors to
acquire and mobilize implementation experiences (Palmer, 2015; Sheingate,
2000).
The possibility to explore new venues and target these with different
strategies increases the chances of positive feedback (Radaelli & Kraemer,
2008; Ripoll Servent & Tauner, 2014). Accordingly, an important insight from
PET is that actors are expected to seek out and attend the most promising
venues to favour their issues and ideas (Pralle, 2003; True, Jones, &
Baumgartner, 2007). Furthermore, shock events or crises, are put forward as
exogenous variables which may lead to an increased demand for
implementation experiences by policymakers (Saurugger & Terpan, 2016).
In sum, PET further shows that actors should be assumed to behave
strategically for the mobilization of implementation experiences and that such
behaviour is affected by their capacities and preferences, and institutional
features of the policy system. The majority of these factors contributes to
stability in the policy process (negative policy feedback). However, under
some conditions, implementation experiences can trigger more disruptive
changes (positive policy feedback). These conditions, such as institutional
openness, and a multitude of access channels are also clearly present in the
EU (e.g. Princen, 2007), making these insights very useful for understanding
the role of implementation experiences.

2.5.4 Policy learning
The three previous approaches highlight the role of mobilization of actors,
how interests and information enter the policy process, and what changes this
brings about. What happens in between gaining access and changing the
policy remains underexposed. The literature on policy learning can help shed
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light on this. The concept of policy learning is largely based on the idea that
certain experiences may lead to moments of learning in which ideas and
beliefs regarding a policy are updated. Updated beliefs with policymakers may
trigger various sorts of policy change (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). A common
distinction exists between simple and complex, or single- and double-loop
learning (Argyris & Schön, 1978; Heclo, 1974). Simple, or single-loop
learning, is linked to new beliefs about the adequacy of existing policy
programs and settings, and can lead to what Hall (1993) refers to as “first
order change”. This type of learning and change is assumed to allow
implementation experiences to play a key role, as they offer new insights on
how policy instruments work in practice. Double-loop learning refers to more
fundamental learning about the core beliefs behind a policy and subsequent
changes towards policy objectives and underlying preferences (Nye, 1987).
This type of learning is expected to lead to more radical “second or third order”
policy change, such as changes to the goals and objectives of policies (Argyris
& Schön, 1978; Hall, 1993). The role of implementation experiences for this
sort of change appears to be limited, as it is often driven by more far-reaching
ideas with a broader scope than the policy itself.
An important mechanism of learning is that of trial-and-error. Here
policy administrators (such as implementing agencies) play an important role.
Implementation experiences can enter the policy process directly through
bureaucrats involved in administering policy programs (Hall, 1993; Bennett
& Howlett, 1992). Other actors, such as decision-makers, often learn
indirectly. Therefore, actors who obtain experiences first-hand may have to
take upon themselves a role as teacher in order for other actors in the policy
process to learn (Bennett & Howlett, 1992). Whether actors are successful in
teaching policymakers depends in several elements: certification of the
mobilizing actors, openness of policy system, and uncertainty surrounding a
policy or instrument (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). Actors enjoying high
certification by policymakers are more likely to contribute to policy learning,
as their input is regarded to be more legitimate. Recurring and repeated
interactions between teachers and policymakers are also thought to improve
such learning relations (Zito & Schout, 2009). Finally, policymakers are
argued to be more likely to learn from expertise when it helps to reduce
uncertainty about how a policy works in practice. Again, in open policy
subsystems, the chances of policymakers learning from experiences is
assumed to be higher, as are the chances of this resulting in policy changes
(Zito, 2001).
In sum, scholars of policy learning point to the importance of practical
expertise for policymakers. Openness of policy subsystems, recurring
interactions between actors, policies surrounded by uncertainty and
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certification of “teachers” are expected to affect how implementation
experiences lead to changed policy beliefs.

2.5.5 Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF)
The ACF largely builds upon ideas of policy learning (Sabatier & JenkinsSmith, 1993; Zito & Schout, 2009). Advocacy coalitions, consisting of a wide
range of actors such as scientists, policymakers and media, are assumed to
compete over policy outcomes (Jenkins-Smith et al., 2014, p. 191). The
binding factor in these coalitions is their shared belief system. In this belief
system, deep core beliefs are fundamental, and hard to change. Auxiliary
beliefs are more applied to specific policies, while secondary beliefs are even
more specific and applied a policy domain (Sabatier & Weible, 2007). For
these coalitions, practical implementation experiences are an important input
for understanding how policies work, and what should be changed. Technical
information, in particular, may trigger changes in the secondary beliefs of
actors (Sabatier, 1986; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1988).
Changes in secondary beliefs may be reflected in policy change, when
a coalition has the power to do so. The degree of consensus required for policy
change increases the competition between coalitions, and makes policy
changes harder to achieve (Sabatier & Weible, 2007). In order to reach
consensus between coalitions, some actors may have to act as policy brokers,
mitigating differences between coalitions. Consequently, policy change caused
by learning is assumed to take place when policy preferences can by aligned
with changes in beliefs about how policies work (Moyson, 2017).
ACF shows that actors mobilize their experiences within coalitions of
actors with shared beliefs, or have to act as policy brokers, when an advocacy
coalition lacks the power to make policy changes. Successful mobilization of
these experiences, or brokerage, is affected by resources of these actors, and
the level of competition between coalitions.

2.6 Discussion
The five approaches to the policy process provide largely comparable and
complementary insights about the link between implementation experiences
and policy change. In all approaches implementation experiences are seen as
a factor leading, or contributing, to changes in actors’ policy preferences,
which may lead to policy changes. We find that all approaches, to different
extents, break up the link between implementation experience and policy
change in distinct stages. Following the review, a distinction can be made
between three stages: i) (bottom-up) mobilization; ii) gaining access (and
exchanging experiences); and iii) use of implementation experiences.
Although this distinction simplifies a process that is far messier and less linear
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in practice, it helps to systematically address which factors affect the feedback
of implementation experiences.
Based on the approaches’ insights about these stages and the settings
of the EU implementation and EU policymaking process, different
expectations and questions can be formulated about what processes and
factors affect the impact of implementation experiences on EU policy change.
Below these stages are discussed and a research agenda is formulated for
testing several of these expectations and exploring further avenues of
research.

2.6.1 Mobilization
The first stage which links implementation experiences to policy change
relates to how and by whom implementation experiences are mobilized, and
the motivations to do so. When we turn to the whom question, we find that
the different policy approaches are actually not very specific about which
actors collect particular experiences, although both PET and the policy
learning approach point out that experiences from (implementing)
bureaucrats offer an important source of feedback. As these actors are largely
overlooked in studies on EU policy change, further research should, first of all,
include these actors, and assess their role in the process of EU policy change. 4
The conditions under which the mobilization of implementation
experiences is preferred over other possible responses to EU policy demands
is a second issue that requires further investigation. Vested interests, high
implementation cost, or a misfit between EU policies and domestic policies
may lead to mobilization of experience in favour of changing existing policies.
However, it remains unclear when actors pursue this strategy, instead of, for
example, non-compliance, or muddling through. We expect the perceived
need or felt obligation to somehow act in line with EU legislation to play a role
here (Zwaan, 2012).
We must also pay attention to the resources and capacities of actors
in order to understand how and when they mobilize. All approaches
acknowledge to some extent, that well-endowed actors are more likely to
mobilize because they have better networks, organizational backbones, and
financial resources that put them in a better position to mobilize their
experiences and to explore multiple venues simultaneously. The question to
what extent actors, which try to upload specific implementation experiences,
have these resources and capacities is an important one, especially when we
Implementing actors are studied in bottom-up implementation literature, however, mainly in
relation to explaining how policies are implemented, and not how policies are changed (e.g.
Matland 1995; Sabatier 1986).
4
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consider that implementing actors are likely to provide this kind of
information. Questions can be raised about their capacity and resources to
mobilize their implementation experiences to the EU level.
The decision to mobilize implementation experiences will also depend
on the perceived openness of the policy-making setting. This is a third issue
that requires attention. The openness may differ per policy, actor, or type of
implementation experience. As a consequence, actors are expected to seek out
a venue in which policymakers are most interested in their experiences (e.g.
Ackrill & Kay, 2011). For actors mobilizing implementation experiences, this
venue is most likely the Commission, because of its need for technical
expertise (e.g. Peterson, 1995), in particular for the formulation of second and
third order policy changes (changes to policy instruments and their settings).
In this sense, implementation experiences are an access good (Bouwen, 2002).
For this purpose, formal procedures for feedback are likely to be used, but
there are other venues for mobilization, such as administrative networks, that
need to be studied as well (e.g. Mastenbroek & Martinsen, 2018). The question
whether actors make use of these other venues, next to the formal procedures,
to upload their implementation experiences is a fifth issue that will require
further research. We expect that formal channels are more accessible to actors
that are more detached from the policymaking process, while informal routes
may be more suitable for actors with closer ties to the Commission, or with
more exclusive expertise. Here lies an important link to the next stage: gaining
access.

2.6.2 Access
A second stage linking implementation experiences to policy change relates to
the process of gaining, or creating, access to policymakers. Therefore, it is
important to not only analyze which venues actors turn to for sharing their
implementation experiences, but also to analyze which channels and venues
are most receptive to this type of expertise. The five approaches show that
gaining access to policymakers largely depends on meeting the policymakers’
demand for information. The first question in this regard is therefore which
venues are most receptive to implementation experiences?
As mentioned, we expect the European Commission to be especially
interested in implementation experience as the (output) legitimacy for the
Commission is much based on the policies it delivers (Scharpf, 2009). It is
important for the Commission to understand the impact of a policy in order
to minimize adverse effects. As the Commission has only limited expertise
about how policies work out in the various member states, it needs input from
experts in the implementation of EU policies from its member states.
Moreover, the Commission offers numerous consultation and evaluation
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moments through which stakeholders have the possibility to present their
implementation experiences. However, we expect the Commission to be also
receptive to implementation experiences outside of these procedures,
especially when there is uncertainty about how a policy should be
implemented, or when policy issues are too technical to be addressed via these
procedures. We therefore expect the Commission to be open to information
about policies which are hard to monitor in detail, or which grant much room
for maneuver to the member states.
Besides providing much needed information, our review shows that it
is also helpful when actors are seen as legitimate or enjoy certification by the
relevant policymakers. For implementing agencies and policy administrators,
who play an important role within the policy process, we expect that their
position provides them with a high degree of legitimacy.
In order to test these expectations, we need detailed studies on how
the Commission responds to actors with implementation experiences in terms
of granting them access. Next to researching how the Commission invites
actors to share implementation experiences consultations, impact
assessments, and ex-post evaluations, we also need to look at how receptive
the Commission is for experiences mobilized in more informal ways (e.g.
Polman, 2018, see chapter 4).

2.6.3 Use by policymakers
Finally, when actors have mobilized implementation experiences, and have
gained access to policymakers, there are still a number of factors that affect
whether these experiences are actually used in policymaking. Aside from the
legitimacy of the (actors that provide) implementation experiences, various
political factors are expected to play an important role in this stage. First of
all, there is the amount of veto-players involved, and the accessory issue
alignment. A larger number of veto-players is associated with fewer changes,
especially when there is conflict between veto-players. When there is little
conflict about the direction of policy, we expect more room for
implementation issues, and policymakers to be more open to input.
Second, the use of implementation experiences is also expected to be
affected by the role of organized interests in the process of policymaking.
Input from a large number of societal interests may make it more difficult for
implementation experiences, as a form of technical knowledge, to compete
with. In this light, we expect that policymakers are better suited to learn and
make use of bureaucratic expertise when there is not too much societal
pressure involved (as suggested by Hall [1993]). Therefore, we expect more
use of implementation experiences in more technical changes, such as the
settings of policy instruments. Which, in the EU, are often dealt with in
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specific implementing and delegated acts. For these acts there are usually less
organized societal interests, and also less veto-players involved.
Thirdly, alignment between experiences and existing beliefs of the
policymakers are relevant. Close alignment between how experiences are
presented and the belief system of the policymakers will make it more likely
that experiences are used.
Fourthly, under conditions of uncertainty about policy effects and
outcomes, actual use is also expected to be more likely. Implementation
experiences can play an important role in reducing uncertainty, as they
provide policymakers with information about practical issues where a policy
needs to be adjusted (Polman, 2018, see chapter 4).
In sum, it is assumed in the literature that implementation experiences can
contribute to policy change. However, there is only limited attention for when
implementation experiences are able to trigger processes of change. By and
large, the various approaches do not seem to treat implementation
experiences as a sufficient condition for policy change by itself, unless they
highlight major flaws in a policy. Nevertheless, when mobilized by the right
actors, and under the right conditions, implementation experiences should be
treated as important input for (EU) policymakers, contributing to incremental
changes to policy instruments and their settings.

2.7 Conclusion
We started this paper by reviewing the EU implementation and policy change
literature to take stock of our insights about the link between EU
implementation experiences and EU policy change. We found that little is
known about this link. To fill in this gap we turned to five approaches of the
policy process and translated their insight to the EU implementation and
policy-making setting. Our review of these approaches resulted in breaking up
of three stages that link implementation experiences with policy change, about
which we formulated a number of questions and expectations. These need
further testing and research to gain a more systematic and detailed
understanding about how implementation experiences feed back to the EU
level.
While doing so will help us to connect the dots between EU
implementation experiences and EU policy change, there are also some
limitations to our agenda. The most important analytical limitation is that we
focus predominantly on instrumental use of implementation experiences, i.e.
the direct application of knowledge in policy formulation and decision-making
processes. Studies on knowledge use show that technical knowledge and
practical information which contribute to clarifying an issue or solving a
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problem are in particular relevant for instrumental use, but implementation
experiences can also be used in more strategic or conceptual ways (e.g.
Boezeman, 2015; Rich, 1975).
Another drawback is that we pay only limited attention to more
normative questions. One of these question is how the Commission should
deal with various forms of input, and whether formal and systematic modes of
feedback should be preferred over more informal and less systematic
feedback.5 To further the debate about the resilience, responsiveness and
problem-solving capacities of the EU such normative questions about the link
between implementation experiences and policy change must clearly also be
addressed.

5

We would like to thank reviewer 2 for pointing this issue out.
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CHAPTER 3

PARTICIPATION OF
IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES IN
EUROPEAN ADMINISTRATIVE
NETWORKS*
Prelude to chapter 3
In the previous chapter, the three steps of the feedback process from
implementation experiences from implementing agencies to use by
policymakers have been elaborated upon. The upcoming chapter looks at the
first step in this feedback process and provides an answer to the first subquestion of how and under which conditions implementation experiences are
mobilized by implementing agencies. With regard to the how-question, this
chapter introduces the Learning Network as a channel that was founded by
paying agencies in order to influence the policy agenda of the Commission.
Although there are other channels through which paying agencies interacted
with representatives of the Commission, these were perceived as less suitable
for interest representation.
The Learning Network is a type of European administrative network.
These administrative networks are seen as an important part of the functioning
of the EU, mainly because of their role in bridging the gap between policy
implementation knowledge and the policymaking activities of the European
Commission. Active participation in such networks is an important way to
mobilize implementation experiences. However, the extent to which
implementing agencies actually do so, and which conditions explain network
participation, has not yet been investigated. In order to explain under which
conditions implementing experiences are mobilized by implementing agencies ,
this chapter specifically addresses the conditions under which paying agencies
are expected to participate actively in the Learning Network.

Status: Published.
Polman, D. (2020). Participation of Implementing Agencies in European Administrative
Networks. Journal of Common Market Studies, 58(4), 818-835.
*
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3.1 Introduction
In the EU there is a considerable distance between the formulation of policies
in Brussels and their implementation domestically (Young, 2010, p. 64).
European administrative networks, in which domestic implementing agencies
participate, play an important function in overcoming this distance and help
to close the gap between the formulation and implementation of policies
(Mastenbroek, 2018; Trondal & Peters, 2013, p. 295). Although their actual
impact remains a point of discussion (Kelemen & Tarrant, 2011), European
administrative networks are often seen as tools for both domestic
implementing agencies and the European Commission to improve member
states' compliance with EU policies, and to increase their effectiveness
(Hobolth & Martinsen, 2013). Via the exchange of (best) practices and
processes of learning, these networks affect domestic administrative practices
(Thatcher & Coen, 2008; Yesilkagit, 2011). Another function of networks is to
provide an important channel for domestic implementing agencies to access
the Commission, through which they may influence the agenda-setting and
policy formulation stages of the EU policy process (Börzel & Heard-Lauréote,
2009, p. 141, Peterson & Bomberg, 1999). The mobilization of
implementation experiences through administrative networks allows the
Commission to draw important lessons about the functioning of its policies
(Trondal & Peters, 2013, p. 303) and can contribute to the formulation of new
policy proposals (Hofmann, 2008, pp. 671, 674).
An important prerequisite for all these functions is that domestic
implementing agencies actually make use of such networks to share their
experiential knowledge. This means that in order to close the gap between the
implementation and formulation of EU policies, and to make an impact,
domestic agencies will have to participate in these networks. However, we lack
insight into the extent to which domestic implementing agencies do so, and
what explains this. Therefore, this article aims to explain the extent to which
domestic implementing agencies participate in European administrative
networks, by asking the question ‘which conditions affect the participation of
domestic implementing agencies in European administrative networks that
function as a channel to the Commission?’
In order to answer this question, we turn to the case of the common
agricultural policy (CAP), an important policy field that has seen major
changes over the past decades, amongst others, with regard to the policy
instrument for farmers' income support (Daugbjerg, 2009; Garzon, 2006;
Swinnen, 2008). In the run up to the post-2013 reform of the CAP, various
implementing agencies tasked with administering this income support, called
paying agencies (PAs), established the Learning Network for paying agencies
and coordinating bodies. This network provided national PAs a platform to
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discuss their positions on the CAP and share their expertise with
representatives of the European Commission, with the aim of influencing the
Commission's reform agenda (Learning Network, 2012a).
Despite the Commission's interest in the input from this network,
there were strong differences across member states in the extent to which their
PAs participated during this reform process. Based upon literature on the
policy process and studies of EU interest representation, we expected that
these differences in participation could be explained in part by the motivations
and resources of implementing agencies in the various member states.
Through qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) we show how the role these
conditions play in the participation of domestic implementing agencies in
administrative networks. The analysis highlights the importance of exposure
to European integration as a condition and resource for more active
participation, in particular, in combination with other conditions, such as
implementation issues, large staff size and low autonomy.
In particular, the study shows to what extent these conditions explain
why PAs from some member states participate more actively than others. This
helps us to understand why or when particular practical experiences from
implementing agencies are likely to be mobilized and feed back into the
Commission's policy agenda, although the findings of this specific case
require, of course, further testing for other administrative networks. We turn
to this in the conclusion. Studying the CAP is also empirically valuable,
because scholars have not yet investigated these types of networks in the CAP
(Mastenbroek & Martinsen, 2018). This is somewhat surprising, as the CAP is
the EU's largest policy domain and still takes up around 40 per cent of the EU's
budget. Therefore, this article also contributes to the literature of European
administrative networks by extending its scope to a new policy field and
highlighting the agenda-setting role of these networks. The study also adds to
the literature on networks by providing insight into the functioning of these
networks. If we want to grasp how these networks function we should not only
focus on their impact (Van Boetzelaer & Princen, 2012), but also on which
implementing agencies are more likely to play an active role in network
activities.
Because of the lack of understanding about the participation of
agencies in European administrative networks, the following section
elaborates on the relevance of understanding the participation in, and use of
such networks. Then, employing a mixed method approach, the article
combines existing literature with semi-structured interviews with key actors
in both the Learning Network and DG Agriculture and Rural Development
(AGRI), to formulate meaningful expectations about the participation of PAs
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in the Learning Network. Subsequently, the QCA, which is used for further
analysis, is introduced.

3.2 Participation in administrative networks
Most studies on European administrative networks pay attention to the
establishment and functioning of networks (Mastenbroek & Martinsen, 2018).
In this tradition, networks are studied mainly with respect to their role in the
coordination and harmonization of implementation practices, or in providing
the Commission with expertise (Trondal & Peters, 2013). Such studies often
use functionalist approaches, theorizing that networks are established to deal
with the complex interdependencies created by European integration, and to
fill the gap between the formulation and execution of European policies
(Busuioc, 2016; Trondal & Peters, 2013). However, while these functionalist
approaches help to explain the demand for these networks they are less useful
for understanding the way in which they operate in practice. Blauberger and
Rittberger (2015) have argued that this is mainly a political process in which
strategic considerations play a central role. In this study we follow this
strategic perspective to understand network participation: we assumed that
domestic implementing agencies are strategic actors that try to realize their
preferences (Beyers et al., 2015; Sager et al., 2014) and do so in a strategically
selective context that favours some strategies over others (Hay, 2002, p. 127).
Administrative networks, from this perspective, can be seen as specific access
channels (Coen, 2007; Zito, 2001) and participation as a strategy through
which implementing agencies attempt to realize their preferences.
In this article we link this strategic perspective to EU studies on
interest representation and multi-level governance, and various strands of
policy process literature. In these studies the recurring question has been how
actors mobilize their resources to obtain access to the policy-making process,
with a chance of influencing EU policies (Coen & Richardson, 2009; Hooghe,
1995). Various actors have been studied in this light, such as lobby
organizations and interest groups (Eising, 2008), social movements (Marks &
McAdam, 1996), regions (Hooghe and Marks, 1996) and other subnational
authorities (Jeffrey, 1997). While implementing agencies have not been
studied as such, insights from these studies may be used to formulate
expectations about the conditions under which domestic implementing
agencies participate in an administrative network, as an access channel to the
European Commission. Thus, the literature points to two main factors for
understanding the mobilization of domestic actors through an administrative
network: motivation and the right resources.
In the next section, hypotheses are presented about motivations and
resources for the participation of domestic implementing agencies of the CAP
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in an administrative network. In addition to reviewing existing literature on
interest representation, multi-level governance and approaches to the EU
policy process, we also draw on the insights of several exploratory interviews
with key actors from both the Learning Network and DG AGRI to fine-tune
our hypotheses more specifically to PAs as implementing agencies in the CAP.
Because it is both methodologically and practically impossible to account for
all the factors that contribute to the participation of domestic implementing
agencies in European administrative networks, this strategy was used to
highlight the most important conditions related to the motivation and
resources of PAs. In the method section the use of these exploratory interviews
will be further explained.

3.3 Motivation
3.3.1 Implementation issues
According to scholars of policy feedback, motivation for mobilization may
come from discontent with existing policies (either in scope, or content), or
the direction of expected policy developments (Pierson, 1993). Similarly,
theories of policy uploading suggest that the greater the costs of a policy for a
member state, the more likely it is to push for changes (Börzel, 2002). This
mechanism is very likely the same for implementing agencies; the more
difficulties with implementation or the higher the (expected) costs, the more
likely agencies are to mobilize their experiences and reach out to the European
Commission. Especially during the policy formulation stage, and in a network
with the explicit goal of raising awareness about implementation issues with
the Commission, such as the Learning Network, this mechanism is expected
(interview 2). Following the logic discussed above, implementation issues are
expected to contribute to a positive outcome, although the condition by itself
is not necessary or sufficient (INUS condition). This leads to the following
hypothesis:
H1a

Implementation issues contribute to the active participation of
a member state’s implementing agencies in the Learning
Network.

The other way around, it is reasonable to expect that a lack of implementation
issues contributes to less participation by implementing agencies in such a
network:
H1b A relative lack of implementation issues contributes to the
absence of active participation of a member state’s
implementing agencies in the Learning Network.

51

Chapter 3

3.3.2 Domestic constraints: farmer representation
Aside from specific issues with the implementation of a policy programs, the
institutional and political context within a member state offers additional
incentives to make more active use of a European administrative network. The
priorities of the national government are therefore important to consider.
Actors will have a stronger incentive to explore other channels for interest
representation when their national government is not responsive to their
issues, for example when other interests have the upper hand (e.g.
Baumgartner & Jones, 2005). More direct channels of access to the EU often
offer a way to escape such domestic constraints (Princen & Kerremans, 2008).
Generally speaking, the interests of implementing agencies and
member state governments are likely to overlap, as governments want a good
implementation track record, without too many additional costs. However,
with regard to simplification and administrative burdens PAs may have to
compete with farmers’ interests, as less burdens for farmers usually imply
more control issues for PAs (interview 1). Farmer (employer) organizations
are often found to actively seek access to the national government in EU
related issues (Henning, 2009). As a result, national governments sometimes
have to make a trade-off between prioritizing simplification for farmers, or for
PAs. This means that a strong representation of farmers’ interests in the
national government would lead to more competition for PAs to have their
concerns uploaded through their national government. As a consequence, this
provides them with a stronger incentive to look for other channels to mobilize
their expertise, which brings us to the following set of hypotheses:
H2a

Strong representation of farmers’ interests will contribute to
the active participation of a member state’s implementing
agencies in the Learning Network.

The absence of strong representation of farmers’ interests should still be seen
as one less incentive for PAs to use a direct access channel, because they have
to compete less for the attention of their own national government. This may
make participation in a transnational network organization superfluous.
H2b Weak representation of farmers’ interests will contribute to the
absence of active participation of a member state’s
implementing agencies in the Learning Network.

3.4 Resources
Resources concern the capacity of actors to mobilize (Tatham, 2010). As most
approaches to the policy process will point out: for actors to affect
policymaking, they need the right resources in order to make use of an access
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channel, or actively participate in a network (e.g. Kingdon, 1984;
Baumgartner & Jones, 1993). Of course, the technical expertise and
experiences with policy implementation are perhaps the most important
resources of implementing agencies, as this offers crucial information to the
Commission about how its policies work (e.g. Bouwen, 2004; Polman, 2018).
However, all implementing agencies should be considered to have valuable
experiences for the Commission (Henning, 2009); these experiences,
therefore, are unlikely to explain differences in mobilization. Other important
resources for making use of networks or other access channels to the EU that
emerge from the literature are: staff size, socialization, and autonomy. On the
basis of existing research, it is hard to point out whether one of these resources
is a necessary condition; there appears to be no clear hierarchy of relevance.
However, it is expected that the presence of these resources, either by itself,
or in combination, is associated with more active participation within the
Learning Network. Conversely, the absence of these resources is associated
with a negative outcome.

3.4.1 Staff size
First, a large organizational size is thought to be an important condition for
participation. Larger organizations will have more staff and resources to
allocate to lobbying activities (Tatham, 2010). Larger organizations may even
have the luxury to be able to use multiple channels at the same time. Likewise,
a larger and more professional staff is assumed to lobby more effectively
(Marks, Haesly, & Mbaye, 2002, p. 9). Finally, another advantage of a large
staff size is that it offers the possibility to allocate resources within the agency
to collect and process the practical experiences gained from the day-to-day
activities of implementing a policy.
H3a

A large staff will contribute to the active participation of
implementing agencies in the Learning Network.

H3b A small staff will contribute to the absence of active
participation of implementing agencies in the Learning
Network.

3.4.2 EU membership experience
A second important resource condition relates to experience with the EU
policy process. As a consequence of EU membership administrations within
the member states become more accustomed to dealing with European
policymaking over time (Marks, Hooghe, & Blank, 1996; Kassim, 2003).
Implementing agencies in member states that have been part of the EU for a
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longer period, have had more time to adjust to European modes of
policymaking and develop strategies for dealing with the Commission. This
can be seen as a (social or strategic) learning process, in which repeated
interactions lead to an improved understanding of good practices for interest
representation (see Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013; Hay, 2002). As a consequence,
implementing agencies in older member states have greater experience with
the EU policymaking process, and this is thought to provide them with better
insights on how to influence this process. In contrast, the experiences of
administrations in newer member states have largely consisted of a top-down
integration process in which they have had very little influence on the
integration process itself (Goetz, 2004). Therefore the tendency with regard to
implementation in newer member states is more to follow than to push for
adjustments (interview 3). Finally, and this is especially the case in the CAP,
there is a greater chance that employees of domestic implementing agencies
from older member states have had previous working experience within the
European Commission and vice-versa (interviews 5, 6). A survey on the
influence of actors within EU-related networks of various domestic agencies
corroborates these expectations, finding that the largest influence in such
networks is attributed to agencies from EU 15 member states (Egeberg,
Martens, & Trondal, 2015, p. 343).
H4a

Operating in an older member state will contribute to the active
participation of implementing agencies in the Learning
Network.

H4b Operating in a newer member state will contribute to the
absence of active participation of implementing agencies in the
Learning Network.

3.4.3 Autonomy
Third, studies on subnational authorities point toward the importance of the
organizational autonomy of agencies vis-à-vis their government. Tatham
(2010) comes to the conclusion that autonomy from the central government
is an important predictor for the use of direct representation channels to the
EU, and thus bypassing the government. The rationale is that the more formal
powers these authorities have, the more likely they are to act independently
from their domestic government and seek their own involvement at the
European level, bypassing the government’s gatekeeping function (Hocking
1999). Moreover, agencies at “arms-length” from their ministry have been
associated with acting more directly as agents to the Commission, again,
effectively bypassing their member state government (Egeberg, Martens and
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Trondal, 2015, p. 332). The autonomy of PAs also varies across member
states, and following this line of thought we expect that implementing agencies
with more formal autonomy from their government are more likely to seek
direct access to the Commission.
H5a

High autonomy of implementing agencies vis-à-vis government
in a member state will contribute to the active participation in
the Learning Network.

H5b Low autonomy of implementing agencies vis-à-vis government
in a member state will contribute to the absence of active
participation in the Learning Network.
In the remainder of this article, these hypotheses will be tested through
Qualitative Comparative Analysis, by using data about the participation of
implementing agencies over the period surrounding the CAP post-2013
reform.

3.5 Methodology
3.5.1 The case of the CAP post-2013 reform
The post-2013 CAP reform was the first CAP reform after the establishment
of the Learning Network, which was founded in response to the increasing
issues with implementation and administrative burdens. As other channels of
interaction with the Commission were not perceived to be useful to influence
the Commission’s policy agenda, the Learning Network offered a new platform
for PAs to share their implementation experiences, with the goal of affecting
the policy process (Polman 2018). As the Commission and DG AGRI
expressed a clear interest in the input of the Learning Network, and took the
time resources to attend and host meetings with this network (Learning
Network, 2012a; European Commission, 2012), it serves as a direct access
channel to the Commission, offering PAs a distinct possibility to upload their
experiences and concerns.
Furthermore, the post-2013 reform gave PAs strong incentives to
participate in the newly introduced Learning Network. One of the main
elements of this reform was the introduction of new greening measures, these
were additional requirements for farmers to make the system of direct
payments more environment-friendly (European Commission, 2016). These
new instruments, however, also demanded some impactful adjustments on
the PAs, who expected difficulties to implement the greening measures in a
timely and consistent manner. Simultaneously there were still some
unresolved difficulties with the correct application of policy instruments from
the previous reform (Learning Network, 2012d). These were strong reasons
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for PAs to participate in the Learning Network, with the aim of raising these
issues with the Commission during the new round of policy formulation.
This combination of the successful establishment of a direct access
channel to the Commission and the anticipation to the new reform make it a
most likely scenario for PAs from all member states (N=27) to actively
participate in this network 6. However, in practice there were great differences
across member states in the extent to which they participated, with some not
even participating at all. Therefore the CAP reform post-2013 offers a good
case to examine the extent to which a strategic perspective considering the
motivation and resources of agencies is able to explain network participation.

3.5.2 Qualitative Comparative Analysis
The hypotheses will be tested through Qualitative Comparative Analysis
(QCA), a method based on Boolean logic. This methodology is suitable for
gaining insights into broader patterns of representation, or in this case:
participation (e.g. Spierings & Jacobs, 2019). Theoretically, different
combinations of conditions may help to explain the active participation of PAs
in different member states, an assumption often referred to as complex
causality. Thus, multiple non-exclusive explanations of an outcome can coexist. QCA offers the most systematic way to analyse these types of relations
(Legewie, 2013; Schneider & Wagemann, 2007). Moreover, the negative
outcome, non-participation, may be explained by different paths, which are
not necessarily the negations of the those associated with the positive
outcome. Therefore it is common practice in QCA to run separate analyses for
both the positive and negative outcome. Moreover, QCA has been frequently
described as a very suitable approach for medium-sized research populations
or samples, ideally for 10-50 cases (e.g. Rihoux & Ragin, 2009; Schneider &
Wagemann, 2012).
The specific fuzzy set approach to QCA employed in this paper
(fsQCA) treats the different conditions as sets to which cases have different
degrees of membership. Qualitative anchors are set which determine whether
the different cases are a full member of a set (≥0.95), completely out (≤0.05),
at the point of indifference (0.5), or somewhere in between. For this purpose,
the direct method of calibration, as described by Ragin (2008) was used.
The QCA produces complex combinations of conditions, or
configurations, which can each be seen as a sufficient solution for explaining

Because the Learning Network was founded shortly before this reform, it is almost impossible
that participation affected the implementation issues occurring within the various Member
States. Moreover, participation in this network is not expected to significantly increase the
administrative burdens for the PAs.
6
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the outcome (written in upper-case), or its negation (lower-case). The
explanatory power and empirical relevance of a sufficient solution are
evaluated through measures of consistency (to what extent the solution
confirms the statements of necessity and sufficiency), and coverage (to what
extent the presented solution explains the actual empirical cases). For the
analysis I have used the software packages QCA and SetMethods in R (Dusa,
2007; Medzihorsky et al., 2018). In the upcoming section the measurement of
the outcome and conditions are briefly discussed. A more detailed explanation
of the measurement and calibration process, and the raw and calibrated data
can be found in appendix E (E.1-E.6).

3.5.3 Operationalization and calibration
Below different conditions are operationalized. As mentioned, these
conditions are based on the literature, with additional support from five
exploratory interviews. The interviewees were primarily selected on basis of
their position in DG AGRI (a deputy director in frequent contact with Learning
Network, and a representative of the unit responsible for the new greening
instruments) and their role in the Learning Network (a former chair and
former secretary). In addition, an interview with a senior adviser of the Dutch
Paying Agency was held. An overview of the interviewees can be found in
appendix A.7
Participation in Learning Network (P). The outcome variable is
measured by looking at the participation in Learning Network general
meetings by member state PA representative(s) between October 2011 and
March 2014. The starting point corresponds with the release of the
Commission’s first proposal for the reform. From this point forward, PAs had
a better view at which implementation issues had to be addressed during the
reform process. Also, at this moment in time, the Learning Network had
already established an informal access channel to the Commission, as the
Commission accepted their invitation to participate in regular informal
meetings while discussing the agenda for reform. The end date was set because
at that point the Commission presented the implementing and delegated acts
related to the reform, effectively finalizing the CAP reform post 2013. Over
this period, the Learning Network organized nine general meetings in which
all member state PAs could potentially participate, and provide input.
Moreover, PAs had the option to join working groups (WGs) on specific issues,
which are a more systematic and specialized form of participation in the
network. In order to measure active participation we use a combination of
presence at meetings, input during these meetings and participation in WGs.
7

The interviews used for this chapter are 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 of the overview in appendix A.
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Implementation issues (I). The degree of implementation issues with
the CAP is measured by looking at the CAP expenditure made by PAs in
member states that was reclaimed by the Commission over the period between
2010 and 2013 (2014 was not included, as this procedure only takes place two
or three times a year, and not before March 2014). These reclaimed payments
provide an indication for the difficulties that member states’ PAs have with the
existing requirements of policy instruments of the CAP.
Competition from farmer interests (C). Competition from farmer
interests is measured by looking at the density of farmer employers’
organizations in the year closest to 2011, based on the ICTWSS database.
Although it is hard to find a good measure for the influence of employers
within a national government, density is regarded as a reliable proxy (Brandl
& Lehr, 2016).
Large Staff (L). Staff size is an often used measure for measuring the
organizational resources (e.g. Tatham 2010). For most member states the staff
size was readily available through annual reports, or so called activity reports,
or even reported on the website of the PA. Data closest to 2011 were used (see
table E.1 in appendix E for a complete overview).
EU membership experience (M). Different scores were attributed on
basis of the accession dates of the various member states.
Autonomy (A). There is a vast literature on the autonomy of
government agencies; what stands out is that there is not one clear way of
looking at agency autonomy (e.g. Van Thiel et al., 2012). For this analysis the
concept of formal autonomy will be used. For measuring formal autonomy,
the various PAs are studied on the presence of a managing board which is
separate from the parent ministry (Yesilkagit & Christensen, 2009). In these
cases agencies are likely to have more discretion, which allows them to
mobilize themselves directly through administrative networks.

3.6 Results
So which conditions and configurations contribute to more active
participation in the Learning Network? As a first step of QCA it is common
procedure to run analyses for necessity, in order to check whether any
individual necessary condition is present in the sets (e.g. Thomann, 2015).
None of the conditions scores above, or around, the 0.9 consistency threshold
which is commonly used for the identification of single necessary conditions
(Legewie, 2013; Skaaning, 2011). This means that we find no evidence for a
single condition to be necessary for implementing agencies to seek direct
access to the European Commission. In addition, a sufficiency test was
executed, in which no single condition was found to be sufficient, by itself, for
explaining more active participation in the Learning Network (analyses of
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necessity and sufficiency can be found in appendix E, E.7 and E.8). These
findings fit the general expectation that the presence of conditions in the
analyses contributes to a positive outcome, although a single condition is not
expected to be necessary or sufficient by itself.
As a second step, we look at the different configurations that are
sufficient for observing outcome P (based on all truth table rows with a
consistency >0.8. for further motivation, see the robustness checks in
appendix E, E.14-E.16).8 These configurations are presented in the sufficient
solution in table 3.1. Here we see three configurations associated with the
outcome set. Overall, the results show one sufficient configuration for active
use of the Learning Network in which both motivation and resources play a
role (I*M). In the other configurations only resource conditions are included.
The findings thereby suggest that to explain the active use of administrative
networks by implementing agencies, resources may be more important than
specific motivations.
When zooming in on the different configurations, the first path
indicates that implementation issues in combination with longer EU
membership are sufficient for observing use of the Learning Network in eight
cases. This configuration confirms the effects expected in H1a and H4a.
Longer EU membership proves to be an important element of all
configurations in the parsimonious solution. The second configuration adds
staff size into the mix. A large staff size is also found to contribute to the
outcome, in line with the third hypothesis (H3a). However, there is one
unexpected finding, which is that non-autonomy contributes to the outcome
(a*M). This means that PAs in older member states without a board are
associated with active participation in the Learning Network, while the
hypothesized relation was that a lack of autonomy contributes to non-use.
This surprising result can be interpreted in two ways. First, this finding can
suggest that governments may push agencies to make active use of these
networks, or even view administrative networks as additional channels for
policy uploading, which disproves the fifth hypothesis. Second, this specific
configuration may indicate that in older member states, agencies may use
participation in administrative networks to increase their autonomy and
legitimacy toward their own government (cf. Verhoest, 2018, p. 336). The
cases uniquely covered by this path are Belgium, Finland, and Luxembourg.

The selection of a specific solution term (conservative, intermediate, or parsimonious) has
important consequences for the presented results (e.g. Schneider and Wagemann, 2012). In the
text the parsimonious solution is interpreted. A further motivation for this decision can be found
in appendix E, E.10.
8
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Furthermore, a strong farmer representation did not show up in any of the
configurations, thus there is no clear evidence supporting H2a.
The coverage of the solution formula indicates that 77.1 per cent of
the outcome set is explained by these configurations. The solution consistency
shows that 93.0 per cent of the outcome set is correctly explained the sufficient
configurations.
Table 3.1

Sufficient parsimonious solution for the presence of outcome P.
Solution
Solution
Solution
term 1
term 2
term 3

Implementation issues (I)

●

Farmer interest representation (C)
Large staff size (S)
Longer EU membership (M)

●
●

●

●

Consistency

0.969

0.941

0.901

PRI

0.962

0.925

0.861

Coverage (raw)

0.492

0.503

0.406

0.099

0.055

0.131

Autonomy (A)

Coverage (unique)

○

GR, PT;
Covered cases

Consistency cut-off

UK; ES;
IT; NL,
SE; DK,
FR

IR; DE;
UK; NL,
SE; DK,
FR

BE, FI,
LU; IR;
ES; NL, SE

0.8

Solution consistency

0.913

Solution PRI

0.891

Solution coverage
0.771
● Indicates that a condition is present. ○ Indicates that a condition is absent.
Semicolon indicates cases belong to different truth table rows. Cases in
italics are uniquely covered. PRI: proportional reduction in inconsistency.
In table 3.2 the sufficient solution for non-use of the Learning Network is
presented. Here two configurations come forward. First, new member states
(m) with a strong farm lobby (C) are associated with non-use. The
contribution of a strong farm lobby to a path associated with the negative
outcome is also in contradiction with the expectations raised in H2a and H2b.
This means that in new member states, a strong farm lobby actually hampers
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the active participation of PAs. The cases uniquely covered by this path are
Malta, Slovenia, and Romania.
Second, autonomy (A) is now associated with non-use, indicating that
more autonomous agencies are less likely to make use of administrative
networks when combined with few implementation issues (i) and a small staff
size (s) This finding is consistent with the interpretation of autonomy that
governments actually have a role in pushing agencies to participate in
administrative networks, and that more autonomous agencies have to figure
this out for themselves. Furthermore, the other conditions in the path (i and
s) are in line with the hypothesized effects in H1b and H3b.
The coverage of the solution of 0.647, however, is relatively low, which
means that only 64.7 per cent of the outcome set is explained by these
solutions, which makes the explanatory power of the solution formula
relatively weak.
Table 3.2

Sufficient parsimonious solution for the absence of outcome P.
Solution term 1

Implementation issues (I)
Farmer interest representation (C)

○
●

Large staff size (S)
Longer EU membership (M)

Solution term 2

○
○

Autonomy (A)

●

Consistency

0.859

0.957

PRI

0.791

0.951

Coverage (raw)

0.542

0.266

Coverage (unique)
Covered cases
Consistency cut-off

0.381

0.105

MT, SI; CY; RO

BG; CY; AT

0.8

Solution consistency

0.872

Solution PRI

0.821

Solution coverage
0.647
● Indicates that a condition is present. ○ Indicates that a condition is absent.
Semicolon indicates cases belong to different truth table rows. Cases in
italics are uniquely covered. PRI: proportional reduction in inconsistency.
It must also be noted that in the truth table (appendix E, table E.9) there are
multiple contradictory rows with so-called deviant cases consistency, or true
logical contradictions. Because these rows all score low on consistency (<0.8)
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they have not been included in the minimization process leading to the
solutions presented above. However this does mean that four cases that are
part of the positive outcome set (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Hungary) are
not explained. For the negative outcome set, three cases are not explained
because they are in rows with low consistency scores and contradictory cases
(Slovakia, Czech Republic, and Poland).
The most surprising case here is Estonia, which scores <0.5 on all
conditions, but is seen as an active participant, unlike the other country in this
row, Slovakia. The other contradictory cases are all in a row that only has
membership in the large staff set. This part of the findings indicates that there
must be other relevant conditions which are not yet included in the analysis.

3.7 Conclusion and discussion
In this article we have taken a closer look at the participation of implementing
agencies in an administrative network in the CAP, with the particular aim of
explaining why implementing agencies from some member states participate
more actively than others. Therefore, this article has brought together theories
of European administrative networks and interest representation. Based on a
strategic perspective, the expectation was that a combination of specific
motivations and resources would contribute to a more active participation in
these networks.
The case of the Learning Network has allowed us to identify three
paths associated with active participation in this network. In line with the
expectations, longer EU membership, in combination with either a high level
of implementation issues or a large staff size, are associated with more active
network participation. All these conditions are not necessary or sufficient by
themselves, but combined they contribute to active participation.
These results indicate that the strategic perspective presented in the
paper helps to shed further light on the conditions affecting the participation
of domestic implementing agencies in European administrative networks. The
third path for active participation, however, deviated from our expectations.
Autonomy was found to have a reverse effect: the absence of formal autonomy
contributes to participation, while the presence of autonomy is part of a path
leading to non-participation. We also found a reverse contribution of strong
farmers’ interest representation, which was associated with non-participation,
while we expected this to contribute to more active participation. With regard
to the unexpected findings, uniquely covered cases may serve as input for
studies on the effect of (farm) lobby and autonomy on network participation.
From a strategic perspective, these findings may indicate that, at least
in some cases, active network participation is not born out of a lack of
domestic opportunities, but should be seen as a strategy that overlaps the
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implementing agency and the national government. In order to really
understand this mechanism, it will be interesting to see whether other, more
informal types of autonomy also show a similar contribution to network
participation of implementing agencies.
The most consistent finding is that longer EU membership is part of
all paths explaining a the positive outcome, in combination with other
conditions. This emphasizes the importance of practical experiences with the
implementation of EU policies, and dealing with Brussels, for understanding
network participation. However, the importance of this factor for explaining
participation also brings in a normative concern: it means that in the
experiences shared through the Learning Network there may be a strong bias
toward older member states, and an underexposure of the experiences and
issues faced by newer member states (see Mastenbroek & Martinsen, 2018, p.
429). Additional research may also focus on this selectivity in policy feedback.
The cases uncovered by the solution paths need to be examined
further. In particular the motivations for PAs in newer member states that
have participated actively in the Learning Network deserve further
examination. Moreover, looking at the coverage and consistency scores, the
conditions in the analysis appear to be better at explaining active participation
than non-participation. Therefore, as a next step, we need to look at conditions
aimed more specifically at explaining non-participation.
To do so our strategic perspective might be complimented by other
perspectives. Sociological institutionalist explanations, which are so far hardly
used in the literature on administrative networks may add additional insight
(Mastenbroek & Martinsen, 2018). Of course, further research should focus
on whether the findings form this paper hold for other administrative
networks. Moreover, the paper has shown that administrative networks need
not only focus on coordination, harmonization, or enforcement; they can also
provide the Commission with policy feedback and adopt an agenda-setting
role. The Learning Network is a good case to study which conditions
contribute to participation within such networks, but other studies are needed
to find out whether the findings hold for similar (agenda-setting) networks,
and to what extent our findings also apply to more traditional administrative
networks. Finally, future research may explore new directions related to
network participation, for example whether participation affects the impact of
administrative networks in the EU, or how participation varies over time. For
the latter, other methods, such as network analysis, should be considered.

63

Learning from practical experience (exchange)

CHAPTER 4

LEARNING FROM PRACTICAL
EXPERIENCE: IMPLEMENTATION
EPISTEMIC COMMUNITIES
IN THE EU*
Prelude to chapter 4
In this chapter I look at the second step of the feedback process of
implementation experiences. This is the step where implementing agencies
seek access to the European Commission with the goal of exchanging their
information. In this regard, gaining access is a necessary condition for
exchanging information, which cannot be seen separately: in order to gain
access an actor must be able to provide relevant information, and in order to
exchange information an actor must have access. Thereby this chapter seeks
to answer the second sub-question: how and under which conditions are
implementation experiences from implementing agencies subsequently
exchanged with the European Commission?
As this is largely unchartered territory, I will study the gaining access
to and exchanging information with the Commission as creating a learning
relationship between implementing agencies and the Commission. For this
purpose, I argue that communities of implementing agencies, such as the
Learning Network, that cooperate with a shared understanding and shared
policy agenda, can be studied as a sort of epistemic community. For this
purpose, I build mostly upon theory on epistemic (policy) learning for an
exploration of how such learning relationships between domestic
implementing agencies and the Commission take shape. In this regard,
implementing agencies are expected to behave strategically in order to
maximize the likelihood that they are perceived as a legitimate supplier of
valuable expertise (creating access), and that the Commission will actually
learn from their input (exchange).

Status: Published.
Polman, D. (2018). Learning from practical experience: Implementation epistemic communities
in the European Union. In C.A. Dunlop, C.M. Radaelli, & P. Trein (Eds.). Learning in Public
Policy: Analysis, Modes and Outcomes (pp. 123-144). Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.
*
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4.1 Introduction
European Union (EU) policies have a reputation for being complex,
ambiguous, and of imposing high administrative burdens, resulting in
difficulties during implementation. The European Commission, as main
formulator of EU policies, has shown awareness of this notoriety and, in
response, has launched programs such as Better Regulation and REFIT. These
initiatives, aimed at improving the quality and practicability of EU policies,
rely for a large part on the ability of the EU to learn from previous policy
experiences.
Practical experiences from the implementation of a policy may trigger
moments of policy learning in which ideas and beliefs toward a policy are
updated (e.g. Bennet and Howlett, 1992; Hall, 1993; Dunlop and Radaelli,
2013). Critically, feedback from policy administrators has been acknowledged
as an important source for simple (or single loop) learning and eventual policy
change (Hall, 1993). Accordingly, policy change has been described as the
‘natural by-product of (…) the emergence and growth of administrative
expertise’ (Heclo, 1974, pp. 284-285).
However, in most approaches to the policy process, the flow of
experiences from those who are involved in the practical implementation of
policies, and those with the authority to make policy changes appears to be
taken for granted. This is problematic, as information cannot be assumed to
‘just find its way’ (Weiss, Murphy-Graham, and Birkeland, 2005); there are
too many interests and powerful actors involved, and there is simply too much
information out there for policymakers to handle (Baumgartner and Jones,
2015). Moreover, in the context of the EU, those responsible for making the
rules at the European level are quite detached from those responsible for
implementing them at the level of the Member State. In most cases, domestic
implementing agents who obtain practical implementation experiences and
information have little geographical or organizational proximity to EU
policymakers (Young, 2010, p. 64). Therefore, the exchange of practical
implementation experiences is not self-evident, and needs further
explanation.
In this feedback process of implementation experiences in the EU,
domestic agencies involved in the administrative implementation of EU
policies (henceforward implementing agencies), may use various strategies to
share (or upload) their experiences to policymakers at the European level.
Several studies have shown that the activity of such agencies is not limited to
the implementation of the delegated regulatory competences, and that they
are developing an increasingly important political role in the formation and
development of policies (Littoz-Monnett, 2014; Maggetti, 2009; Verschuere,
2009). Moreover, administrative officials are regularly seen as those triggering
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government learning (Etheridge & Short, 1983; Bennett & Howlett, 1992).
While the EU offers a plethora of policymaking modes, with various
actors involved (such as the European Council, European Court of Justice,
Council of Ministers, Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER),
Commission, (expert) committees, and European Council groups) which each
face different types of decisions, and different rationalities, the European
Commission and its DGs are the most likely actors to learn from implementing
agencies’ experiences (Peterson, 1995, p. 71). As legislator, the Commission
has the formal right to draft policy proposals. In order to fulfil this role, the
Commission requires external expert knowledge as a critical resource for
fulfilling its legislative responsibilities (Bouwen, 2004; Henning, 2009).
Hence, actors with exclusive expert information may raise the interest of the
Commission. In return for this expertise, the Commission may grant access to
actors as a reward for providing valuable knowledge and input for their
policymaking activities (Broscheid & Coen, 2007).
However in practice, implementing agencies are rarely studied
beyond their role of policy administrators, while their experiences are valuable
resources for further policymaking (Sager, Bürki, & Luginbühl, 2014). This is
an important gap in the literature on the (EU) policy process. As a result, little
is known about the relationship between EU policymakers and implementing
agencies, and the role of their practical experiences in the EU policy process,
or the lack thereof. Therefore this chapter addresses the following question:
how is a learning relationship between domestic implementing agencies and
the European Commission shaped?
To provide an answer to this question, I turn to the process of the
reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in 2013. Based literature on
learning relationships between experts, or epistemic actors, and policymakers,
the case allows us to explore the most important factors which are expected to
contribute to how the relationship between domestic implementing agencies
and the European Commission is shaped. Studying these factors enables us to
take a closer look at the ‘black box’ underlying this relationship.
Moreover, this study takes a dynamic perspective on the role of
implementation experiences in policy learning, which requires a theoretical
focus on the structuring of the interaction between implementing agencies
who obtain practical policy experiences and the EU institutions who make
policy decisions. The aim of the dynamic perspective on the role of
implementation experiences in EU policy learning is to unravel the strategic
behaviour of implementing agencies, while also looking at the actions of the
European Commission, underlying the learning relationship between these
actors. This provides us with a better understanding of how implementation
experiences feed back into the EU policy process, and how learning relations
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between domestic implementing agencies and the European Commission are
constituted. Subsequently, our contribution is twofold. First, to shine a light
on the role of implementing agencies in the EU policy process beyond their
role as mere policy implementers, but as strategic (epistemic) actors. And
second, to make strides in understanding underlying mechanisms shaping the
exchange of information and subsequent learning relationships between
implementing agencies and EU policymakers.
The chapter is structured as follows. The upcoming section elaborates
the idea of implementing agencies as epistemic actors and then provides
theoretical insights on how and when policymakers engage in learning
relationships, and what the role of implementing agencies is in this process.
Then, in the methodology section the period surrounding the 2013 CAP
reform will be further introduced as a case that will help to explore how these
sorts of learning relationships are shaped. After presenting the empirical
observations, the findings are interpreted in the light of the theoretical
discussion on policy learning. The chapter concludes with implications for
further research.

4.2 Implementing agencies as epistemic actors
Networks of professionals with valuable expertise and an authoritative claim
to policy relevant knowledge have been referred to as epistemic communities
(Haas, 1992, p. 2). Epistemic communities promote policy learning since their
expert knowledge has value to policymakers dealing with policy ambiguity and
uncertainty, or for the promotion of certain policy alternatives (Haas, 1992;
Zito, 2001). To be classified as epistemic communities, these professionals
have to share a common worldview, which consists of 1) a normative rationale
for social action; 2) causal believes stemming from studying the practice of
policy actions and outcomes; 3) criteria for validating knowledge. Finally,
epistemic communities have a fourth characteristic: 4) a common policy
enterprise, which consists of shared practices, associated with a set of
problems that the community addresses with the help of their expertise
(Dunlop, 2009; Haas, 1992). One of the limits of literature on epistemic
communities, however, is that it focuses predominantly on groups of
scientists, leaving out other groups of professionals with valuable expertise
(Davis Cross, 2013). This chapter demonstrates implementing agencies may
also act like an epistemic community. But first, I will provide some theoretical
background on how policymakers engage in learning relationships with and
receive specialised knowledge from such epistemic communities.
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4.3 Learning from epistemic communities
The literature on epistemic learning identifies some factors and conditions
that contribute to the relationship between policymakers and epistemic
communities. Zito (2001), for example, has studied whether the structure of
the EU hampers or advances the position of epistemic communities is the
policy process. His findings indicate that the EU offers a favourable
institutional context for epistemic communities to affect policy outcomes,
because of the emphasis on innovation and its multiple access points.
Moreover, learning relationships between epistemic communities and
policymakers are expected to occur with highly certified experts, while
discussing policy issues with high levels of uncertainty surrounding them
(Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). The certification of experts is based on how the
policymakers regard their authority and legitimacy. In terms of learning, an
actor has to enjoy sufficient legitimacy and professionalism to be identified as
a ‘teacher’ by the relevant policymakers (Dunlop, 2009; Dunlop & Radaelli,
2013, p. 602; Zito, 2001). Authority and legitimacy may also be derived from
actors’ positions within the policy process, and their existing relationship with
policymakers (Davis Cross, 2013).
In the case of implementing agencies, some degree of legitimacy may
already come from their involvement in the practical national administration
of a European policy program. Moreover, practical experiences with the
administration of EU policy programs, bring another advantage. Because
these experiences are a highly specialised form of knowledge, it is only
accessible through a limited number of actors, which means that there is little
competing knowledge available.
Then there is the level of uncertainty. Policy issues surrounded by
higher levels of uncertainty about their costs and impact are assumed to put
policymakers in a position in which they are more willing, or even required, to
rely on expert knowledge in order to understand and consider different policy
options. Lower levels of uncertainty make policymakers more susceptible to
use expert knowledge mainly for legitimizing policies (Dunlop & Radaelli,
2013). Uncertainty is especially high in the early stages of policymaking, when
the costs of a policy decision are still unsure and the political debates are still
ongoing, and in highly technical discussions which go beyond the
understandings of the policymakers (Peterson & Bomberg, 1999; Raustiala,
1997; Zito, 2001). These are the situations is when epistemic learning is most
likely to take place.
However, it is also relevant to understand how learning relationships
between epistemic communities and policymakers are shaped. The role of
epistemic communities therein has been suggested to depend on the degree of
control over the learning relationship. Here, authors like Dunlop (2009,
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2017), and Dunlop and Radaelli (2013) make an important distinction
between control over means (the content and how knowledge is presented),
and objectives (to what goal knowledge is presented).
When policymakers are in control of both the objective(s) and the
content of the learning relation, epistemic communities find themselves in a
relatively weak position. They will function mainly as contributors, like many
other actors whose information may serve as feedback on the efficiency of
existing policies. This may occur, for example, in situations where epistemic
communities take part in public consultations, or other systematic evaluation
tools designed by the Commission.
In cases where policymakers control only the goals of learning,
epistemic communities function as facilitators of the learning process. This
occurs when policymakers set out what they want to learn, but have to rely on
content which is to be determined by the expertise of the epistemic
community. Vice versa, there may be rare situations in which policymakers
control the content, but not the objectives of what they learn. In these
situations, epistemic communities are seen as producers of standards which
are internalized by policymakers, who in turn have to collect knowledge to
achieve these goals (Dunlop, 2009; Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013).
Finally, the optimal situation for epistemic communities occurs when
they control both the content and objectives of the knowledge they present
(Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). This puts them in the ideal position of teacher. In
this role, both parties are aware that learning is essential to deal with a policy
problem (Dunlop, 2009, p. 298). As this is supposed to be the ideal position,
we would expect that epistemic communities will strive to take up this role as
teacher. However, these episodes are often short and finish when the learners
have made up their minds on their preferred policy directions, after which
they will take back control over the goals.
Although understanding who is in control is important in
understanding the scope of learning relationships, it does not yet answer to
the question of how these relationships are shaped. Therefore, epistemic
communities, and implementing agencies, should also be seen as strategic
actors with specific preferences, operating within an institutional context (e.g.
Beyers, Donas, & Fraussen, 2015; Sager, Bürki, & Luginbühl, 2014; Zito,
2001). This context, in which the various actors operate, is assumed to be
strategically selective, meaning that the institutional context in which actors
operate favours some strategies over others (Hay, 2002, p. 127). The context
limits the boundaries of appropriate actions, and provides both opportunities
and restraints, which actors may interpret and act upon. Although actors are
considered to be limited in their information processing capacities, they are
still assumed to act deliberately in order to realize their preferences, and to
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adjust their strategies on basis of their observations of the institutional context
(Hay & Wincott, 1998; Zwaan, 2012). This means that in the development of
a learning relationship, it is not only policymakers learning from epistemic
communities, but also strategic learning on the side of both the implementing
agencies and the policymakers about which strategies should be employed in
order to make the learning relationship as beneficial as possible.
As strategic actors, implementing agencies may use various strategies
to influence the policymakers in a fashion similar to policy entrepreneurs (cf.
Littoz-Monnett, 2014; Pralle, 2003). Thus in order to understand how
learning relations are shaped, we also need to take the strategies and interests
of the implementing agencies into regard. In other words: we have to
understand which actions these actors took to end up where they did (Dunlop,
2007, 2012).
Therefore, it is interesting to empirically asses what these factors of
certification, uncertainty, and control mean for the strategic actions of
implementing agencies in establishing and maintaining a learning
relationship with the Commission, in which they can take up the role of
teacher. More specifically, in order to improve our understanding of these
dynamics, we need to look into which strategies implementing agencies use to
become certified, what the role is of uncertainty, and what the role is of control
over means and objectives in shaping this relationship.

4.4 Methodology
In the upcoming sections, an exploratory case study is presented on the
dynamic interactions between the Commission and implementing agencies in
the period around the 2013 CAP reform.

4.4.1 The 2013 reform of the Common Agricultural Policy
The formation of learning relationships between implementing agencies and
the Commission, and the strategic behaviour of implementing agencies in
policymaking is still mostly unchartered territory. This may serve to uncover
and study these dynamics. In the following sections, I provide further insights
in the processes in which learning relations between policymakers (European
Commission and DG AGRI) and implementing agencies are shaped. This is a
revelatory case, because of the lack of previous research in this direction, and
the use of unique data, which are used to explore the nature of this relationship
(Yin, 2012, p. 49).
The 2013 CAP reform offers an information rich case to study how
learning relations between implementing agencies and policymakers are
shaped, as both during and after the reform process there have been frequent
interactions between policymakers and implementing agencies. Moreover, the
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CAP is one of the most prominent policy programs of the EU, which has taken
up over 40% of the EU’s budget (Alons & Zwaan, 2016). With this much money
involved, smooth implementation is particularly pertinent.
The specific implementing agencies at the centre of this study are
known as paying agencies (PAs). Under the title of shared management, the
assignment of paying and controlling beneficiaries, who receive agricultural
support from the EU, is delegated to the Member States. Within the Member
States, national or regional, PAs are tasked with this responsibility. These PAs
are responsible for checking the eligibility of potential CAP beneficiaries. In
this regard, PAs implement systems for monitoring the eligibility criteria laid
out in the acts on Direct Payments, and Rural Development Payments (EC No
1290/2005). In this process, domestic implementing agencies have organized
themselves in the Learning Network for Paying Agencies and Coordinating
Bodies, more commonly referred to as the Learning Network (LN). The LN
resembles a common policy enterprise, with the goal of simplifying the CAP,
and resolving implementation issues of policy instruments of the CAP by using
their expertise. This LN therefore greatly resembles the characteristics of an
epistemic community. Through this network organisation, the PAs frequently
meet with important EU policymakers, in particular the representatives from
the European Commission and its supporting Directorate-General for
Agriculture (DG AGRI).

4.4.2 Data and analysis
For this contribution I have relied on document analysis and semi-structured
expert interviews. The LN’s online network offers unique insights in the
discussions and exchange of experiences between implementing agencies and
EU institutions. In order to identify learning interactions, and how they are
shaped, this chapter builds on analysis of correspondence of the LN with the
Commission, non-papers, minutes from meetings, and other primary
documents. Moreover, seven (semi-structured) expert interviews were
conducted to further identify the dynamics of this learning relationship. The
experts have been selected on basis of their involvement in the exchange of
information between PAs and the EU (a full list is provided in appendix A).
The interviewees have held important positions in either the LN or DG AGRI.
These data provide new insights on how experiential knowledge is
brought into the EU policy process. The interactions between implementing
agencies and the Commission, and the underlying strategies can be traced
from the early stages of the reform process until the beginning of the actual
implementation of the new reform and unveil the factors that contribute to the
dynamics of this relationship. The following narrative presents the main
empirical observations. In the discussion that follows, I reflect on the different
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strategies that have been identified, and the role of legitimacy, uncertainty and
control in the interactions between the LN and the Commission and DG AGRI.

4.5 Results: learning interactions in the CAP
In 2009, in the early stages of discussion about the agenda of the upcoming
CAP reform, PAs in various Member States decided to organise themselves in
the LN. However, already before the emergence of the LN, frequent
interactions were taking place between PAs and EU institutions. Some
Member States have had the habit of bringing along representatives of PAs to
Agricultural Council meetings, or meetings of management committees. In
these interactions PAs mainly assist their Member State representatives, while
subsequently receiving important information about upcoming policy
decisions that are likely to affect their daily administrating activities.
Moreover, both DG AGRI and PA representatives remarked that aside from
sitting at the table during government negotiations, PAs have also frequently
interact horizontally through so called implementation committees and
‘exchange of experience workshops’ and specific conferences for the directors
of PAs (interview 4). In these meetings, implementation issues are discussed
among (directors of) PAs. According to multiple interviewees, the Commission
is also involved in these meetings in order to provide additional clarifications
about how policy instruments should be understood and implemented
(interviews 4, 6).
To some extent, meetings in the implementation committees focus on
sharing implementation experiences. However, according to one senior staff
member of DG AGRI, these meetings are mainly for PAs to learn from the
Commission, who provides clarifications on complex technical instruments,
how best to address national issues with EU legislation, and sharing best
practices between Member States, although the Commission also pays
attention to the practical problems occurring within the Member States.
According to the former secretary of the LN, in the run up to the 2013
CAP reform, PAs noticed that in order to put policy issues on the agenda, they
had to work closely together (although convincing the Commission to take
issues off the agenda was projected to be much harder) (interview 2). They
assumed that their ability to collect the expertise and positions from across
Member States would make them a more legitimate sparring partner for the
Commission (interview 7).
Subsequently, likeminded senior officials and directors from a
substantial number of PAs, mostly from ‘older’ Member States, initiated a new
horizontal cooperation under the header of Learning Network of Paying
Agencies and Co-ordinating Bodies (LN). The main goal of this new
association was to ‘initiate, co-ordinate and improve informal and practical
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co-operation between European Paying Agencies, Co-ordinating Bodies and
EU institutions’ (Learning Network, 2014a, p. 1, italics added by author).
Furthermore, it wished to partake an agenda-setting function, especially
concerning the simplification of the CAP (Learning Network, 2012a).
The primary response of the Commission was very welcoming, and
after introducing the LN to the deputy director-general, with whom the
directors of the PAs had previous meetings, the Commission swiftly invited
the LN for an official meeting. The Commission showed a clear interest in the
ideas and expertise that the LN could bring to the table. On basis of its
institutional position, previous interactions, and the newly created
organizational backbone, the LN enjoyed a great deal of social legitimacy with
the Commission. The deputy director-general was willing to help the LN,
which he found ‘a very good initiative from the beginning, because it was not
the Commission who had to instigate (…) and showed (…) initiative and
understanding’ (interview 5).
In a response to the ambitions and initial policy ideas suggested by the
LN, the Commission gave a clear sign of certification, as it invited the LN to
become an expert group (Learning Network, 2012a). A type of formal
involvement in the policymaking process which is sought-after by many
interest representatives (Chalmers, 2014). This provided the LN with an
immediate opportunity to institutionalize their interactions with the
Commission. However, according to the former secretary of the LN, they
kindly rejected this offer, on the grounds that they wanted to have a greater
deal of influence on the frequency of their interactions with the Commission,
instead of being available only at the Commission’s request (interview 2). They
preferred to continue interactions on an informal basis, as this presumably
provided them with ‘more equal grounds’ (Learning Network, 2012a). This
move did not decrease the willingness of the Commission to sit down with the
LN. Later the deputy director-general even noted that it was a good decision
to stay informal, so the LN could ‘keep control over what they are doing’
(interview 5).
As a result, the LN offered a new platform for meetings between with
representatives of the Commission and DG AGRI. During the agenda-setting
stage of the reform process, the LN was actively mobilising its experiential
knowledge. It continued its activity throughout the following processes of
policy formulation and decision-making in attempts to keep the practicability
of the proposed reform on the table, while also arguing for simplification of
the existing policy instruments.
In November 2010, the Commission released a first communication
on the plans for a CAP reform for the period 2014-2020, which set out clear
policy goals (European Commission, 2010). One of these goals of the reform
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was to simplify the CAP, and reduce the regulatory burdens (European
Commission, 2010, p. 6), which was also one of the core issues for the LN.
However, in addition, a number of new policy instruments concerning the
direct payments were introduced, including new greening measures
(European Commission, 2010, pp. 8-10).
In March 2011, as a first official response to the Commission’s plans,
the LN emphasised this mutual interest in simplification of the CAP, while
attempting to convince the Commission of the necessity of simplifying the CAP
not only for farmers, but also for the PAs (Learning Network, 2011a, 2011b).
To emphasize the necessity of these changes, the LN referred in particular to
the potential costs if some of its proposed simplification measures would be
ignored. Furthermore, the LN was early to point out that a timely
implementation of the Commission’s plans would otherwise be impossible
(Learning Network, 2011a). In the eyes of the PAs, the first legislative
proposals presented in October 2011, had minimal benefits for the PAs
(interview 2; also see: European Commission, 2011).
According to representatives of the Dutch PA, most PAs were aware of
the upcoming proposals before they were officially released, mainly because
they were well informed through informal networks and connections about
the political agenda for upcoming reform (interviews 1, 2). Therefore, the LN
was able to quickly respond to the first legislative proposals by sending the
Commission the most glaring issues from an implementation perspective
immediately the next month (Learning Network, 2012b). These issues were
raised in special discussion papers, so called non-papers. Three of the most
important themes in these non-papers were the time path for implementation,
the new elements of cross-compliance and on-the-spot-controls (OTSC)
(Learning Network, 2012d), and the expected impact of the new greening
instruments (Learning Network, 2012c).
The non-paper concerning the time-path for implementation
particularly raised issues concerning a proper understanding of the new policy
instruments, and the adjustments of mutual expectations. OTSC and crosscompliance were already part of the existing CAP legislation on the eligibility
of farmers for receiving CAP funds. In these cases, the suggestions for changes
were based on actual problems emerging from experiences with the current
policy instruments. Greening, however, was clearly a new element of the CAP,
for which farmers would have to comply with certain ecological measures in
order to receive all the funds they can be entitled to. This came with the
introduction of new policy instruments for controlling the eligibility of
farmers. In a response to these greening instruments, the LN suggested that
only measures should be introduced which would fit the existing system for
monitoring farmer eligibility.
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These non-papers were purely initiated by the LN, it was in full control
over the content of the information they presented, and with these papers they
tried to influence the goals of the Commission, namely how to simplify the
CAP. The main argumentation was built on raising awareness for technical
issues that needed to be dealt with in the formulation of the policy instruments
in the reformed CAP in order to keep the implementation costs manageable.
Moreover, the aim of the LN clearly was ‘to bring down the administrative,
financial, and control burdens to an acceptable level for all actors involved’
(Learning Network, 2012c, p. 1).
Particularly a reduction in OTSC was seen as one of the core points for
the LN in order to improve the practicability of the CAP. However, the
initiative was not received with the same enthusiasm encountered earlier.
According to the former secretary of the LN, a reduction of the OTSC appeared
to be at the bottom of the priority list of the Commission, who were at the time
thinking in terms of increasing accountability, instead of decreasing costs for
implementation (interview 2). The Commission itself claimed that the
presented ideas were not constructive enough to work with (European
Commission, 2012). Moreover, a recurring problem from the Commission and
DG AGRI with the LN’s information up to this point had to do with the
content, in which ‘a lot of effort has gone into identifying problems, but it
remains to find practical and realistic solutions to these problems’ (European
Commission, 2012, p. 2). Nevertheless, the Commission continued to express
its interest in the expertise that the LN had to offer. Following the non-papers,
the Commission officially confirmed further input from the LN throughout the
reform process was useful, ‘as [the PAs] are the ones that will have to
implement the reform in practice’ (European Commission, 2012: p.2).
At this point, the Commission started to take a more active role in the
learning relationship and attempted to steer the direction of the interactions
by explicitly expressing the content which it was looking forward to receive
from the LN. Namely: difficulties for PAs; relationships between PAs and
Member State decision makers; the political process and potential difficulties
toward the end result; and expected duration of implementation based on the
current proposal (European Commission, 2012). However, this did not
automatically imply that the Commission took complete control over the
information they would receive from the LN. The following meetings often had
a shared agenda: some of the topics were requested by the Commission, but
there was also space for issues relevant to the PAs. Although, according to a
senior LN representative, the Commission always appeared to have some
reservations about LN proposals. Moreover, based on the earlier
communications and discussions with the Commission, the LN had a better
idea of the type of information that was demanded throughout the reform
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process (interviews 6, 7).
Throughout the policy formulation stage, communication between the
Commission and the LN became more frequent. The interactions at this point
were typified by a large number of questions from the LN on behalf of the
Commission about how to interpret the way in which certain policy features
were drafted (e.g. Learning Network, 2012b). In particular, the newly
introduced greening measures were surrounded by uncertainty about the
implementation and required further clarification by the Commission
(Learning Network, 2013a). In response, the Commission often answered to
these issues, or promised to elaborate in the adjoining delegated and
implementing acts which were to follow at a later point in time. During the
policy formulation, the LN also became more responsive to the sort of
information the Commission requested. A good example is that when the
Commission continued to express its interest in input from the LN concerning
potential problems with the newly introduced greening measures, the LN
organized a survey amongst its members in order to make an impact
assessment based on experiences with the current cross-compliance control
system, in order to fulfil these demands.
However, the LN did not always share its expertise with the
Commission when asked for input. For instance, when the Commission
requested feedback on some technical aspects of their policy proposal on
greening, the LN responded: ‘In general, [PAs] are of the opinion that we have
to respect the political position of the Council and later the final outcomes of
the trilogues. (…) Furthermore, much can be arranged via workable delegated
and implementing acts. Therefore, and as being agreed upon with the
Commission, the Learning Network is more than willing to discuss these with
the Commission as soon as the basic acts become more stable’ (Learning
Network, 2013a, p. 1). Meanwhile, the LN also kept presenting relevant issues
from the perspective of the PAs to address in the reform (e.g. Learning
Network, 2013b).
Near the end of the final policy proposal from the Commission, most
of the communications between the Commission and the LN were still focused
on discussing the new greening measures, and in particular the expected
implementation problems. During this period, up to the final drafting of the
main regulations of the reform, the Commission clearly recognized the
position of the LN that implementing the new greening measures would bring
an enormous amount of difficulties. As a consequence, the Commission
continued to ask for more input on this topic from the LN (Learning Network,
2013a). The controllability of the new policy instruments was a key theme.
According to the LN, adding the greening measures to the existing system
would take too many costs and efforts from the domestic PAs (Learning
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Network, 2013a). Therefore, its preferred option was to abstain from such
drastic changes to the system of direct payments. However, according to
experts from both DG AGRI and the LN, this option was never seriously
considered, because introducing the greening measures was the result of
political bargaining amongst other sets of actors (interviews, 2, 3, 5).
After the reform had been finalised, the interactions certainly did not
stop. According to the deputy director-general ‘once the policy had been
shaped, it was more clear which implementation problems to expect,’ and
therefore, ‘the most useful meetings came after the reform, when it came to
the question of implementation’ (interview 5). This line of thought was also
shared by senior staff members of the Dutch PA, who indicated that the LN
was most successful in affecting the proposals of DG AGRI in the formulation
of the implementing and delegated acts that followed after the final decisions
on the main legal acts (interview 1). In addition, the current chair of the LN
noticed that over time the relationship between the LN and the Commission
has become more successful. In the beginning of the LN, this was not so much
the case (interview 6).
After the main regulations passed the ordinary legislative procedure,
the decision-making process also looked different, which had an effect on the
dynamics of the learning relation. Decisions which still had to be taken at this
point, relied more on specialised committees, and were less about who-getswhat, but more about the how-questions which had to be addressed in the
practical implementation. In discussions on the implementing acts, the
processes behind the policy instruments were a focal point. A discussion in
which the expertise of implementing agents was much more relevant.
Moreover, the uncertainty surrounding the content of the main regulations
was out of the way, while uncertainty about how to implement these acts was
at the forefront, an area to which the technical expertise of PAs was much more
useful.
Over time, the mutual interests of the Commission and the LN became
more tangible to both. They shared one important goal motivating their
frequent interactions: a smooth implementation process. This also manifested
itself in some concrete policy outcomes. For example, the removal of certain
landscape elements from the greening measures through the delegated and
implementing acts announced in 2014 were pointed out as a modest
achievement (interview 1). Overall, several experts who have participated in
the meetings between the LN and the Commission and DG AGRI shared the
feeling that these were mostly very good contacts, with good opportunities to
learn, which were in the end mutually beneficial (interviews 5, 6, 7). A DG
AGRI representative even referred to the implementers in the Member States,
and the DG as ‘one big family’ (interview 5).
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4.6 Discussion
The investigation of the interactions between the LN and the Commission and
DG AGRI reveals four key findings. First, with regard to certification, we see
that bringing together expertise in a cross-national network organisation can
be a good strategy for implementing agencies to be treated as a certified
epistemic actor by the Commission. The initial strategy of PAs to organise
themselves in the LN, as way of gaining more legitimacy, and to obtain access
to the European Commission proved to be quite successful. The initiative was
welcomed by the Commission and resulted in a newly created access channel
for PAs to put forward their expertise for further policymaking.
Second, certification and control appear to be linked. The certified
position, and the value of the expertise gave the LN a position with more
control in the relationship. Part of the LN strategy was to keep the interactions
with the Commission informal. Mainly with the objective of keeping control
over the content and goals of the interactions with the Commission, as the PAs
were afraid that a more formalized form of interaction, in the form of an expert
group, would mean that the interactions would be limited to requests from the
Commission. Apparently, the Commission valued the expertise of the LN
enough for them to continue interactions on an informal basis. Here, factors
contributing to certification also put PAs in a position which allows them to
have more control over the learning process.
Third, this case indicates that control over means and goals is indeed
a dynamic issue, in which actors use various strategic actions in order to keep
the relationship beneficial. The initial strategy of the LN of sending critical
non-papers was not well-received. Although the LN was controlling the
content and tried to steer the objectives in these papers, it did not match the
demands of the Commission. Therefore, the reception of these papers and
initial ideas was not very warm. As a result, the LN was not perceived as a
teacher, instead the Commission clarified that it was looking for other sorts of
information. This contrasts the expectation that if the learner (in this case the
Commission) has little control over the means and objectives of what is taught,
the epistemic community will take the role of teacher.
Subsequently, the Commission attempted to steer the direction of the
learning relationship, in order to attain some more control over the means of
the interactions. The LN responded willingly to this request, for example by
organising a survey amongst its members. Moreover, even though the
Commission had high control over both goals and content of interaction over
some issues, the LN always was more than just another contributor, its
information was too exclusive. The LN also did not forget about its own
objectives, which remained on the agenda for meetings with the Commission.
DG AGRI staff members involved also acknowledged the value of the issues
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addressed by the LN. According to one of the interviewees (interview 6), the
effectiveness and mutual understanding grew stronger over time, as both sides
became more accustomed to the interactions, and were able to adjust their
expectations accordingly. This reminds us that learning relations grow over
time as the result of a strategic learning process, despite that control over the
means and objectives is continuously contested and remains a dynamic issue.
The scope of a learning relationship not merely reflects the control over
content and objectives, but whether a learner accepts that a teacher takes the
lead, and that through more frequent interactions control can and will be
negotiated, even when it comes to highly certified actors, such as PAs.
Fourth, the effect of uncertainty on learning appears to depend on the
stage of the policy process. The uncertainty surrounding the debates about the
basic acts of the reform left little room for the LN to provide useful input, and
even hampered the use of their expertise. Accordingly, the results indicate that
during the formulation of the main regulations of the reform, the experiential
knowledge presented by the LN was taken in by the Commission, but
responses were lukewarm, and it did not appear to materialise in usable
lessons. This stage was dominated by to too many political decisions and
powerful actors which were not too concerned with the administrative
practicability of the policy options they were debating.
However, with the uncertainty about content of the main legislation
out of the way, as the basic regulations of the new CAP were finalised,
discussions about implementation were more at the forefront. The European
Council and Parliament were less involved in formulating the supplementing
implementing and delegated acts, while there was a greater role for expert
committees, in which implementation issues are generally a more central
concern. Pointing out that the expertise of implementing agencies is
particularly welcome in tuning new policy instruments surrounded by
uncertainty, and less relevant for the formulation of the main regulations.

4.7 Final conclusions
In this chapter, we have looked into how learning relations between domestic
implementing agencies and the Commission are shaped, and more specifically
which strategies implementing agencies use to become certified, the role of
uncertainty, and control over means and objectives in shaping this
relationship. Through an exploration of the interactions between the
Commission (and DG AGRI) and PAs in the LN in the period surrounding the
2013 CAP reform, results have shown four important lessons in this regard
which have been examined in more detail the discussion section above.
Additionally, we have made progress in the study of implementing
agencies as actors in the policymaking process. First, we demonstrate that,
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when organised, implementing agencies may be studied as epistemic
communities. And second, we have provided new empirical insights in how
implementing agencies provide practical feedback to policymakers, despite
the geographical and bureaucratic distance between implementers and
policymakers in the EU. But also thanks to the opportunities offered by the
Commission.
Furthermore, our study indicates that epistemic learning is hard to
capture at one moment in time, it is better understood as a dynamic process
of repeated interactions in which actors also learn about each other’s
expectations and their mutual interests. Although control over objectives and
means during the exchange of expertise is important, the exchange of
information between policymakers and epistemic actors can lead to an
understanding about shared objectives where the expert knowledge is most
useful. Similarly, highly certified actors may be of little contribution to
learning processes, if they miss out on the needs of the policymakers.
With regard to the generalisability, it must be noted that the LN is
perhaps an extreme case of well-organised implementing agencies, in which
not all Member States are equally involved (particularly Eastern European
countries have been underrepresented or inactive). But because of the
organisational efforts, the case does provide new insights in the dynamics of
learning relationships that can be applied to future studies on the role of
implementing agencies in EU policymaking. Furthermore, a practical lesson
is that organisational efforts from implementing agencies in the context of the
EU can be rewarded by the Commission. This has also not gone unnoticed in
other areas of the EU. In the adjacent policy field of fisheries, a similar
learning network is unrolling, inspired by the LN (European Commission,
2015c). This shows that it may be worthwhile for implementing agencies of
EU policies to organise in order to keep the practicability of future policies on
the forefront, during, but particularly in the wake of policy reforms.
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CHAPTER 5

REAP WHAT YOU SOW: THE USE
OF FEEDBACK FROM
IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES IN THE
COMMON AGRICULTURAL
POLICY*
Prelude to chapter 5
In this chapter we are going to dive into the final stage of the process of
implementation feedback. So far we have established that implementing
agencies have direct access to the European Commission through a number of
channels, most promisingly the Learning Network. Moreover, we have seen
that implementing agencies are able to anticipate on the policy agenda of the
Commission, and use their knowledge about the preferences and demands of
the Commission to strategically interact. Now we will look into the question of
when and how the Commission uses the feedback from implementing agencies
in the formulation of its policies.
For this purpose, we present a typology for implementation feedback,
which accounts for both the preferences of implementing agencies, and the
perceived policy agenda of the Commission. This typology is used to formulate
expectations about the use of implementation feedback by the Commission.
Through an in-depth comparison of input by implementing agencies and
output of Commission proposals related to the 2013 CAP reform we test these
expectations. In addition to the previous chapters, also implementation
experiences shared through the Conference for Directors of Paying Agencies
(CDPA) have been included in our analysis. Although the CDPA has been
perceived by paying agencies as less suitable for the goal of influencing the
Commission’s agenda (see chapter 3 and 4), it is still a useful channel to assess
the issues that are relevant to implementing agencies, because these
conferences are well-documented.
Status: Submitted
Polman, D. & Alons, G. (under review). Reap what you sow: The use of feedback from
implementing agencies in the Common Agricultural Policy. Presented at ICPP Montréal, June
2019.
*
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5.1 Introduction
Taking implementation issues into consideration in the formulation of
policies is associated with better, or at least more practicable, policies (Elmore,
1979, p. 601). In the European Union (EU), the European Commission
increasingly recognizes that exactly this practicability is a frequently criticized
aspect of EU policies (European Commission, 2015a). Expertise about the
functioning of EU policies, obtained during its implementation, offers relevant
information for EU policymakers in this regard. However, because of the
multilevel setting of the EU and the scope of European legislation, there is a
great distance between the impact of EU policy instruments at the local level
and the policy preparations of the European Commission. As a result, the
Commission, as main instigator of EU policies, lacks the capacity to monitor
all implementation issues in all member states by itself. Therefore, it has to
rely on external resources for expertise in order to assess the practicability of
its policies (Metz, 2015, pp. 27-28).
National administrative agencies involved in the implementation of
EU policies are important experts that can offer such feedback. The value of
their expertise or technical knowledge, acquired in the practice of
administrating policies, has already been recognized in the works of Max
Weber, who argues that this is important knowledge which puts policy
administrators in a position of power (Weber, 1978, p. 225). The relevance of
this type of information in the policy process has also been recognized in
various approaches to the policy process (see chapter 2), and literature on
policy change (e.g. Hall, 1993; Peterson, 1995).
Studies have shown that the aforementioned agencies are indeed
involved in the formulation of new policies at the national level (Bach, 2010,
2012; Elder & Page, 1998; Sager et al., 2014). However, we do not know how
this works at the European level and while feedback from past policies has in
general been highlighted as an important factor in explaining policy
developments (e.g. Skogstad, 2017; Bulmer, 2009), we lack understanding
about how this specific form of feedback is used by policymakers and when it
may lead to policy changes (e.g. Bach, 2012; Maggetti, 2009). The question of
how practical domestic implementation of EU policy instruments affects new
rounds of EU policy formulation still lacks systematic analysis (Skjærseth,
2018; also see chapter 2). In this article, we therefore answer the question: to
what extent does the European Commission use implementation feedback in
its policy formulation, and how can this be explained?
To delve into this underexposed terrain of the European policy
process, we argue that it is necessary to look at both the feedback provided by
implementing agencies and its potential for use by the Commission. To this
end, we first theorize about the sort of feedback provided by implementing
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agencies in response to new and existing policy instruments, resulting in a
classification of four types of implementation feedback. Taking these types of
feedback as a point of departure, we subsequently theorize for each type of
implementation feedback how and under which conditions the Commission is
likely to use said feedback in the formulation of new policies.
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) will be used to illustrate our
model. The CAP is a European policy domain in which policy changes take
place on a regular basis and in which processes of path dependency and policy
feedback are frequently used to explain the outcome of policy reforms (e.g.
Daugbjerg, 2003; 2009; Garzon, 2006; Kay, 2003; Kuhmonen, 2018). In the
CAP, implementing agencies also have direct access to the European
Commission (also see chapter 3 and 4). This makes the CAP an appropriate
case to illustrate different types of feedback by implementing agencies and
explain the subsequent use by the European Commission.
The contributions of this paper are conceptual, theoretical, and
empirical. Conceptually, we systematize literature of policy feedback in order
to present a typology of implementation feedback. Theoretically, we use this
typology in order to formulate expectations about when the use of
implementation feedback by policymakers is more or less likely. Empirically,
this study improves our knowledge about the role of implementing agencies
in the EU policy process.
In the upcoming section we elaborate on our approach to
understanding feedback from implementing agencies and its use by
policymakers. Subsequently, we will explain why the CAP provides a good case
to exemplify both implementation feedback and use. After the empirical
illustration of the types of implementation feedback and use in practice, we
will conclude with a discussion of our findings in light of the existing literature
on policy feedback and use by policymakers.

5.2 A typology of implementation feedback
Domestic implementing agencies are involved in the practical implementation
(application and enforcement stages) of EU policies at the member state level,
which leads to experiences and knowledge about the implementation efforts
and impact of the policy on the ground. When we talk about feedback from
implementing agencies, we refer to the sharing of information with
policymakers on the basis of these practical experiences of domestic agencies
that are tasked with the administration of EU policies, or “the process of
translating [EU] policy into action” (Barrett, 2004, p. 251). Thus,
implementation feedback relies on bureaucratic expertise. Like other forms of
bureaucratic expertise, implementation feedback is expected to concern
mainly noncontroversial and technical policy issues related to policy
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instruments and their settings (e.g. Hall, 1993; Peterson, 1995). In this
section we will explain that following the literature of policy feedback,
implementing agencies may provide four types of implementation feedback
based on their preferences (stability or change), and on whether the feedback
is aimed toward new or existing policy instruments. This results in a two-bytwo table capturing the types of implementation feedback (table 5.1).
Domestic implementing agencies should be seen as strategic actors
that try to realize their preferences (e.g. Beyers, Donas & Fraussen, 2015;
Sager, Bürki & Luginbühl, 2014). Based on a discussion of the literature we
further theorize these preferences, and the accompanying strategies for
providing implementation feedback.
Following policy feedback literature rooted in historical
institutionalism, actors involved in the implementation of policies are
expected to prefer policy stability because of the potential administrative and
organizational costs involved in changing their way of doing things (e.g.
Béland, 2009; Moynihan & Soss, 2014, p. 321). This expected reluctance
toward change serves as a motivation for implementing agencies to mobilize
in favor of maintaining the status quo and thus provide expertise and policy
feedback that will be in support of (relative) policy stability (Pierson, 1993).
Furthermore, in relation to existing policy instruments this is expected to
result in a form of stabilizing feedback, where implementing agencies
positively appraise an existing policy instrument, or present satisfaction with
the current policy direction. Such stabilizing feedback may take place
throughout the policy process, although it may be most relevant during or
before policymakers start to formulate a new policy agenda. However,
stabilizing feedback may in practice not be very relevant. As resources are
limited, actors are expected to mostly provide feedback where their input can
make a difference (e.g. Panke, 2012). If policymakers show no immediate
interest in making changes, there is also little incentive for implementing
agencies to provide feedback for stability. Thus, implementation feedback in
favor of the status quo is expected to be more relevant when policymakers are
thinking about introducing new or altered policy instruments.
Through participation in various preparatory meetings, implementing
agencies are often aware of the policy options that are discussed by
policymakers, allowing them to respond preemptively to emerging ideas about
potential changes (see chapter 4). When policymakers are engaged in
formulating new policy instruments but implementing agencies prefer
stability, the challenge for these agencies becomes removing issues from the
policy agenda, or preventing them from landing there in the first place. This
agenda removal will likely follow a small-steps approach, in which arguments
and studies based on previous experiences are presented in order to convince

86

Reap what you sow (use)

the Commission that changes are not desirable or may lead to unnecessary
complexity and uncertainty (Princen, 2011). This mode of feedback will
mostly take place in the early stages of a policy reform process, either when
the policy agenda for a reform is determined, or during the early stages of
formulation, when changes may still be taken out of proposals.
Moreover, in practice, policy implementation is often a “trial-anderror” process (Lindblom, 1979), and the experiences from this process are
expected to reveal policy problems that need to be addressed. Implementation
experiences can point out inefficiency and ineffectiveness of existing policy
instruments as well as high or unnecessary administrative and organizational
costs. When implementation experiences highlight such concerns,
implementing agencies are expected to use their experiences to provide
feedback with the purpose of mitigating these issues (Baumgartner & Jones,
2005; True, Jones, & Baumgartner, 2007). Therefore, we assume that when
the status quo is suboptimal, implementing agencies will attempt to raise
awareness on how to improve the practicability or efficiency of a policy by
advocating adjustments to policy instruments and settings.
When such problems arise in existing policies we expect the feedback to be
aimed at problem solving, where implementing agencies are expected to
campaign for changes that may lead to cost reductions or decreased
administrative burdens. This is a type of feedback that may be found
throughout the implementation of policy instruments, when these issues
arise.
During the formulation of new policy instruments, implementation
feedback may also be provided (ex-ante) for well-informed conjectures about
the potential benefits and pitfalls of newly designed policy instruments before
they are implemented, without rejecting the policy change altogether. The
formulation of new policy instruments always brings about some degree of
uncertainty about how a policy will work in practice. Offering feedback in
order to reduce this uncertainty is in the direct interest of implementing
agencies, as it may help them to avoid unnecessary implementation costs. In
other words, the expertise of implementing agencies can help policymakers to
reduce uncertainty surrounding new policy instruments, in order to help
policymakers design policies that are both efficient and effective (Elmore
1979; Linder & Peters, 1989; also see chapter 4). Thus, when new policy
instruments are on the agenda and implementing agencies welcome or accept
the inevitability of this change, we expect to see implementation feedback
aimed at reducing uncertainty and preventing unnecessary increases in
administrative costs. This can either happen through a complete rejection of
policy change, or in attempts to mitigate or control the impact of
implementation requirements and settings for new policy instruments.
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Table 5.1 summarizes the variation in different types of
implementation feedback. It is important to note that these types of feedback
are non-exclusive, and may change throughout the policy process. For
example, agenda removal may turn into uncertainty reduction when
implementing agencies accept that change is inevitable. Likewise, uncertainty
reduction may turn into problem-solving when problems with new policy
instruments can only be accurately addressed during implementation. With
this typology having been established we can go one step further, and use it to
formulate expectations about the potential use of implementation feedback by
the European Commission.
Table 5.1 Typology of variation in implementation feedback.
Existing policy
New or changed policy
Related to →
instruments
instruments
Implementing
agency goal ↓

Stability

Change
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Stabilizing: takes place

Agenda removal: takes place

throughout the policy
process. Positive policy
appraisal is presented by
implementing agencies.

ex-ante, during agendasetting and early policy
formulation stages.
Argumentation focuses on
avoidance of unnecessary
complexity and uncertainty.

Problem solving: takes

Uncertainty reduction: takes

place throughout the
policy process.
Arguments focus on
reducing administrative
burdens, improving
practicability, or
improving efficiency and
effectiveness of existing
(or recently introduced)
instruments.

place during policy
formulation. Arguments are
related to uncertainties or
expected implementation
issues regarding new
instruments, with a focus on
improving effectiveness,
efficiency and practicability.
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5.3 Linking implementation feedback to use
By itself a specific type of feedback does not tell us anything about its use in
the formulation of policies. However, the different types of implementation
feedback described above help us to formulate expectations about potential
use.
When we talk about use, we refer to instrumental use of
implementation feedback, in which knowledge is directly applied in
policymaking unless specified otherwise (e.g. Metz, 2015, p. 33; Machlup,
1980).9 Implementation feedback, as a form of bureaucratic expertise, is
mainly expected to be used as input for noncontroversial, technical, and
incremental policy adjustments in which the settings of policy instruments are
revised (e.g. Hall, 1993; Peterson, 1995). These are all direct and instrumental
applications of knowledge in the formulation of policies.
We expect the European Commission, as primary initiator of EU
policies, to be interested in policy outcomes that are both effective and
politically sustainable (Alons, 2019). The Commission is assumed to rely on
implementation feedback in order to identify both policy problems and
solutions, leading to improvements in the effectiveness of its policies (Metz,
2015, p. 38; Sabatier, 1986). Instrumental use by the Commission is especially
expected for technically complex issues, which are often well-structured and
not very politicized, with little involvement of competing interests (e.g. Weiss,
1979; Hall, 1993).
When policy issues become more politicized with the involvement of
more competing interests, instrumental use of implementation feedback is
expected to become less likely, as the Commission has to take into account the
political sustainability of its proposals (e.g. Van Voorst & Zwaan, 2019).
Important positions to consider in this regard come from the Council of
Ministers, the European Parliament, relevant target groups, and organized
interests (e.g. Daugbjerg, 2009; Klüver, 2013a; Tallberg, 2002, p. 34;
Hartlapp, Metz, & Rauh, 2010). These positions become especially relevant
when there are competing interests represented by so-called veto-players:
actors whose agreement is required in order to change legislation (Tsebelis,
2000; 2002). The actual number of veto-players varies across stages of the
policy process and the type of policy output that is discussed. During the
formulation of regulations that shape larger policy reforms the ordinary
legislative procedure is followed, which means that the European Council and

Most distinctions of knowledge use differentiate between three types: instrumental,
conceptual, and strategic use. The latter two relate to respectively using knowledge to improve
understanding about issues (e.g. Hoppe, 2005), or using knowledge as a strategic resource in
policy negotiations (e.g. Denis, Lehoux, & Champagne 2004).
9
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Parliament are also extensively involved. For the formulation of delegated and
implementing acts (or even guidance documents), fewer actors are involved
than for a full-fledged policy reform. Therefore, we expect to see more
instrumental use of implementation feedback in implementing and delegated
legislation.
When we consider the preceding assumptions about the use of
implementation feedback by the Commission in connection to the typology of
implementation feedback (as elaborated on above), we can formulate more
detailed expectations on when and how the Commission is likely to use the
feedback from implementing agencies. Below, we will discuss for each type of
feedback how likely it is that the Commission will actually use this feedback
instrumentally in the formulation of its policies, taking regard the stage in the
policy process, politicization and veto-player involvement.

5.3.1 Stabilizing
From a political science perspective this may arguably be the least interesting
situation, where feedback only occurs for policy instruments, there are no
changes to policy instrument on the agenda, and implementing agencies are
satisfied with the status quo. When there are no policy changes or new
instruments to be discussed, this type of feedback offers little more than
reassurance that the status quo is not that bad, and demands little action from
policymakers. Therefore, the potential for instrumental use is very limited.
Additionally, because its limited potential for use, it is not expected that
implementing agencies will put a lot of effort into advocating stability, nor is
it very likely that any instrumental use can be observed. Even when this type
of feedback occurs, it is likely more suitable for strategic use, as potential
ammunition for the Commission in order to defend the status quo when other
actors in the policy process are interested in change (cf. Daugbjerg, 2009).

5.3.2 Agenda removal
The setting of the policy agenda is a highly political stage of the policy process
during which the Commission has to take into account the policy positions of
other actors (e.g. Klüver, 2013a; Hartlapp, Metz & Rauh, 2010). When the
context is more politicized and more actors are involved, the instrumental use
of technical expertise such as implementation feedback is expected to be less
likely (e.g. Hall, 1993; Metz, 2015). Therefore, we expect that this type of
implementation feedback is not very likely to be used by the Commission.
Moreover, because influence is less likely, it is also less likely that
implementing agencies will put a lot of resources in agenda removal feedback.
As resources are limited, implementing agencies are expected to limit their
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efforts to stages and issues where their influence is more likely to have an
impact on policy outcomes (Panke, 2012). Therefore, agenda removal may be
beyond the scope of implementing agencies, which makes instrumental use
even more unlikely. When it is found in practice, instrumental use occurs
when changes to policy instruments or settings advised against by
implementing agencies do not make it to a policy proposal, despite earlier
intentions of the Commission to propose these changes.

5.3.3 Uncertainty reduction
The Commission is expected to be interested in this type of feedback from
implementing agencies to reduce the uncertainty surrounding the
introduction of new or strongly altered policy instruments. The use depends
on how far-reaching the adjustments proposed by implementing agencies are,
and how much these are in line with the original agenda of the Commission.
On the one hand, if the feedback introduces adjustments that require the
Commission to go back to the drawing board, use will be unlikely. Considering
more impactful adjustments comes with a significant risk of reopening
political debate and requiring new consent from veto-players. On the other
hand, when the feedback of implementing agencies highlights a lack of clarity
in a proposal it can be dealt with easier than feedback aimed at more impactful
changes to the instrument on the drawing table, making use more likely.
However, even when implementing agencies merely call for further
clarifications or guidelines, non-use of feedback may be related to the
ambiguities resulting from EU policymaking in which the Council and
Parliament may add issues to legislation and demand the introduction of
instruments without the proper knowledge on how to implement them
(Zahariadis, 2008). Moreover, sometimes ambiguity is part of the policy
design, where settings of instruments are intentionally left open for
interpretation in order to circumvent political debate or to provide member
states more flexibility during implementation.

5.3.4 Problem solving
In problem solving situations implementation feedback may be used for the
formulation of incremental changes to existing policy instruments. This fits
the traditional conception of problem solving, where experiences may be used
instrumentally in depoliticized technical issues, with stable decision-making
procedures and a co-operative understanding of problems that need to be
addressed (e.g. Scharpf, 1997; Peterson, 1995).
Although the problem solving type of feedback can occur throughout
the policy process, it is mostly associated with the implementation stage,
where problems occur. Additionally, fewer veto-players are usually involved
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during implementation than during extensive reform processes. For existing
policy instruments it is easier for the Commission to make changes to policy
instruments and settings in implementing or delegated acts. In the procedure
of these types of acts the Commission is less scrutinized by the Council and
Parliament, and is regarded to have more autonomy (Christiansen & Dobbels,
2012). Therefore, use of problem solving feedback is expected to be relatively
strong, and is observed when in policy proposals the settings of instruments
are adjusted to accommodate the concerns of implementing agencies.

5.4 Methodology
In our empirical section we will apply the typology laid out above and test our
expectations about the use of feedback from domestic implementing agencies
in changes to the CAP between 2008-2016. In the upcoming sections we will
elaborate on our case selection and the data we will use for our empirical
analysis.

5.4.1 Case selection
The CAP allows us to improve our understanding about how and when the
Commission uses the feedback of implementing agencies in policy
formulation for three reasons: it contains experience based implementation
agency feedback, allows analysis of important variable variance, and it is the
largest EU policy domain in terms of budget. These factors make CAP the
optimal choice and, having now been briefly been stated, will each be laid out
in greater depth.
First, we see that in the CAP implementing agencies provide feedback
to the Commission on the basis of their experiences. The most important
implementing agencies of the CAP within the member states are the national
(or regional) paying agencies (PAs). These agencies are tasked with the
responsibility of checking and paying eligible CAP beneficiaries and must be
accredited by the Commission, for which they have to comply to a number of
criteria laid down in different legal acts. PAs have to implement systems for
monitoring the eligibility criteria. This is a complex, highly specialized, and
costly implementation process. In this paper we will focus on the use of the
implementation experiences of these PAs. Through multiple channels, PAs
from various member states interact frequently, discussing their experiences
and presenting them to the Commission. Two of the most important channels
through which their implementation feedback is shared with the Commission
are the Conferences for Directors of Paying Agencies (CDPA) and the Learning
Network (LN) (see chapter 4). The issues raised through these channels reflect
positions and experiences that are shared by the participating PAs and are
non-polarizing across the PAs. This excludes additional variability. Moreover,
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feedback provided to the Commission through these channels is well
documented, which makes it very tractable for analysis.
Second, the CAP is a very dynamic and complex policy domain.
Because of this, there is a lot of variation on important factors. The structure
of the CAP, which requires frequent extensive reviews, regularly offers
windows of opportunity for the use of implementation feedback. Reform of
the most fundamental regulations of the CAP (the so-called basic acts) is often
the field of high politics, going through all classic stages of the policy cycle:
agenda setting, policy formulation, and decision making in which all
important veto-players will be involved. This legislation is supplemented by a
set of implementing and delegated acts, which are often formulated while the
basic acts are being implemented, or at least after a decision on these basic
acts has been made in the Council. This more technical legislation in particular
offers a most-likely case for instrumental use. For the formulation of these acts
the Commission encounters less involvement from important veto-players,
such as the EP and Council. In addition, there are also the purely technical
guidance documents, in which the Commission explains in great detail how
specific policy instruments should be implemented. In the period between
2008 and 2016 there was both a big reform (CAP post-2013) and a number of
smaller technical adjustments made during implementation.
Third, the CAP is the largest European policy domain. The CAP is
particularly known for taking up a very large chunk of the EU’s budget, with
an allocation of over 37,2% (European Commission, 2019). This makes it clear
that CAP is a very relevant part of European policymaking, and one which
merits further investigation. The funds are used to provide income support for
farmers, which makes the CAP a strongly distributive policy. The evolution of
the CAP has been closely linked to this distributive nature, both in
combination with the allocation of the EU budget and the spoils created for
farmers (Matthews, 1996). In the past reform period the CAP has seen both
the introduction of new policy instruments as well as a number of technical
changes to policy instruments, while the income redistribution for farmers has
remained relatively stable (Daugbjerg & Feindt, 2017).
Because of the well-documented feedback from implementing
agencies, the opportunities for policy change, and the actual changes to policy
instruments, the CAP (2008-2016) offers very useful insights for improving
our understanding about the use of implementation feedback in EU
policymaking. Beyond this, it offers new insights into the dynamics of the
largest policy program in Europe. These factors combine to make CAP a
relevant case for testing expectations about the use of feedback from domestic
implementing agencies.
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5.4.2 Data collection
The main data for our analysis consists of meeting minutes, policy issue
papers, and policy proposals. Through content analysis of the feedback from
PAs to the Commission between 2008 and 2015, the arguments used by these
agencies to address policy problems and convey their preferences will be
mapped. The input data consists of CDPA meeting minutes taken between
October 2008 and May 2015 (N=14, 92 pages), input from the LN in policy
issue papers and working plans (N=19, 178 pages), and minutes from
meetings with the Commission (or representatives of DG AGRI) (N=23, 93
pages). A full list of the documents is provided in appendix 2 at the end of the
dissertation. From these documents implementation feedback has been
distilled and structured on the basis of whether they are aimed at stability or
change, and whether they apply to new or existing legislation. 10 On basis of
the issues raised by PAs, we have used a diverse case selection technique
(Gerring, 2007) for the types of implementation feedback in order to have
variation on both the dependent variable and the most important independent
variables, where possible. In addition, eight semi-structured interviews were
conducted with policy experts from both DG AGRI, and the Dutch, Swedish,
and British PA, which were all active participants in the LN and CDPA. These
interviews serve for background information in assessing both motivations for
feedback, as well as motivations for use by the Commission. An overview of
the interviews can be found in appendix 1.
As a second step, we have looked at how the Commission responded
to this feedback, by assessing the extent to which the issues raised in the
feedback was addressed in policy proposals by the Commission, and by
analyzing the previously mentioned documents and interviews. Other ways of
observing use of feedback can be found either in direct responses from the
Commission or DG AGRI, or within secondary literature on the post-2013
reform.11

For each of the feedback types we have looked for statements that explicitly make one of the
following demands: a) the Commission should not consider any changes to a specific element
(stabilizing); b) the Commission should reconsider changes to specific elements which are about
to be changed (agenda removal); c) the Commission should consider to make changes in new
legislation (uncertainty reduction); d) the Commission should consider changes in existing
legislation (problem solving).
11 Because the input of the PAs to the Commission is often very technical and highly geared
toward the practical administration of policy instruments, we make the crucial assumption that
highly technical issues raised by PAs, which only apply to the specialized activities of the PAs
and which are reflected in Commission policy proposals after they were raised by PAs, are
evidence of the use of these experiences.
10
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5.5 Analysis
In this analysis we discuss all four modes of feedback and their related use by
the Commission in the period surrounding the post-2013 CAP reform. In
order to illustrate these modes, we also look at the factors we can identify as
playing a role in determining whether or not the Commission uses the
feedback from PAs. For this purpose various examples will be discussed, in
which we address why an issue was important for PAs to provide feedback on
and the extent to which these issues were acted upon by the Commission.
Additionally, we take into regard the politicization, the stage in the policy
process, and the position and involvement of important veto-players.

5.5.1 Stabilizing feedback
As expected, stabilizing feedback does not occur frequently, at least not in the
minutes of meetings, or in policy papers. There was only one clear example,
which could be found during the agenda-setting for the post-2013 reform. On
this occasion PAs explicitly addressed their satisfaction with the general
management framework for the agricultural funds, which had been set up in
the 2005 reform, differentiating between the European Agricultural
Guarantee Fund for market measures and the European Agricultural Fund for
Rural Development for rural development programs:
“The general management framework of Council Regulation (EC) No
1290/2005 on the financing of the common agricultural policy (…) is
assessed as positive for both the EAGF and the EAFRD” (CDPA 4).
Although use of this feedback is hard to trace, it is true that the Commission
had little reason to make more changes on this issue. The position of the PAs
was also shared by the head of DG AGRI (Daugbjerg & Swinbank, 2011, p.
139), and the structure of the general management framework was not a point
of discussion throughout the upcoming reform process.
No further evidence of stabilizing feedback was found throughout the
post-2013 reform process. This is not surprising, as there was so much to
discuss about the newly introduced greening instruments. This brings us to
the next mode of feedback: agenda removal.

5.5.2 Agenda removal
Between the first communication of the Commission on the CAP post-2013 in
2010 and its first proposal in October 2011, the agenda-setting for the
upcoming reform was in full force. In this period we would expect to see
feedback from PAs aimed at removing issues of the Commission’s agenda.

95

Chapter 5

However, PAs were very conscious about the difficulties of removing issues
from the Commission’s agenda. A former secretary of the LN mentioned after
the post-2013 reform that they had not yet figured this out (interview 2).
This lack of knowledge on how to remove issues from the
Commission’s agenda seems to be closely related to the political nature of the
Commission’s agenda. The most controversial, and potentially burdensome
issue on the Commission’s agenda was related to the new greening
instruments. Because of these potential impactful changes to the policy
instruments and their costly administrative consequences we would still
expect PAs to attempt to remove some of these instruments from the
Commission’s change agenda.
While in 2010 and early 2011 concerns were raised about the
practicability of these new instruments, PAs realized that the greening of the
CAP was a clear political decision, which was outside their scope (interview 2,
3, 6, 8). The feedback that was communicated in this stage of the CAP reform
was focused on raising awareness about the potential administrative costs of
the changes that the Commission was considering, and that the introduction
of new instruments should not lead to an increase in costs of control (e.g.
CDPA 6). However, PAs did not engage in explicit attempts to remove any of
the potential new instruments from the Commission’s agenda, either in
meetings with the LN or in the CDPA.12
PAs explicitly decided not to intervene further in these political
discussions, but to focus on the more technical discussions concerning the
practicability of the instruments (e.g. LN A12). Even when zooming in on the
level of the technical settings of the new policy instruments, there are no clear
attempts to remove certain specific elements from the Commission’s agenda.
Instead of interfering in political discussions, PAs opted for a strategy to
address these issues during the formulation of implementing and delegated
acts (LN A12), in which technicalities of implementation are at the forefront
of the debate and the politically sensitive changes to policy instruments have
been formalized.
This indicates that the lack of agenda removal can be attributed to the
political weight of the greening of the CAP for the Commission’s agenda, and

The feedback provided during the agenda-setting stage for the new greening instruments did
not have any deeper argumentation than “PAs don’t want more burdens” and may be perceived
as a universal demand to remove any sort cost inducing change from the agenda. Moreover, this
general request for the reduction of implementation burdens did not have the overall effect that
was aimed for, as the administrative costs for the new CAP only increased (Commission 2019).
This does not mean that more nuanced feedback focusing on reducing the potential
implementation costs of the new policy instruments were not used. However, these types of
arguments fit the type of uncertainty reduction feedback.
12
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the unwillingness of PAs to interfere in this process. They embraced the
inevitability of the Commission’s agenda, and focused on putting the
practicability of the new reform in the foreground.

5.5.3 Uncertainty reduction
The most common mode of feedback during the formulation and decisionmaking on the basic acts of the CAP was that of uncertainty and cost reduction.
The lack of agenda removal was more than made up for in attempts to reduce
the uncertainty surrounding these new instruments, or attempts to reduce the
implementation costs of upcoming changes. 13 The introduction of new
instruments that require new control systems is predominantly perceived as a
major threat by PAs (interview 6). The PAs general position was that the new
regulations should be “unambiguous and contain clear-cut definitions which
will reduce the need for interpretative notes issued by the Commission”
(CDPA 6).
In line with the position of the PAs, the Commission was frequently
asked to either provide clear definitions of elements of the newly introduced
greening instruments, or to deliver guidelines on how to implement these
instruments. This happens often in combination with references to predicted
problems with the practicability or efficiency of these instruments. For
example, after the Commission presented the first proposal for the basic acts,
PAs highlighted that is was unclear how the new greening instrument of
Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs) should be implemented:
“It is not clear when an area is determined. For instance, the farmer
has effectively created an area for EFA, but has not met all
requirements regarding EFA. Is that area correct, incorrect or
something in between correct and incorrect?” (LN A8, p. 6).
The Commission addressed the issues raised in this feedback in
implementation guidelines (interview 6). These issues were, however, neither
addressed during the formulation of the basic acts, nor in the delegated and
implementing acts, but had to be dealt with in the most depoliticized
Commission documents, which were also formulated after the political
In the uncertainty reduction mode of feedback we also clearly see that PAs abstain from
involvement in political discussions. Even when the Commission explicitly asked for input on its
position (taking into regard the compromises with the Council and EP), the PAs clearly
indicated on all controversial issues that they wanted to abstain from “political discussions” (LN
A3; LN B11). According to a senior official of DG AGRI involved in receiving feedback from the
LN, this was also part of the strength of the PAs: they were really perceived as technical experts
(interview 5).
13
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decisions on the basic acts of the CAP. In most of the feedback related to lack
of clarity, there was no actual policy change required. There were even issues
brought to the attention of the Commission that could be addressed through
more detailed explanations in specific meetings (interview 8). In addition, the
Commission agreed to extend the implementation deadline until after all these
implemented and delegated acts and guidance documents were published,
which gave PAs more time to make the operational changes required to
accommodate the implementation of the new instruments (interview 1).
In this sense, the feedback of PAs was used by the Commission to
reduce the level of uncertainty surrounding the implementation of the new
greening instruments, albeit on a very technical level. Very sporadically,
demands from PAs were picked up by the Commission in the formulation of
the basic acts. For example, winter soil cover, as a landscape element for the
EFAs, was removed from the Commission’s reform proposals because PAs
indicated that it would be costly and difficult to control (interview 4).
However, it was put back in by the European Parliament following the
Ordinary Legislative Procedure (LN A9).14
Another impactful new instrument on the Commission’s agenda for
the post-2013 reform was to include a definition of active farmers. This
definition was introduced to guarantee that agricultural funds would actually
end up with farmers, and not, for example, with telecom companies owning
large tracts of land for radio masts and towers, or golf and country clubs.
Because it obviously had consequences for the distribution of the funds, this
was a politically salient issue (Rutz, Dwyer, & Schramek, 2014). Despite the
political nature of the issue, PAs did provide the Commission with feedback,
because from the outset it was clear to them that this new provision would be
very hard and costly to implement (LN A4). PAs argued, for example, that “the
end result of [the Active Famer] application might not overcome their (sic.)
administrative cost that they introduce. Thus, the abolishment or the
fundamental repositioning is a need” (CDPA 8). The Commission understood
that the provision’s practicability had to be improved. However, providing
The Commission’s agenda for change was not immediately over after the publication of the
basic acts. Agricultural Commissioner Hogan made further simplification his top-priority, as the
Commission was aware of difficulties with implementation of greening, and immediately
announced a review of the greening after one year of implementation (Hogan, 2014). As a result
PAs further attempted to mitigate the increased costs of control, for example by suggesting
further changes to the EFA landscape elements and adjustments to the EFA were made on basis
of the feedback from PAs, who were not able to map all the necessary landscape elements, so
some were removed in line with the idea of simplifying the administration of the CAP (interview
3). However, the Commission was not willing to discuss issues which were in the basic acts,
because these were just agreed upon, and immediate changes to these acts were not desirable
(LN B20).
14
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unambiguous and easy to check boundary criteria was not political feasible, as
some member states and farmer interest groups were in favor of more loosely
defined criteria (D’Andrea & Lironcurti, 2017). The final policy proposal for
the post-2013 CAP reform tried to deal with this difficulty by giving member
states more flexibility in adjusting the boundary criteria, leaving the PAs with
a policy instrument that was very costly, or in some cases impossible, to
implement (CDPA 11, interview 8).
The initial formulation of the active farmer provision in the post-2013
reform illustrates that during the policy formulation implementation feedback
is unable to compete with the agenda of the Commission and member state
governments. However, once the reform process ended, changes were made
to this instrument in a mode of problem solving.

5.5.4 Problem solving
Finally, there is the problem solving mode of feedback. Here we expect the use
of implementation feedback to be the most visible. This is illustrated by two
examples: revisions to the active farmer provision, and advancements in
allowing the use of satellite data for administrative controls.
After the storm of the post-2013 reform (cf. Swinnen, 2015), PAs kept
pushing for changes to the active farmer provision because of the perceived
problems during implementation. When the political decision concerning the
new instrument had been made, this led to more room for a discussion of the
actual implementation. In this case PAs argued against specific elements of
the new active farmer provision:
“There is no need in having a rule on active farmers regarding the
negative list. The land will be leased to somebody else only resulting
in administrative costs and burden for farmers an administration with
no effect. Solution: The use of the negative list should become optional
for member states” (LN A17).
The Commission, which at this time was also headed by a new Commissioner,
Phil Hogan, who was looking for new ideas to simplify the CAP, was very
receptive toward this type of input. A senior staff member of DG AGRI
indicated on this topic that the Commission had to adapt to the realities of
implementation (interview 3). As a result the active farmer provision was
changed, explicitly on the basis of the experiences of PAs:
“Moreover, the experience of some member states is that the
difficulties and the administrative costs of implementing the elements
relating to the list of activities or businesses as provided for in Article
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9(2) of Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013, has outweighed the benefit of
excluding a very limited number of non-active beneficiaries from the
direct support schemes. When a member state considers this to be the
case, it should be able to discontinue the application of Article 9
thereof in relation to the list of activities or businesses” Preamble to
regulation (EU) 2017/2393 (30).15
Another example of the problem solving mode of feedback, where input from
PAs was used by the Commission is the allowance and development of satellite
imagery for administrative checks. In order to implement the new greening
instruments, PAs argued in favor of using satellite imagery as much as
possible, in order to reduce the administrative burdens arising from all the
additional checks (CDPA 9). The Commission was susceptible to this idea
which was put on the agenda by the PAs, and agreed that it would lead to more
cost effectiveness (CDPA 10). However, in 2013 it was still technically
impossible to control for all requirements that were laid out in the new
greening instruments. In order to overcome this problem, PAs informally
requested the EU Copernicus satellite program to develop an advanced system
for using satellite data for agricultural controls (Copernicus, 2017). In
addition, PAs invited representatives of the Commission to the European
Space Agency in Noordwijk during the Dutch presidency in 2016.
Commissioner Hogan welcomed the initiatives by the PAs and agreed
to use national administrations to develop an operational model and launch a
large scale pilot (Evans, 2017). In 2018 the Commission took another
important step, by officially allowing PAs to make use of Copernicus’ satellite
data as evidence in checking farmers’ fulfillment of greening requirements
(Implementing act EC 2018/746). These developments were highlighted by
PA representatives as one of the most important achievements since the
establishment of the LN (interview 6, 7).
In promoting and developing the use of satellite imagery for
administrative controls, the PAs also paved the way for new policy
instruments. The use of this new technology, for example, allows PAs to
measure specific environmentally beneficial policy instruments, such as crop
rotation, without exorbitant administrative costs.
However, problem solving feedback is not always used by the
Commission. For example with regard to increasing flexibility of the timing

Because changing the active farmer provision required a change to one of the basic acts,
agreed upon through the OLP, a specific window for change was necessary, which came in the
form of the omnibus regulation.
15
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and decreasing the number of farm visits in so-called On The Spot Checks
(OTSC), PAs were not very successful. The Commission’s standpoint on these
cases was always rigid: “easing administrative controls is not possible” (LN
B21). Despite numerous attempts to reduce the number of controls
throughout the policy process, the Commission even introduced a “yellow
card” system, a new rule that would imply less financial risks in case of
accidental reporting errors for farmers, but at the same time would lead to
even more controls and OTSCs for PAs (Hogan, 2016). The failure of the PAs
to effectively reduce the number of controls is the result of two important
positions of the Commission. In the first place, the Commission always wants
to assure maximum accountability, in which the idea of reducing the amount
of controls has no place (interview 2). Second, as illustrated by the yellow card
rule, simplification for farmers is not the same as simplification for
administrations, and the Commission prefers simpler rules for farmers over
simpler rules for administrations (Hogan, 2016; interview 2).

5.6 Conclusion
The aim of this paper was to explain the extent to which the European
Commission makes use of implementation feedback in its policy formulation.
In order to explain this use, we first systematized feedback from implementing
agencies by introducing a novel typology. Based on this typology we have
analyzed the feedback provided by domestic implementing agencies in the
period surrounding the CAP post-2013 reform. Implementation feedback in
this period predominantly consisted of responses to new policy proposals
from the Commission. During the formulation of new policy instruments
implementing agencies mainly provided feedback on issues that require more
detailed explanations or clarifications. In providing feedback, implementing
agencies appear to be are aware of their position and the technical nature of
their expertise and as a consequence they tend to stay away from meddling in
political discussions concerning the Commission’s change agenda.
The analysis shows that the Commission frequently uses
implementation feedback in the formulation of new legislation, mostly in the
specific legislation dealing with technical issues, such as implementing and
delegated acts, and guidance documents. As expected, we mainly observed
instrumental use of implementation feedback for non-controversial policy
issues which required further clarification, or concerned problems that only
applied to the PAs.
In the high-politics of the multi-veto player formulation stage of the
basic acts of the reformed CAP post-2013, there was little room for feedback
from implementing agencies to affect the policy formulation by the
Commission. As a result, we conclude that it is more likely that
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implementation feedback is used by the Commission to make changes to
existing policy instruments, than to affect the formulation of new ones. Where
implementation feedback is used in the formulation of the Commission’s
proposals, this can easily be overridden in the inter-institutional decisionmaking, as the example of the active farmer provision shows. Moreover, our
analysis indicates that PAs are very strategic actors that are aware of their own
expertise and when their feedback is most likely to have an effect. As a
consequence, feedback from implementing agencies focuses predominantly
on uncertainty reduction and problem solving. Finally, we see that although
feedback is provided throughout the process, the instrumental use of this
feedback often takes place after the political discussions have finalized, as was
illustrated in the discussion of uncertainty reduction.
For scholars focusing on the high politics of the EU, large policy
reforms, and paradigmatic policy changes, the focus of this paper on
explaining changes to highly technical policy issues may not have immediate
appeal. However, implementation feedback plays a role at the level at which
most EU legislation is made: that of policy instruments and settings (Peterson
1995, p. 75). In this regard, important points are raised for those interested in
the practicability of EU policies, by showing when expertise from practitioners
may help to improve European policies.
Moreover, the influence of PAs on introducing and developing the use
of satellite data in the CAP may have paved the way for even more impactful
future changes, such as the introduction of 100% monitoring in the latest
reform proposals for the CAP post-2020. Thus, the impact of implementation
feedback may lead to increasing returns and even stronger effects at a later
time. Whether and how 100% monitoring works is an important direction for
future research.
Finally, the paper has contributed theoretically to understanding
policy feedback, by introducing four types of implementation feedback which
may be used to understand the dynamics between actors seeking influence and
policymakers. This typology may also be applied to other EU policy domains
where implementing agencies are involved in providing feedback, such as EU
water governance (e.g. Van Eerd, Dieperink, & Wiering, 2018). Moreover, the
typology may not be limited to understanding feedback from implementing
agencies. It may also apply to other actors, such as social movement
organizations or interest groups. However, in these cases the trade-offs for
focusing on specific types of feedback may be different. In conclusion, as this
study illustrates, differentiating between modes of feedback on basis of actors
preferences and the policy agenda allows future scholars to feedback to the use
of this information by policymakers.
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CONCLUSION
6.1 Introduction
In this dissertation I have looked into the question of how and under which
conditions the implementation experiences from domestic implementing
agencies affect new rounds of policy formulation by the European
Commission. In order to answer this question, three steps were identified
which we need to study in order to understand when this specific feedback
affects the formulation of policies. First, these agencies have to mobilize their
experiences. Second, implementing agencies need to find a way to exchange
this information with the European Commission, the institution responsible
for drafting new legislation. Third, the Commission needs to use these
experiences, in order for them to have an effect on new rounds of policy
formulation.
Chapter 2-5 each presented studies providing answers to different
sub-questions of the overarching research question. In this concluding
chapter of the dissertation, I will bring together the most important findings
of these chapters and show how they contribute to addressing the research
questions and the academic debates related to the role of feedback from
implementation experiences in the EU policy process. After this discussion of
the key findings of the different chapters, an answer to the main research
question will be formulated. This is followed by a highlighting of the
theoretical contribution of this dissertation, methodological considerations,
directions for future research, and implications for practitioners.

6.2 Key findings
In the introductory chapter, I argued that although scholars often (implicitly)
assume that feedback from the experiences of national implementing agencies
has a role in EU policymaking, the theoretical understanding of this feedback
and its potential use by policymakers is very limited. The investigation into
the role of feedback from implementation experiences in the EU policy process
commenced with a literature review in chapter 2. This review highlighted a
gap in studies on EU policy process, policy change, and Europeanization
regarding the impact of implementation experiences. While existing studies
expose important aspects of how different types of feedback and expertise may
play a role in (EU) policymaking, they focus predominantly on the demandside of implementation experiences, that is the perspective of policymakers.
However, on the basis of this review, it is argued that a bottom-up perspective
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is required in order to paint a complete picture of this specific type of feedback,
which also sheds light on the supply side of implementation experiences.
Without this bottom-up perspective, we take feedback from implementing
agencies for granted, as we do not know why they mobilize their experiences
or how this feedback from their experiences reaches the Commission. The
literature review in chapter 2 shows, on the basis of insights from more general
theories of the policy process, that in order to understand how this process
works, we should pay specific attention to how the strategic actions of
implementing agencies during mobilization, gaining access to policymakers,
and exchanging information can affect how feedback from their experiences is
actually used by policymakers. The need to understand these different aspects
of the feedback process have resulted in the three sub-questions (concerning
how the feedback from these experiences is mobilized, exchanged, and used)
which have been addressed in chapters 3-5 of this dissertation.
In order to answer the three sub-questions, which will be addressed
in the upcoming sections, I studied the process of feedback in the CAP in the
period surrounding the post-2013 reform. During this period implementing
agencies were active in providing the Commission with feedback, and
attempting to influence the policy agenda of the European Commission.
Although each of the chapters primarily focused on one of the sub-questions,
additional insights from the other chapters will now be brought together to
paint a more complete picture as the sub-questions are answered.

Sub-question 1: How and under which conditions are implementation
experiences mobilized by implementing agencies?
In the different chapters various channels for the mobilization of
implementation experiences have been mentioned, such as Conferences for
the Directors of Paying Agencies, implementation committees, and so-called
‘exchange of experience workshops’. However, most of the time these channels
are aimed at the exchange of experiences among paying agencies, and not on
influencing the Commission’s policy agenda. As a response implementing
agencies in the CAP initiated a bottom-up administrative network, the
Learning Network (LN), with the specific goal of influencing the Commission’s
agenda. Because this network is a channel intended to affect policy
formulation by the Commission, participation in this network is seen as an
important way for implementing agencies to mobilize their experiences.
Chapter 3 answered in great detail why implementing agencies from
some member states participate more actively in the initiated LN than others.
It was expected that a combination of specific motivations and resources
would explain more active participation. The results of the qualitative
comparative analysis showed that implementing agencies from older EU
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member states in particular, either facing more difficulties in the correct
implementation of the CAP, having a relatively large staff size, or having little
formal autonomy from their parent ministry are more active in the LN. All
these conditions are neither necessary nor sufficient by themselves, but
combined they contribute to more active participation. What stands out is that
longer EU membership is part of all sufficient combinations for explaining
active participation. This indicates that implementing agencies with both
more practical experiences with the implementation of EU policies and longer
experience dealing with Brussels, are more likely to actively mobilize their
experiences through administrative networks, such as the LN.

Sub-question 2: How and under which conditions are implementation
experiences from implementing agencies subsequently exchanged with the
European Commission?
In order to answer this question, I explored how learning relations between
domestic implementing agencies and the Commission are shaped, and more
specifically which strategies implementing agencies pursue to get access to the
Commission and how they exchange information while still controlling the
exchange of information. Based on an analysis of the interactions between the
LN and representatives from the Commission and DG AGRI chapter 4 argued
that access and exchange are a dynamic process of repeated interactions in
which actors learn about each other’s expectations and mutual interests. For
obtaining access it is important that implementing agencies cooperate and are
well organized, offer valuable input, and are perceived by policymakers as a
legitimate source of input. In the case of the paying agencies in the CAP, they
decided to organize in an informal network which bundled the experiences of
paying agencies across member states. This initiative was welcomed by the
Commission, which recognized the value of the potential input by this
network, and a new access channel was established.
Access can only lead to influence when information is actually
exchanged. Actors must have some information to offer in order to obtain
access, and exchange is impossible without an access channel. Following
theories of epistemic learning, this exchange of information can be captured
along two dimensions: who is in control over which information is shared and
who is in control over the end to which this information is used. In the
exchange of information between the LN and the Commission during the
period of the CAP post-2013 reform both sides wanted to have control over
both dimensions. As a consequence, the LN initially did not offer sufficient
information that the Commission was interested in. However, after repeated
interactions, implementing agencies and policymakers came to an
understanding about shared objectives where their input was most useful.
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This makes access and exchange a dynamic process, which implies that even
if actors meet the requirements to get access to the Commission, they may lose
the interest of the Commission if they fail to learn about its informational
needs. Additionally, it can be noted here that through the exchange of
information the Commission also learns about the needs of implementing
agencies.
Chapter 5 provided additional insights related to the second subquestion by showing that the actual exchange of information also depends on
whether implementing agencies prefer to see changes or stability, and whether
this feedback concerns policy instruments which are likely to remain stable
without any demands for change, or for which change is already on the agenda
of the Commission. The analysis showed that there is hardly any evidence of
feedback that is aimed at stability, because it is either perceived as politically
sensitive (e.g. in the case of discussing new or changed instruments), or
irrelevant (e.g. when instruments are likely to persist regardless of
implementation feedback). This means that most feedback is aimed at either
putting desired changes on the agenda of the Commission, or attempting to
affect the outcome of changes that have already reached the Commission’s
agenda.
Moreover, we see that during the formulation of new policy
instruments implementing agencies mainly demand more detailed
explanations or clarifications by the Commission. This also shows that the
exchange of information is a two-way process. Implementing agencies may
build a relationship through which they not only provide input to but also
demand additional information from the European Commission.

Sub-question 3: How and under which conditions is the feedback from
implementing agencies used by the European Commission?
Chapter 5 answered this question by looking at the extent to which the
European Commission makes use of implementation feedback in its policy
formulation. With regard to the question of how this feedback is used, the
analysis showed that this mostly happens to formulate, or adjust, specific
legislation dealing with technical issues such as implementing acts, delegated
acts, and guidance documents. In these types of legislation, the input is
predominantly used to make sure that the policy instruments can actually be
implemented, or to prevent administrative burdens from soaring.
On the basis of an analysis of the feedback from paying agencies to the
Commission in meeting minutes, policy issue papers, working plans, and
policy output by the Commission, (supplemented by interviews with key
actors), I have found that this instrumental use of implementation feedback is
most likely to happen in non-controversial policy issues which require further
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clarification, or concern problems that only apply to the paying agencies.
Therefore, implementation experiences are mostly used for the formulation of
implementing and delegated legislation, or even in guidance documents, in
which fewer veto-players are involved, and which build upon the political
decisions made in main regulations. In the high-politics of the multi-veto
player formulation stage of these basic acts there is little room for feedback
from implementing agencies to affect policy formulation by the Commission.
As a result, it is more likely that implementation feedback is used by the
Commission to make changes to policy instruments that have already been
agreed upon by the Council and the European Parliament, rather than to affect
the formulation of new policy instruments. Where implementation feedback
is used in the formulation of the Commission’s proposals for regulations
following the ordinary legislative procedure, these changes can easily be
overridden during the inter-institutional decision-making process. Therefore,
we observe that the instrumental use of this feedback often takes place after
the political discussions have been finalized.
Figure 6.1 Summary of the most important findings.
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6.3 Answer to the main research question
How, and under which conditions do the implementation experiences from
domestic implementing agencies affect the agenda and content of new rounds
of policy formulation by the European Commission?
The answers to the sub-questions show that the feedback from the experiences
of implementing agencies affects new rounds of policy formulation through
strategic actions from implementing agencies which shape the mobilization
and exchange of this information. Figure 6.1 shows the causal mechanism
through which experiences from domestic implementing agencies leads to use
in new rounds of policy formulation by the European Commission, while
highlighting the most important factors influencing this relationship. These
factors show the conditions under which this feedback process takes place, as
described in the answers to the sub-questions formulated above.
Each stage in the feedback process should be considered a necessary
condition for feedback from implementation experiences to be used by the
Commission. For use to occur, experiences need to be mobilized by
implementing agencies and subsequently these agencies need to obtain access
to the Commission and exchange their experiences. These steps cannot be
seen as completely detached processes. As chapter 4 shows, mobilization
efforts affect gaining access. In the case of the CAP, the informal
organizational form within a network and the involvement of a large number
of agencies within this network helped them to be perceived as a legitimate
and reliable source of input for the Commission, while it made obtaining
access easier. In order to participate actively in any organizational format, an
agency should have the ability to mobilize its experiences and have the
capacities and resources to invest for this purpose. In the case of the CAP, the
network organization through which implementing agencies mobilized their
experiences, the LN, also became an actor with agency. As an actor, the LN
was building trust with the Commission and was also able to learn strategically
during the exchange of information about what input may actually be used.
The Commission is mostly interested in obtaining and using input
from implementing agencies that fills its informational needs. Moreover, the
Commission is mostly interested in using this input to make small policy
adjustments to policy instruments, in order to improve their practicability.
When trade-offs are made between practicability and other interests,
practicability concerns raised by implementing agencies are likely to falter.
Through repeated interactions, implementing agencies are often aware of
these preferences of the Commission and learn to anticipate when their
experiences are most likely to be used by the Commission, and allocate their
resources accordingly. Thus, under the right conditions, and with the right
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capacities to make strategic adjustments, implementing agencies can be
successful at affecting the rules for how policies are implemented in practice.

6.4 Contributions to theory and normative implications
This dissertation has sought to integrate several theoretical perspectives to
arrive at a better understanding of the role of feedback from domestic
implementing agencies in EU policymaking. Overall, the findings support
existing expectations that bureaucratic agencies involved in the
implementation of policies play a role in policymaking (e.g. Bach, 2010; Sager
et al. 2014), and that this is also the case in the EU, with its additional level of
governance (see Young 2010, p. 64). However, the outcomes of this
dissertation also contribute to the further development of more specific
theories and sub-disciplines, such as policy feedback, policy learning and
policy uploading, as well as making an empirical contribution to the
understanding of the European administrative space. Moreover, there are
some normative issues emerging from the findings, related to the role of
implementation experiences for the legitimacy of European policies.

6.4.1 Theoretical contributions
First of all, bringing together theories of the policy process, interest
representation, policy learning, feedback, and knowledge use shines a new
light on the value of studying implementing agencies as strategic actors in
theories about the EU policy process, beyond their roles as implementers.
Importantly, my findings confirm that implementing agencies are indeed
strategic actors who are aware of the political and institutional context in
which they operate and who are able to overcome the geographic and
bureaucratic distance to policymakers in the EU in order to provide them with
valuable input that is used in the formulation of policies. Related to this, the
findings of the thesis show that this input from domestic implementing
agencies is used by the European Commission to make policy adjustments.
This process is especially evident in the matters that concern the day to day
activities of these implementing agencies: the technical details of policy
instruments. Therefore, the outcomes help us to better understand the
dynamics shaping policy instruments and their settings.
Second, the thesis also has a message for the literature on policy
uploading, or as it perhaps should be called, policy reloading. In studies on
policy uploading it is expected that successful uploading leads to a better
implementation track record (e.g. Börzel, 2002). This study finds that
unsuccessful implementation and difficulties with the implementation of
existing EU policies are also incentives to upload these negative experiences
in order to affect the Commission’s policy agenda. Moreover, it shows that this

109

Chapter 6

uploading is not only an activity pursued by member state governments, which
are at the center of attention in uploading literature, but also by the
bureaucratic organizations involved in the implementation of EU policies.
Third, the dissertation contributes to theories of policy feedback, by
making a distinction between four types of implementation feedback, based
on the preferences of the actors providing feedback, and the policy agenda.
This typology allows scholars to better link different types of feedback to use
by policymakers and different policy outcomes. Furthermore, it can help to
understand changes at the level of policy instruments and their settings. In
this regard, the dissertation has highlighted that the formal decision-making
is often only the starting point of processes of contestation and of the
reformulation of instruments and settings.
Fourth, the findings presented in the dissertation contribute to
understanding the micro-foundations of learning relationships between
actors in the policy process (Dunlop, Radaelli, & Trein, 2018). We have seen
that policy learning relationships also come with strategic learning about
mutual preferences and constant contestations over both the content of
learning and the ends to which this content is used. Moreover, this analysis
helps to overcome a bias in literature on learning from experts and epistemic
communities, which mostly includes communities of scientists. Chapter 4
shows that there are also other types of experts, such as implementing
agencies, which merit further investigation.
Finally, this thesis provides an important empirical addition to
literature on the European administrative space (e.g. Olsen, 2003; Trondal &
Peters, 2013), especially with regard to our understanding of European
administrative networks. Importantly, I have shown that these networks not
only focus on coordination, harmonization, or enforcement; they can also
provide the Commission with policy feedback and adopt an agenda-setting
role. Moreover, participation within these networks has been problematized
by showing that not all agencies participate equally. This may lead to
information biases toward member states in which agencies are more actively
involved in the European administrative space.

6.4.2 Normative implications
An important element of this thesis is that it takes a bottom-up approach,
which starts from the motivations of domestic implementing agencies for
involvement in policymaking, and factors affecting the success of this
involvement (e.g. Matland 1995). In the EU, the involvement of these agencies
is usually organized in a traditional top-down fashion. The Commission
determines which input is required for the formulation of its policies, and
whether the input is delivered through formal channels, such as expert groups,
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impact assessments, ex-post evaluations, public consultations, and more
recently advisory, or civil dialogue groups. The case of the CAP, with the
involvement of the LN, shows that bottom-up and informal initiatives may
lead to different dynamics in the exchange of information, where supply and
demand can be aligned over time.
Currently, actual adjustments to policy instruments on the basis of
bottom-up input from implementing agencies seem to occur mostly after the
decision-making takes place (see chapter 5), which may lead to delays in
implementation (see chapter 4). If the input from implementing agencies is
actually important for the translation of policies into practices, it should be
considered useful to give these concerns a more prominent role at an earlier
stage in the EU policy process.
Sensitivity to implementation concerns has been mainly associated
with output legitimacy (e.g. Elmore, 1979; Sabatier, 1986). In this regard,
involving the expertise of implementing agencies is expected to lead to
smoother implementation processes. When the initial legislative outcomes
decided upon by the Council and European Parliament involve too many
ambiguities and elements that are hard to implement, this leads to an
implementation process that is more time and money consuming. Including
the input from implementing agencies in the formulation process is expected
to improve the actual domestic implementation process.
Involving domestic implementing agencies in the policy formulation
process means including actors whose day-to-day activities will be largely
determined by the outcomes of this process, this involvement also improves
the input legitimacy of European policies. However, it should also be noted
that the flow of feedback from implementing agencies is not neutral, and the
findings in this thesis indicate that there is a bias toward the experiences and
preferences of older member states and an underexposure of the experiences
and issues faced by newer member states (see chapter 3). Unequal
participation is also a concern for the input legitimacy from implementing
agencies within the European administrative space (e.g. Borrás, Koutalakis, &
Wendler, 2007).

6.5 Methodological considerations
The period surrounding the post-2013 CAP reform was selected as a pathway
case, because it was likely to show both the mobilization of experiences by
domestic implementing agencies, and the use of these experiences by the
Commission, which would allow me to study the conditions under which this
feedback process takes place. While on the surface this may look like a singlecase design, by studying different steps of this feedback process, there has
actually been a larger variation in cases across the empirical chapters.
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Reflections on the generalizability of the specific findings can be found in the
concluding sections of each of these chapters.
Chapter 3 presented a study of differences in mobilization across
implementing agencies in different EU member states using QCA. This study
compared network participation of implementing agencies across all member
states, which is a unique contribution to literature on European
administrative networks. The findings were robust and largely in line with
expectations based on previous research on the mobilization of other types of
actors, such as interest groups and subnational authorities.. Because of the use
of QCA, I was able to identify different combinations (or paths) of motivations
and resources that could explain active participation in the LN. Although the
available channels and the organizational structures of administrative
networks will differ across European policy domains, the conditions
contributing to active participation are expected to be generalizable to other
domains as well, because they are quite robust and theoretically grounded.
The findings are especially generalizable in settings where technical expertise
is important for successful implementation, which is the case in a lot of
environmental policies, but also in the domain of EU tax governance.
Chapter 4 and 5 were more exploratory in nature. Both chapters
focused on steps of the feedback process which were more unchartered
territory than actor mobilization. However, they each relied on multiple
observations across time which allowed me to include variation on both the
dependent and independent variables. Because of this variation I was able to
arrive at some preliminary insights on the conditions for creating access and
exchanging information, and use of implementation experiences by the
Commission. For the analysis of the data I mostly relied on the qualitative
analysis of documents, and semi-structured interviews with experts. This
approach is in line with the largely exploratory nature of this dissertation
(Stebbins, 2001). However, more elaborate testing of the insights and
expectations noted in these chapters is strongly recommended.
From a methodological perspective, future research can use the
expectations emerging from this dissertation for thorough examination
through theory-testing process tracing (Beach & Pedersen, 2013). A
systematic comparison across policy domains, in which newer and more
technical policies (for example environmental policies, or taxation) are
included would also serve as a useful follow-up on this research. Another
approach may be to use machine learning techniques and quantitative text
analysis of policy output and minutes of European administrative networks
(e.g. Senniger & Blom-Hansen, 2020) to compare the instrumental use of
implementation experiences (and the factors influencing this use) across
policy domains.

112

Conclusion

Because of the focus on the relationship between implementing
agencies and the Commission, the research may have been biased toward
excluding the effects of the input of other stakeholders, such as farmer
organizations and environmental groups. These stakeholders may have both
overlapping (e.g. smooth implementation) and contrasting (e.g. margins of
error) interests with implementing agencies. In this regard another suggestion
would be to look at other approaches to map overlapping in interests between
implementing agencies and other stakeholders. Discourse network analysis
offers a promising method to map these interests and relate them to both actor
coalitions and policy proposals (e.g. Tosun & Schaub, 2017).

6.6 Directions for future research
The contributions in this dissertation offer a first step toward understanding
the role and impact of the experiences of implementing agencies in EU
policymaking. Beyond this, they also illuminate several directions for future
research that are worth looking into.
First, this dissertation has not looked beyond the policy formulation
stage of the policy process, where the Commission uses input from
implementing agencies. Chapter 5 already shows some hints that the
involvement of the European Parliament and member states has implications
for whether feedback from implementing agencies actually leads to policy
changes. Therefore, future studies should look into the conditions under
which member states and the European Parliament are susceptible to using,
or agreeing with feedback from implementation experiences.
Second, and related to this first point, this thesis focuses on how
implementing agencies mobilize and share their feedback with the
Commission, but not on how these agencies cooperate with member state
governments in order to upload their feedback. The emphasis was on the
influence that implementing agencies can have when they bypass their
government (cf. Tatham 2010). The finding in chapter 2 that agencies with
closer ties to their parent ministries are more active in participating in
administrative networks is a hint, that at least in some cases, (such as the
Netherlands), the mobilization of implementation experiences happens in
close coordination with the parent ministry of the implementing agency in the
national government. The conditions under which implementing agencies and
governments cooperate in uploading implementation feedback is worth
further investigation.
Third, with regard to the use of implementation feedback by
policymakers, I mainly looked at how implementation experiences are used
instrumentally, when the use of said feedback can be traced to direct
applications in the formulation of policies (e.g. Machlup, 1980). Although this
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type of knowledge is very suitable for instrumental use (e.g. Peterson, 1995),
specific types of expert knowledge may also be used strategically by
policymakers to gain support with said experts, or to create consensus
amongst other actors involved in decision-making (Metz, 2015). Moreover,
the engagement of the Commission with the LN indicates that feedback may
also contribute to more conceptual use, where policymakers use this feedback
to improve their own understanding about how policies work in practice.
Fourth, the feedback process from implementation experiences to
policymakers can also be relevant in other policymaking settings, such as
other types of international organizations. The United Nations (UN) family of
international organizations, for example, comprises the Economic and Social
Council in which some organizations involved in the implementation of UN
programs also have consultative status. It will be interesting to see to what
extent implementation experiences are mobilized, exchanged and used in such
different settings, without the structuring condition of the acquis
communautaire that characterizes the EU. But also within states these
feedback loops are not always obvious, and merit further investigation (e.g.
Sager et al., 2014). Looking at how implementation experiences are mobilized,
exchanged and used may also uncover new insights in the role of bureaucratic
feedback within national policymaking.
Fifth, studying the LN has shown that an information bias likely exists
there toward feedback from implementation experiences from older member
states. Additional research might thus focus on this selectivity in policy
feedback through administrative networks, and discuss whether this further
affects policy implementation of new or adjusted policy instruments in both
older and newer member states.
Finally, it is worth looking into the long term effects of
implementation feedback on future policy developments. Chapter 5 suggests
that the initiative from implementing agencies to introduce and develop the
use of satellite data in the CAP may have paved the way for even more
impactful future changes, such as the introduction of 100% monitoring in the
latest reform proposals for the CAP post-2020. It will be interesting to see
whether the impact of implementation feedback will lead to increasing returns
and even stronger effects at a later time.

6.7 Practical lessons
Finally, this dissertation provides some practical lessons, especially for
domestic implementing agencies and policymakers, but also insights that may
be useful for member state governments and interest organizations. For
implementing agencies it is important to realize that their experiences offer
expertise that is valued by the Commission, and that their feedback can have
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an effect on what the policy instruments look like that they have to implement.
Furthermore, a clear practical lesson for implementing agencies is that their
organisational efforts can be rewarded by the Commission, as the case of the
LN shows. In other policy domains, such as fisheries, similar learning
networks are being rolled out, inspired by the LN (European Commission,
2015; COSAP, 2016). This shows that it can definitely be worthwhile for
implementing agencies of EU policies to organize, mobilize, and cooperate
cross-nationally in order to keep the practicability of future policies on the
forefront during, but particularly in the wake of, policy reforms. However,
implementing agencies should also be aware in which situations their efforts
are most welcome. The case of the LN shows that implementing agencies in
the CAP are able to pick their battles and try to avoid taking part in political
discussions, which allows them to focus on the practicability of policy
instruments. This study indicates that steering away from political debates
makes inclusion of the input from implementing agencies more acceptable
without offending member state governments or other organized interests.
For national governments of EU member states and the parent
ministries of the implementing agencies close cooperation with implementing
agencies may also lead to new opportunities and access channels to upload, or
reload, policy preferences, especially if these preferences are affected by
experiences with existing legislation. Although in the CAP this already seems
to be the case for a large number of member states, governments may learn
from this practice in other policy domains.
Other organized interests, for example (in the case of the CAP) farmer,
consumer, and environmental organizations, may also look closely at
implementing agencies. They may seek input from the expertise of these
agencies to substantiate policy proposals or non-papers of their own, and take
away potential practicability concerns. A lot of frustration may be prevented
for both sides if interest groups cooperate closer with the actors that are
responsible for the practical administration of the policies they try to change.
Finally, it may be interesting for both policymakers and implementing
agencies to look for channels to interact outside of the existing formal
channels, and use informal channels as an opportunity to find out what the
most persistent implementation issues are, as well as what suggestions these
agencies have for addressing them. This may go as far as policymakers offering
support to implementing agencies to create such a platform.

6.8 Final reflections
A final question that may interest the readers at the end of this book is: what
insights can this dissertation provide for future European policy
developments? Of course, this greatly depends on the extent to which
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implementing agencies attempt to be involved in policymaking, and the extent
to which the Commission is willing to listen. However, one of the
consequences of taking implementation experiences and practicability
concerns seriously in the design and formulation of European policies may be
a (re)nationalization or differentiation of competences to member states.
With the enlargements in the past decades, the spectrum of different
settings that need to be accounted for in centralized legislation has only
increased. These different policy settings have contributed to ongoing
discussions about the settings of policy instruments, and how various aspects
of policy programs (such as the CAP) should be accounted for. Feedback from
implementation experiences has only further emphasized these issues, and
can help offer solutions in this regard by pointing out the practical
implementation needs that exist at the member state (or even subnational)
level.
Specifically in the CAP there has been awareness for quite some time
that it is not very effective in dealing with environmental policy goals (e.g.
Niemi & Kola, 2005). For example, mountainous countries face completely
different challenges than their less elevated counterparts when it comes to
which landscape elements should be controlled for in greening instruments.
Not surprisingly, one of the main critiques of the European Court of Auditors
(2017) on the greening of the CAP in the post-2013 period was that it lacked
controllable environmental goals. In order to have controllable goals,
policymakers must take seriously what is controllable.
Policymakers increasingly realize that in order to successfully deal
with this type of issues (which are often related to environmental policy
integration) member states must have more authorities to design policy
instruments that meet their domestic settings and capacities. In this process,
implementation experiences may trigger or contribute to some sort of
functional spillback (e.g. Vollaard, 2018; Nicoli, 2019; cf. Corbey 1995), where
these experience help to raise awareness that in some cases policymaking
authorities of the EU may have to be transferred back to the member states in
order to effectively tackle emerging problems.
In the CAP this process is already taking off, as the Commission has
recognized this need for more local solutions in order to meet its
environmental goals. In its proposal for the CAP post-2020, the Commission
has introduced so-called “strategic plans” which require member states to
develop a plan for meeting the CAP’s environmental goals. This requires a
single plan per state, in which member states have much more room to design
national policy interventions, in close cooperation with PAs and other
competent authorities and stakeholders related to the environment and
farming. As a consequence, when policymaking authorities spill back to the
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national level, the feedback loops between policymakers and implementing
agencies within countries will also become increasingly important (again).
Altogether these suggestions highlight that experiences from the
domestic implementation of EU policies provide valuable and useable input
for policymakers. Returning these experiences to Brussels will contribute to
the resilience, responsiveness and problem-solving capacities of the EU, and
thus the legitimacy of European policies.
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Appendix A: List of interviews
Interview
code

Role / Position

Date

Location

1

Senior policy advisor for
Dutch Paying Agency

May 2015

The Hague

2

3
4
5
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Senior policy advisor for
Dutch Paying Agency / former
January 2016
secretary of the Learning
Network
Policy officer greening unit DG
June 2016
AGRI
Deputy head of
June 2016
implementation unit DG AGRI
Deputy Director General DG
June 2017
AGRI

The Hague

Brussels
Brussels
Brussels

6

Senior employee of Swedish
Paying Agency / former policy
officer DG AGRI

August 2017

Phone

7

Former chair of Learning
Network, senior employee of
British Paying Agency

August 2017

Phone

8

Senior employee of Dutch
Paying Agency

April 2019

Utrecht
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Appendix B: List of documents analyzed
Table B.1

CDPA meetings.
Title
7658/09 - 24th Conference of
Directors of the EAGF and
EAFRD Paying Agencies
9509/09 - Summary of the
Conclusions of the 25th
Conference of Directors of
EU Paying Agencies held in
Prague on 22-24 April 2009
15520/09 - 26th Conference
of EU Paying Agencies –
Conclusions
9185/10 - 27th Conference of
EU Paying Agencies –
General Conclusions
6626/11 - 28th Conference of
EU Paying Agencies –
General Conclusions
16629/11 - Communication
on the 30th Conference of
Directors of EU Paying
Agencies
12231/12 - Communication
on the 31st Conference of
Directors of EU Paying
Agencies
15025/12 - Conclusions from
the 32nd Conference of
Directors of Paying Agencies
13330/13 - Conclusions from
the 33rd Conference of
Directors of Paying Agencies
6007/14 - Conclusions from
the 33rd Conference of
Directors of Paying Agencies
16615/14 - 35th Conference
of Directors of EU Paying
Agencies

Date

Pages

Code

October
2008

7

CDPA 1

April 2009

2

CDPA 2

October
2009

6

CDPA 3

April 2010

4

CDPA 4

October
2010

4

CDPA 5

September
2011

6

CDPA 6

June 2012

5

CDPA 7

September
2012

5

CDPA 8

April 2013

6

CDPA 9

October
2013

4

CDPA 10

April 2014

6

CDPA 11
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16631/14 - 36th Conference
of Directors of EU Paying
Agencies
37th Conference of Directors
of EU Paying Agencies
7586/16 - 38th Conference of
Directors of EU Paying
Agencies
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November
2014

10

CDPA 12

May 2015

6

CDPA 13

November
2015

3

CDPA 14
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Table B.2

Learning Network policy issue papers and working plans.

Title
Suggestions for a more simple,
beneficiary-oriented, effective and
efficient implementation of the
Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) 2013 and beyond
Appendix - List of Proposals
Learning Network – Some
possible control issues in Council
and EP compromise positions
Non Paper Learning Network on
Simplification of the CAP
Non Paper eServices, eArchiving
and eCo-operation
Non Paper New Elements of the
CAP and LPIS
New Elements of the CAP and
LPIS Reduction of on-the-spot
Controls and Cross Compliance
Non Paper Impact Greening of
Farmers and Paying Agencies
Rough selection of relevant EP
amendments to the Learning
Network of EU Paying Agencies
Important New CAP Basic Act
Texts from an Implementation
and Farmers’ Perspective on the
Direct
Payments/RDP/Horizontal/Single
CMO Basic Acts
Important New CAP Basic Act
Text from an Implementation and
Farmers’ Perspective on the New
CAP Basic Acts
Letter to Mr. Mögele
CAP Reform - Delegated Acts:
Comments of the Learning
Network
Non Paper on Guidance of the
Implementation of Greening
Working Plan 2014-2017
Non Paper on Guidance of the
Implementation of Greening
Non Paper Simplification of the
New CAP

Date

Pages

Code

7-3-2011

4

LN A1

7-3-2011

10

LN A2

25-3-2011

6

LN A3

15-11-2011

2

LN A4

5-3-2012

16

LN A5

5-3-2012

24

LN A6

5-3-2012

4

LN A7

25-5-2012

31

LN A8

29-11-2012

12

LN A9

19-4-2013

3

LN A10

22-4-2013

8

LN A11

21-11-2013

2

LN A12

22-11-2013

3

LN A13

9-9-2014

12

LN A14

22-9-2014

5

LN A15

16-11-2014

12

LN A16

2-2-2015

12

LN A17
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Letter to the Commission German Delegation
Minutes of the Workshop on the
use of Sentinels Data by Paying
Agencies

140

29-1-2016

3

LN A18

18-1-2017

9

LN A19
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Table B.3

Learning Network minutes.
Title

Date

Pages

Code

Minutes of Meeting 24 June 2011
Minutes of Meeting 15 November
2011
Minutes from Meeting on 6
February 2012 between DG AGRI
and the Learning Network of
Directors of Paying Agencies and
Coordinating Bodies

24-6-2011

3

LN B1

15-11-2011

5

LN B2

6-2-2012

3

LN B3

20-4-2012

4

LN B4

20-9-2012

6

LN B5

27-9-2012

3

LN B6

5-10-2012

7

LN B7

25-10-2012

5

LN B8

15-2-2013

3

LN B9

15-3-2013

5

LN B10

21-3-2013

3

LN B11

Draft Conclusions Learning
Network Meeting April 20 2012
Report on the workshop with
farmers' representatives and the
Learning Network of Directors of
Paying Agencies and Coordinating
bodies
Minutes from Meeting on 27
September 2012 between DG
AGRI and the Learning Network
of Directors of Paying Agencies
and Coordinating Bodies
Summary Report on Informal
Meeting between DG AGRI –
Learning Network of Directors of
Paying Agencies and Coordinating
bodies
Report on the 25 October general
LN meeting
Minutes from Meeting on 15
February 2013 between DG AGRI
and the Learning Network of
Directors of Paying Agencies and
Coordinating Bodies
Meeting Learning Network – DG
AGRI, 15 March 2013
Meeting DG AGRI – Learning
Network on Greening
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Minutes to the 3 July LN meeting
at the German Permanent
Representation in Brussels
Minutes Learning Network
Meeting – Draft version

3-7-2013

6

LN B12

7-10-2013

4

LN B13

18-11-2013

4

LN B14

10-2-2014

3

LN B15

28-5-2014

4

LN B16

28-5-2014

4

LN B17

10-7-2014

4

LN B18

19-1-2015

3

LN B19

20-4-2015

2

LN B20

10-9-2015

3

LN B21

Conclusions Learning Network
Meeting, Sweden 4 July 2016

4-7-2016

4

LN B22

Conclusions Learning Network
Meeting, Brussels 4 October 2016

4-10-2016

5

LN B23

Minutes Informal Learning
Network Meeting – Draft version
Minutes Learning Network
Meeting
Minutes of Meeting 28 May 2014
Minutes Learning Network
Meeting, Irish Permanent
Representation
Draft Summary report – Meeting
on 10 July 2014 between DG
AGRI and the Learning Network
Steering Group
Draft Minutes Learning Network
meeting
Summary meeting Steering Group
- DG AGRI
Learning Network Meeting 10
September 2015 Madrid
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Appendix C: Overview of search strategy for the literature review
on articles explaining EU policy change
For this review we have used the following search terms for selecting relevant
papers in three academic search engines in January 2016 ( Web of Science,
Google Scholar and Scopus): “Policy Change” AND EU, “Policy reform” AND
EU, “Policy Adjustment” AND EU, “Policy Feedback” AND EU, “Amendment”
AND EU.
Based on an analysis of abstract and title, relevant papers were
selected for a full-text review. Criteria were a) published in peer reviewed
journals, b) written in English and c) topics considering policy change from a
European perspective, whether or not in relation to policy implementation.
This led to an initial set of 286 papers, after an second selection on basis of
abstracts we came to a set of 74 articles which actually explained EU policy
changes, other papers focused on domestic changes as the result of European
policies, or were otherwise irrelevant at closer inspection. Based on a further
analysis of the full text, we came to a set of 38 papers explaining EU policy
change (n=38).
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Appendix D: Overview of the literature reviewed explaining EU
policy change
Béland, Daniel. 2009. “Ideas, Institutions, and Policy Change.” Journal of
European Public Policy 16 (5): 701-18.
Borrás, Susana, and Steven Højlund. 2015. “Evaluation and Policy Learning:
The Learners' Perspective.” European Journal of Political Research
54 (1): 99-120.
Boswell, Christina. 2008. “Evasion, Reinterpretation and Decoupling:
European Commission Responses to the ‘External Dimension’ of
Immigration and Asylum.” West European Politics 31 (3): 491-512.
Bouwen, Pieter, and Maragaret Mccown. 2007. “Lobbying Versus Lititgation:
Political and Legal Strategies of Interest Representation in the
European Union.” Journal of European Public Policy 14 (3): 422443.
Breindl, Yana. 2013. “Assessing Success in Internet Campaiging.”
Information, Communication & Society 16 (9): 1419-1440.
Citi, Manuele. 2013. “EU Budgetary Dynamics: Incremental or Punctuated
Equilibrium.” Journal of European Public Policy 20 (8): 1157-1173.
Citi, Manuele. 2015. “European Union Budget Politics: Explaining Stability
and Change in Spending Allocations.” European Union Politics 16
(2): 262-280.
Coleman, William D, and Stefan Tangermann. 1999. “The 1992 Cap Reform,
the Uruguay Round and the Commission: Conceptualizing Linked
Policy Games.” Journal of Common Market Studies 37 (3): 385-405.
Copeland, Paul, and Scott James. 2014. “Policy Windows, Ambiguity and
Commission Entrepreneurship: Explaining the Relaunch of the
European Union's Economic Reform Agenda.” Journal of European
Public Policy 21 (1): 1-19.
Crespy, Amandine, and Vivien Schmidt. 2014. “The Clash of Titans: France,
Germany and the Discursive Double Game of EMU Reform.” Journal
of European Public Policy 21 (8): 1085-101.
Damro Chad. 2006. “The New Trade Politics and EU Competition Policy:
Shopping for Convergence and Co-Operation.” Journal of European
Public Policy 13 (6): 867-886.
Daugbjerg, Carsten. 2009. “Sequencing in Public Policy: The Evolution of the
Cap over a Decade.” Journal of European Public Policy 16 (3): 395411.
Dudley, Geoffrey, and Jeremy Richardson. 1999. “Competing Advocacy
Coalitions and the Process of ‘Frame Reflection’: a Longitudinal
Analsysis of EU Steel Policy.” Journal of European Public Policy.
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Fouilleux, Eve. 2004. “CAP Reforms and Multilateral Trade Negotiations:
Another View on Discourse Efficiency.” West European Politics 27
(2): 235-255.
Hunka, Agnieszka D, Mattia Meli, Annemette Palmqvist, Pernille Thorbek,
and Verley E. Forbes. 2015. “Ecological Risk Assessment of
Pesticides in the EU: What Factors and Groups Inlfuence Policy
Changes.” Journal of Risk Research 18 (9): 1165-1183.
Kaiser, Robert, and Heiko Prange-Gstöhl. 2010. “A Paradigm Shift in
European R&D Policy? The EU Budget Review and the Economic
Crisis.” Science and Public Policy 37 (4): 253-265.
Kassim, Hussein, and Kathryn Wright. 2009. “Bringing Regulatory Processes
Back In: The Reform of EU Antitrust and Merger Control.” West
European Politics 32 (4): 738-755.
Kinderman, Daniel. 2013. “Corporate Social Responsibility in the EU, 1993–
2013: Institutional Ambiguity, Economic Crises, Business
Legitimacy and Bureaucratic Politics.” Journal of Common Market
Studies 51 (4): 701-720.
Maurer, Andreas, and Roderick Parkes. 2007. “The Prosepects for PolicyChange in EU asylum Policy: Venue and Image at the European
Level.” European Journal of Migration and Law 9 (2): 173-205.
Mendez, Carlos. 2012. “Clouds, Clocks and Policy Dynamics: a Path(Inter)Dependent Analysis of EU Cohesion Policy.” Policy & Politics
40 (2): 153-170.
Nohrstedt, Daniel. 2013. “Advocacy Coalitions in Crisis Resolution:
Understanding Policy Dispute in the European Volcanic Ash Cloud
Crisis.” Public Administration 91 (4): 964-979.
Palmer, James R. 2015. “How do Policy Entrepreneurs Influence Policy
Change? Framing and Boundary Work in EU Transport Biofuels
Policy.” Environmental Politics 24 (2): 270-287.
Parker, Charles F. 2015. “Complex Negative Events and the Diffusion of
Crisis: Lessons from the 2010 and 2011 Icelandic Volcanic Ash
Cloud Events.” Geografiska Annaler: Series A, Physical Geography
97 (1): 97-108.
Parrish, Richard. 2001. “Sports Regulation in the European Union: a New
Approach?” Manageing Leisure 6 (4): 187-200.
Parrish, Richard. 2003. “The Politics of Sports Regulation in the European
Union.” Journal of European Public Policy 10 (2): 246-262.
Pesendorfer, Dieter. 2006. “EU Environmental Policy Under Pressure:
Chemicals Policy Change Between Antagonistic Goals.”
Environmental Politics 15 (1): 95-114.
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Pilgrim, Sarah, and Mark Harvey. 2010. “Battles over Biofuels in Europe:
NGOs and the Politics of Markets.” Sociological Research Online 15
(3): 4.
Princen, Sebastiaan. 2010. “Venue Shifts and Policy Change in Eu Fisheries
Policy.” Marine Policy 34 (1): 36-41.
Radaelli, Claudio M. 1996. “Fiscal Federalism as a Catalyst for Policy
Development? In Search of a Framework for European Direct Tax
Harmonization.” Journal of European Public Policy 3 (3): 402-420.
Radaelli, Claudio M., and Vivien A. Schmidt. 2004. “Conclusions.” West
European Politics 27 (8): 364-79.
Richardson, Jeremy. 2000. “Government, Interest Groups and Policy
Change.” Political Studies 48 (5): 1006-1025.
Ripoll Servent, Ariadna, and Florian Trauner. 2014. “Do Supranational EU
Institutions Make a Difference? EU Asylum Law Before and After
‘Communitarization.’” Journal of European Public Policy 21 (8):
1142-1162.
Sheingate, Adam D. 2000. “Agricultural Retrenchment Revisited: Issue
Definition and Venue Change in the United States and European
Union.” Governance 13 (3): 335-63.
Szarka, Joseph. 2010. “Bringing Interests Back in: Using Coalition Theories
to Explain European Wind Power Policies.” Journal of European
Public Policy 17 (6): 836-853.
Toshkov, Dimiter. 2011. “Public Opinion and Policy Output in the European
Union: A Lost Relationship.” European Union Politics 12 (2): 169191.
Tosun, Jale, Anne Wetzel, and Galina Zapryanova. 2014. “The EU in Crisis:
Advancing the Debate.” Journal of European Integration 36 (3):
195-211.
Walkenhorst, Heiko. 2008. “Explaining Change in EU Education Policy.”
Journal of European Public Policy 15 (4): 567-587.
Ward, Neil, Peter Jackson, Polly Russel, and Katy Wilkinson. 2008.
“Productivism, Post-Productivism and European Agricultural
Reform: The Case of Sugar.” Sociologia Ruralis 48 (2): 118-132.
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Appendix E: Supporting information for chapter 3
Table E.1

Sources for Variable Large Staff Size, Including Calculations for
Belgium and Malta.
Member state
Notes
Source
PITSS (2015):
https://pitss.com/us/w
p485 in 2015, based on
content/uploads/sites/
PITSS customer report
4/2015/05/AgrarMarkt
(2015). Based on audit
_en1.pdf
from Austrian
Austria
Rechnungshof (2016)
Rechnungshof (2016):
we expect no large
https://www.rechnungs
shifts in staff size over
hof.gv.at/fileadmin/do
the period under
wnloads/_jahre/2016/
investigation.
berichte/teilberichte/b
und/Bund_2016_21/B
und_2016_21_1.pdf
No data for 2010–
2014. However, the
personnel budget for
the PA in Flanders was
8360000 in 2015
(Vlaams Parlement
2016). This number
was multiplied by two
to account for Wallonia
Vlaams Parlement
(16720000).
(2016):
Based on the OECD
Belgium
http://docs.vlaamsparl
average annual
ement.be/docs/stukken
compensation of
/2016-2017/g15-1.pdf

employees in service
delivery occupations,
tax inspectors data over
2015, the expected
average wage was
85873.2 USD. Using
the average USD tot
Euro exchange rate
over 2015 (1 USD = 1.1
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EUR) we expect
roughly 214 employees
in the Belgian PA.
(8360000*2) /
(85873.2 / 1.1)
Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

148

DFZ (2012):
681 at the headquarters http://www.dfz.bg/asse
in 2012 (DFZ 2012: 16) ts/2546/Ustroistven_p
ravilnik_2012_EN.pdf
http://www.capo.gov.c
y/capo/capo.nsf/31FC8
235 in 2011 following
562CF966C45C225776
the annual report
000380B15/$file/Capo
(CAPO 2012: 16).
AnnualReport2012_EN
Gprint.pdf
SZIF (2011):
https://www.szif.cz/cs/
CmDocument?rid=%2F
885 in 2011 following
apa_anon%2Fcs%2Fdo
the annual report (SZIF kumenty_ke_stazeni%
2011: 31).
2Fsystemova_navigace
%2Fo_nas%2Fvyrocni_
zpravy_szif%2F134563
6631261.pdf
https://web.archive.org
/web/20120118040824
/http://naturerhverv.fv
Approximately 1200
m.dk:80/om_styrelsen.
(from October 2011).
aspx?ID=46510
However: 400 in 2010
(before reform of
https://web.archive.org
agency).
/web/20081113195256
/http://ferv.fvm.dk/Ab
out_us.aspx?ID=27064
ARIB (2011):
https://web.archive.org
230 (ARIB 2011)
/web/20111020011209
/http://www.pria.ee/en
/about
212 in 2011 (Mavi
Mavi (2011):
2011)
http://www.mavi.fi/fi/t
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France

2250 agents (ASP
2010).

Germany

1200 (BLE 2012).

Greece

Via EU report (2003),
437 employees,
footnote 57.

Hungary

Ireland

ietoameista/suunnittelu-jaseuranta/Documents/
mavi_toimintakertomu
s_2011.pdf
ASP (2010):
https://web.archive.org
/web/20100919110056
/http://www.asppublic.fr:80/pagessatellites/qui-sommesnous
BLE (2012):
https://web.archive.org
/web/20120602075933
/http://www.ble.de/DE
/07_DieBLE/03_Orga
nisation/Organisation_
node.html

EU (2003): http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriSe
rv/LexUriServ.do?uri=
COM:2003:0445:FIN:E
N:PDF
MVH (2011): 2011
Annual budget (2011:
Elemi költségvetés.
41) point 18, total
Available via:
number of staff is listed https://www.mvh.alla
as 1152 (MVH 2011).
mkincstar.gov.hu/
Salaries from outturn
2011, staff (over 3000)
from corporate
governance report
(Department of
Agriculture 2016).
From revised estimates.

(Department of
Agriculture 2016):
http://www.agriculture
.gov.ie/media/migratio
n/aboutus/aboutthedep
artment/REV2012mate
rial23.02.12.xls
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Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

150

Corti dei Conti (2017):
Seizone del controllo
sugli enti.
Determinazione e
relazione sul resultato
del controllo eseguito
gestione finanziaria
Data from 2013, from
dell’agenzia per le
Corti dei Conti: 249
erogazioni in
(2017).
agricultura (AGEA),
available through
http://www.corteconti.i
t/export/sites/portalec
dc/_documenti/control
lo/sez_controllo_enti/
2017/delibera_14_201
7.pdf
http://www.lad.gov.lv/f
Sum of all staff (column iles/lad_menesalgu_ap
3): 792 (NMA 2016).
meru_sadalijuma_pa_
amatu_grupam.pdf
NMA (2011):
https://web.archive.org
/web/20111229063146
862 (NMA 2011).
/http://www.nma.lt:80
/index.php/veikla/darb
o-uzmokestis/290
SER (2011):
https://web.archive.org
/web/20110921223348
52 (SER 2011).
/http://www.ser.public
.lu/functions/kontakt/
mitarbeiter/index.html
Following the Budget
Maltese Government
estimates for 2011 by
(2011):
the Maltese
https://mfin.gov.mt/en
government the PA will
/Thespend 998000 EUR on
Budget/Pages/Thewages. Based on the
Budget-2011.aspx
Collective Bargaining
Agreement for public

Appendices

officers from 2011, the
maximum salary of a
public officer is 38245
EUR, and the minimum
is 9607 EUR, with a
mean salary scale of
19265 EUR(Collective
Agreement for
Employees in the Public
Service 2011). Based on
this mean, we expect 52
employees in the
Maltese PA in 2011.

Collective Agreement
for Employees in the
Public Service (2011):
http://www.ansek.org.
mt/resources/files/coll
ectiveagreement_137381363
2.pdf

DLG (2010):
https://www.trots.nl/c
ases/implementatiefmis-dienst-landelijkgebied

Netherlands

DLG (2010): 1700.

Poland

ARiMIR 2011 annual
report, staff employed
at the central office
(ARiMIR 2011: 12).

Portugal

600 based on Oracle
Report (2014)

Romania

368 at central office
(APIA 2010: 7)

Slovakia

(APA 2012):
551 employees in 2011,
http://www.apa.sk/do
(APA 2012: 31).
wnload/6191

http://www.arimr.gov.
pl/fileadmin/pliki/zdje
cia_strony/223/2011/
ARiMR_2011_Sprawoz
danie_1.pdf
Oracle (2014):
https://www.oracle.co
m/customers/ifap-1webcenter.html
APIA (2010):
http://www.apia.org.ro
/files/pages_files/Rapo
rt_de_activitate_2010.
pdf
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(ARSKTRP 2011):
https://web.archive.org
312 in 2011
/web/20141221211949
Slovenia
(ARSKTPRP 2011).
/http://www.arsktrp.go
v.si/en/about_agency/
employees/
FEGA (2011):
https://www.fega.es/sit
Total personal from
es/default/files/import
Spain
2011 activity report:
ed/PwfGcp/imagenes/e
378 (FEGA 2011: 34)
s/Fega_Memoria11_Re
sumen_tcm535843.pdf
Jordbruksverket
(2012):
https://web.archive.org
/web/20120330034715
1200 (Jordbruksverket /http://www.jordbruks
Sweden
2012)
verket.se:80/omjordbru
ksverket/jobbapajordbr
uksverket/kortomoss.4.
6f9b86741329df6fab48
0005190.html
RPA (2012):
https://assets.publishin
g.service.gov.uk/govern
Roughly 2300 in both
ment/uploads/system/
UK
2011/12 and 2012/13
uploads/attachment_d
(RPA 2012).
ata/file/300284/RPA_
Business_Plan_201213_final_.pdf
It has been indicated when data were used that were not from 2011–2013.
When a paying agency (PA) or coordinating body (CB) has multiple subdivisions, or a decentralized offices, the number of staff working at the
central office has been used.
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Table E.2

Sources and coding for the variable autonomy.

Member state

Austria

Findings
Has a board of
directors without
(AMA 2018).

Code

1

Both the Flemish
and the Walloon PA
are part of their
Belgium

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Czech Republic

respective
departments of
agriculture and
fisheries (BelPa
2018).
DFZ has a managing
board, however it is
chaired by the

Minister of
Agriculture and
food.
It is an independent
legal entity that does
not come under any
Ministry or
Department of
Government, it is an
autonomous public
organisation (CAPO
2018).
Administrative
authority which
belongs to the
Ministry of
Agriculture (par 1).
The statutory body
is the director.
However, they do
have a supervisory
board, of which the

0

Source
AMA (2018):
https://www.ama.at/Allg
emein/Ueber-dieAMA/Organe-derAgrarmarkt-Austria

BelPa (2018):
http://www.belpa.be/bel
pa/pub/EN/links.html

1

DFZ (2012):
http://www.dfz.bg/assets
/2546/Ustroistven_pravil
nik_2012_EN.pdf

1

CAPO (2018):
http://www.capo.gov.cy/
capo/capo.nsf/capo01_e
n/capo01_en?OpenDocu
ment

0

SZIF (2018):
http://www.szif.cz/cs/C
mDocument?rid=%2Fapa
_anon%2Fcs%2Fdokume
nty_ke_stazeni%2Fsyste
mova_navigace%2Fo_na
s%2Flegislativa%2F1517
223166042.pdf
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director is not a part
(par. 8). This
supervisory board
consists of
representatives of
both the parliament
and the senate, and
controls the
fulfilment of the
tasks and approves
the balance sheet
(SZIF 2018).
Is called Agency

under the Ministry
of Environment and
Food. However, they
do have a
Denmark

Estonia

154

Governing/Managin
g Board in which
directors of the
various subdivisions
are represented,
with no direct
representation of
the Ministry (LBST
2018).
Government agency
subordinated to the
Ministry of Rural
Affairs. Already
founded in 2000, in
expectation of
accession to the EU
(PRIA 2001). No
boards whatsoever
are mentioned.

1

LBST (2018):
http://lbst.dk/omos/omstyrelsen/organisation/di
rektionen/

0

PRIA (2001):
http://www.pria.ee/imag
es/tinybrowser/useruploa
ds/files/2001eng.pdf
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Finland

The director general
of the Mavi does not
appear to be
governed by any
ministry directly.
Ministry is
mentioned as a
partner. Unclear if
they have a distinct
board of directors.
No mention of a
board in the
legislation that
establishes the
board (Finlex
2006a; 2006b).
Administered by a

0

Finlex (2006a):
http://www.finlex.fi/fi/la
ki/ajantasa/2006/20060
666?search%5Btype%5D
=pika&search%5Bpika%5
D=Maaseutuviraston%20
Finlex (2006b):
https://www.finlex.fi/fi/l
aki/alkup/2006/2006087
2

Board of Directors

France

with 12
representatives of
the state, 9 from
public institutions
and professional
organizations,
appointed by
minsters of
Agriculture and
Employment.
Agriculture is just
one subdivision of
this large
organization (ASP
2018).
Has a

1

ASP (2018):
https://www.asppublic.fr/sa-gouvernance

1

BLE (2018):
https://www.ble.de/DE/
BLE/Verwaltungsrat/ver
waltungsrat_node.html

Verwaltungsrat
Germany

(Board of Directors)
in which the
ministries of
agriculture, finance
and economy are
represented, as well
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Greece

Hungary

Ireland

156

as representatives of
some of the Länder,
as well as, farmers'
organizations and
other business and
consumer
organizations. It
advices the BLE
(BLE 2018).
Has a Board of
Directors, which
includes
representatives from
several ministries,
and employees'
organization of the
PA. President and
DG are not from
ministries
(OPEKEPE 2018).

ARDA has no
separate Board of
Directors (ARDA
2014).

Direct payments
division falls directly
under the
department of
agriculture, food
and the marine.
Headed by the
secretary general
and the minister of
agriculture, and the

1

OPEKEPE (2018):
http://www.opekepe.gr/e
nglish/sumboulio_en.asp

0

ARDA (2014):
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu
/sites/enrd/files/enrdstatic/app_templates/enr
d_assets/pdf/fairs-andshows/seminar-onleader-and-clld-inbulgaria/1-PPTIntroducing-ARDALEADER-2014-0611_en.pdf

0

Irish Government (2018):
http://whodoeswhat.gov.i
e/department/agriculture
/
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minister of state for
food, forestry, and
horticulture (Irish
Government 2018).
AGEA is a
coordinating body
with a board of
Italy

Latvia

directors (consiglio
di administratione)
with administrative
and managing
responsibilities
(AGEA 2018).
RSS is headed by the
director, and
subordinate to the
Ministry of
Agriculture, who is
responsible for the
hiring and sacking
of the director. The
legal term for RSS is
a direct service

1

AGEA (2018):
http://www.agea.gov.it/p
ortal/page/portal/AGEA
PageGroup/HomeAGEA/
ChiSiamo

0

RSS (2018):
http://www.lad.gov.lv/en
/about-us/generalinformation/structure/

0

NMA (2018):
https://www.nma.lt/inde
x.php/about-us/annualreports/690

administration
under Latvian law
(RSS 2018).
National Paying
Agency Under the

Ministry of
Agriculture. Name
Lithuania

covers it. No
mention of a board
or anything. Headed
by director and falls
under the ministry
(NMA 2018).
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Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

Poland

158

No mention of
governing board,
however, there is a
conseil de gestion,
although this
appears to be
nothing more than
an advice from the
accounting division
(SER 2007).
ARPA is formally an
agency within the
Ministry for
Sustainable
Development, the
Environment, and
Climate Change.
Task is to
implement as told
by the Ministry
responsible. No
boards are
mentioned in the
establishing
legislation (ARPA
2016).
DLG Director falls
directly under
Secretariat General
of the Ministry of
Economic Affairs,
no other boards
involved, Minister
sees no reason to
have an independent
administrative body
(Overheid.nl 2003).
No boards are
mentioned. Headed
by a president which

0

SER (2007):
http://www.ser.public.lu/
publikationen/rapport_a
ctivite/rapport_activite_
2007.pdf

0

ARPA (2016):
http://agriculture.gov.mt
/en/arpa/Documents/20
16/legalBasis/Subsidiary
%20Legislation%20146.0
3%20%20Paying%20Agency%2
0Regulations.pdf

0

Overheid.nl (2003):
https://zoek.officielebeke
ndmakingen.nl/kst28919-1.html

0

ARiMIR (2018):
http://www.arimr.gov.pl/
o-arimr/informacje-oagencji.html
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Portugal

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

is appointed directly
by the Prime
Minister of Poland
(ARiMR 2018).
There is a Board of
Directors (Conselho
Diretivo), which
consists of the
president of IFAP,
the vice-president,
and two ‘vowels’
(members) (IFAP
2018).
Headed by a director
general, no other
boards are
mentioned (only a
legal council) (APIA
2018).
The Ministry is the
managing body
(APA 2018).
Headed by a director
general. The legal
status is that of a
body within the
Ministry of
Agriculture and
Environment
(ARSKTRP 2018).
FEGA is headed by a
president, with the
rank of director
general, who is
appointed by Royal
Decree, in
agreement with the
Council of Ministers
(FEGA 2018).

1

IFAP (2018):
http://www.ifap.minagricultura.pt/portal/pag
e/portal/ifap_publico_re
cursos/O%20IFAP/Plano
_Actividades2011.pdf

0

APIA (2018):
http://www.apia.org.ro/fi
les/pages_files/OMADR
_nr._1759_R_16__.pdf

0

APA (2018):
http://www.apa.sk/en/ac
t-on-agricultural-payingagency

0

ARSKTRP (2018)
http://www.arsktrp.gov.s
i/fileadmin/arsktrp.gov.si
/pageuploads/Aktualno/
Aktualno/2017/Letno_p
orocilo__2016.pdf

0

FEGA (2018):
https://www.fega.es/sites
/default/files/imported/P
wfGcp/imagenes/es/Fega
_Memoria11_Resumen_
tcm5-35843.pdf
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Sweden

UK

Headed by a
Director General.
The Paying Agency
function is a
subdivision.
Moreover, it is a
state authority /
Government agency
without deliberative
/ decision making
assembly, such as a
board of directors
(Jordbruksverket
2018).
UKCB has a director
which is accountable
for the expenditure
to the DEFRA's
permanent
secretary. It is an
independent
executive unit.
However, they do
have a chairman and
a Management
Board, which is
appointed by the
Agriculture
Ministers, in which
all four Agriculture
departments are
represented, and the
UKCB director
(UKCB 2018).

0

Jordbruksverket (2018):
http://www.jordbruksver
ket.se/jordbruksverketsla
ttlastasidor/dethargorjor
dbruksverket.4.2d224fd5
1239d5ffbf780004205.ht
ml

1

UKCB (2018):
https://www.gov.uk/gove
rnment/organisations/uk
-co-ordinating-body

For the PAs where sources after 2014 are used, there has been no indication
of a significant change in formal autonomy since then.
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E.3 Raw data
Table E.3.1 Raw data matrix: outcome.
Meetings incl.
Member state
Meetings
contributions
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
UK

Working
groups

Outcome (P)

0
5
0
2
1

0
10
0
2
1

0
1
0
0
0

0
13
0
2
1

7
4
3
9
8
4
7
7
6
5
8
7
3
8
3
8
0
6
0
9
9
9

11
8
4
16
15
5
10
13
11
8
11
10
4
14
5
13
0
6
0
12
15
17

1
1
1
0
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
1
1
1

14
11
7
16
18
8
13
13
14
11
14
10
4
17
5
16
0
6
0
15
18
20

The outcome variable is composed of the meetings, the contributions and the
participation in working groups of the various PAs in the member states,
therefore these have all been included in the raw data matrix.
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Table E.3.2 Raw data matrix: conditions.
Farmer
Clearance of
Member
interest
account
state
represenrepay (I)
tation (C)
Austria
6 13
100
Belgium
12 413
82
Bulgaria
44 756
50
Cyprus
12 628
62,5
Czech
0 881
41.4
Republic
Denmark
134 192
68
Estonia
0 898
25
Finland
4 631
70
France
178 127
75
Germany
40 706
58
Greece
1188 540
43.7
Hungary
32 185
40
Ireland
17 637
60
Italy
674 625
56
Latvia
0 027
33.7
Lithuania
10 976
14.4
Luxembourg
3 282
80
Malta
0 282
60
Netherlands
133 208
85
Poland
43 676
20
Portugal
159 791
38
Romania
132 779
60
Slovakia
3 08
32
Slovenia
7 612
68
Spain
453 047
75
Sweden
115 997
82
UK
560 182
35
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Staff
size (S)

Year of EU
accession
(M)

Has
separate
board (A)

485
214
368
235

1995
1958
2007
2004

1
0
1
1

885

2004

0

1200
230
212
2250
1200
437
1152
3000
249
792
862
69
52
1700
1180
600
368
551
267
378
1200
2300

1973
2004
1995
1958
1958
1981
2004
1973
1958
2004
2004
1978
2004
1958
2004
1986
2007
2004
2004
1986
1995
1973

1
0
0
1
1
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
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E.4: Detailed Calibration Process
In this section the qualitative anchors for the different conditions are
discussed. For the calibration of ratio date the direct method of calibration is
used, based on a logistic function in which the degree of membership =
exp(log odds)/(1+exp(log odds)).

Participation (P). In order to create a score for membership in the set
participation in the Learning Network each member state scored one point for
every meeting that was attended by a representative from a PA from that
country. Moreover, an extra point was granted when the minutes of the
meeting showed a contribution from the member state representative.
Contributions vary across meetings and member states, mainly between
raising questions or technical issues that are of particular relevance for the
activities of implementing agencies after the finalization of the reform. For the
purpose of illustration two examples from the Learning Network meeting of 7
October 2013 can be read below:
France (raises question about impact of changes):
What are the exact measures we have to change next year? First pillar
financial regulations will be applicable right away. We worked on reperforming, but do all our colleagues so? Does the COM provide a
guideline?
Denmark (raises concern about standards):
It is unfair that the requirements go up all the time, different aspects
of control quality standards have slided (sic) upwards. Due to better
IT systems error rates go up, the COM will never say ‘now it is good
enough’. The intention is to use a best practice as a standard measure.
It is a basis for financial corrections.
Finally, three points were granted for participation in at least one working
group, because working group participation is a clear sign of durable and
lasting network participation, aside from attending meetings.
There were multiple member states that completely abstained from
participation over the period under investigation (AT, BG, RO, SI), on the
other side of the spectrum the UK is the most active participant, with a score
of 20 points. While multiple member states are very active with scores of 15
and higher (FR, DE, NL, PT, ES, SE).
The cross-over point for membership, or point of indifference (0.5)
was set at 6.5 points. This point is situated between Finland and Slovakia.
Qualitatively, the main difference between these cases is that Finland was
participating in working groups, as an indicator of more active and more
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durable participation in the network. Although Slovakia was present at more
meetings, no Slovakian contributions came forward from the minutes of these
meetings. Moreover, Slovakia was not found to be part of any working group.
Therefore, the participation is seen as less systematic, and less active than
Finland.
The full membership for active participation was set at 15 points
(≥ 0.95), indicating that member states scoring 15 points or more can all be
seen as full active participants of the network, missing at most 1 meeting, and
providing systematic input to the attended meetings. Full non-membership
was set at 0 (≤0.05). Based on these qualitative anchors, the cases were
assigned set membership scores on basis of the log odds (Ragin, 2008).

Implementation issues (I). It is fair to expect that all member states will make
some errors during implementation, and will have to repay some amount to
the EU. This is also what we see in the data. Based on the period under
investigation, Latvia had the least issues resulting in repayments (0.027
million euro). The most issues resulting in repayments were in Greece
(1 188 540 million euro). 16
Theoretically, there are no clear thresholds for a cross-over point. The
first big jump in the data can be found between 44 756 million euro (BG) and
115 997 million (SE). We think this gap indicates the difference between
Member States that make some basic errors that are to be expected, and
Member States with more substantial implementation issues. Moreover, this
gap in the data is also caught by the 10% trimmed mean. Therefore, we set the
point of indifference in between Bulgaria and Sweden at 91 million euro. Full
membership is set at 180 million, after this point we only find some extreme
values (IT, GR, ES, UK). Full non-membership is set at 1 million euro,
indicating that member states that only have a minimal amount of repayments
are all seen as completely out of the set of implementation issues (CZ, ES, LV,
MT).

Competition from farmer interests (C). The highest farmers’ employers’
organization density is found in Austria (100%), the lowest at Lithuania
(14.4%). Again, we have no clear theoretical expectations in order to set a
cross-over point. Therefore we turned to the data, and the point of
indifference was set at 55%, which catches a clear gap between IT (56%) and
BG (50%), moreover 55% is the 10% trimmed mean. Qualitatively it also
makes sense to include IT in the membership group of strong farmer
Relative measures were also considered, for example repayments as percentage of total
payments. This still resulted in a similar picture.
16
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competition form farmer interests, as it has a history of higher density and
influence of farmer associations nested in a strong tradition of selfgovernance and neo-corporatist relation with the state (Keeler, 1996).
Moreover, IT scores very high on multi-employer bargaining, which is also
associated with greater influence in state policies (Traxler, 2004;
EUROFOND, 2007). Bulgaria, in contrast, lacks the support of strong
employer organizations and multi-employer bargaining, while most farmer
associations are relatively young, and there is no evidence in existing
literature to support claims about a strong position of these organizations
with the government (Bulgarian Agricultural Forum, 2019).
Full membership was set at 80%. The threshold was set below the maximum
value because AT is an outlier, other cases with very high membership are all
in the range of 80–85%. As a consequence Austria, Belgium, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, and Sweden are all seen as full members, after the 80% point
there is another gap of 5% in the data, differentiating between Spain and
France (75%), and Luxembourg (80%). The point of full non-membership is
set at 14.4%, effectively making Lithuania the most non-member. Hereby the
variation below the lowest empirical observed case is deemed irrelevant for
membership.

Large staff (L). For two member states, Belgium and Malta, staff size had to
be calculated on basis of the personnel budget, as no other data was available.
The exact calculations and sources can be found above in appendix E.1.
With this condition there was also no clear theoretical indication for a
cross-over point, therefore the empirical data was the most important input
in setting this point. Looking at the data, there is a clear and big gap of 192
employees between 600 (LT) and 792 (PT). Using the 10% trimmed mean as
cross-over point nicely catches this gap in the data (setting the threshold at
696 (mean value of the gap) yields the exact same results). There are some
other gaps in the data, however,
There are other gaps in the data. Setting a lower cut-off point results
in the disappearance of paths involving staff and a much lower coverage of
solutions. A higher cut-off points shows the same paths, however, with a lower
coverage (see appendix E.14). Therefore, the cut-off point was set at 740
employees.
Full membership was set at 1200 employees, after which only a few
extreme cases occur, and full non-membership was at 100. By setting this
threshold above the minimum value cases with 100 employees or less (LU,
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MT) are seen as full non-members, while also removing the empirically
irrelevant variation.17

EU membership (M). For this condition qualitative calibration was used.
Theoretically, we assume a difference in experiences with the integration
process between member states that joined the EU before and after 2000 (see
H4a and H4b; Goetz, 2004). The membership scores were attributed
accordingly:
BE, FR, DE, NL, LU, IT, UK, DK, IR = 1.0 (founders + first enlargement in
1973).
PT, ES, GR = 0.8 (joined in 1980s: PT and ES in 1986, GR in 1981).
AT, FI, SW = 0.6 (joined in 1995).
CY, CZ, EE, HU, LT, LV, MT, PL, SI, SK = 0.2 (joined in 2004).
BG, RO = 0.0 (joined in 2007).
Because the 2004 EU expansion was still very close to the starting point of this
analysis, these member states score 0.2 instead of 0.4.

Autonomy (A). Member states in which the PA (either the paying agency, or
the coordinating body) has a separate board are seen as more autonomous and
are coded as 1. Those without an autonomous board are coded 0. For this
dichotomous variable the coding can be found above in Table S2.

Relative measures were also considered. Staff per agricultural holding was included as a
robustness test (see appendix E.16).
17
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Full out

0

0

0

1

1

1

14.4

14.4

14.4

100

100

100

NA

NA

Code

P

P1

P2

I

I1

I2

C

C1

C2

S

S1

S2

M

A

NA

NA

1000

552

740

65

61

55

316

32

91

5.5

NA

NA

3000

1200

1200

80

80

80

1188.54

180

180

15

18

15

PL (7)
BG (17)
IR (13)
FR (23)
BG (11)
IR, MT, RO (16)
CY (17)
PT (14)
SK (13)
CZ (18)

SK (20)
SE (10)
HU (14)
ES (4)
IT (16)
CY (11)
SI (10)
LT (13)
PT (14)
HU (9)

NA

NA

NA

GR (10)

LU, LT, EE (17)

NA

SK (8)

FI (19)

Lower (N cases)

Document analysis (see
E.2)

European Commission
(2018)

Data closest to 2011
(see E.1)

ICTWSS (2012)

European Commission
(2010–2013)

Learning Network
Minutes (2011–2014)

Source

Table E.5

9

6.5

Crossover Full in Upper (N cases)

Appendices

E.5 Calibration thresholds
Calibration thresholds of the variables, including alternatives
used for robustness checks, fringe Cases, and distribution of
cases.
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E.6 Calibrated data
Table E.6

Calibrated data matrix.
Farmer
Clearance interest
Outof
represe
Member
come account
ntation
Staff
state
(P)
repay (I)
(C)
size (S)

Long EU
membership (M)

Has
separate
board
(A)

Austria

0.050

0.059

0.995

0.236

0.6

1

Belgium

0.905

0.071

0.960

0.082

1.0

0

Bulgaria

0.050

0.181

0.411

0.153

0.0

1

Cyprus
Czech
Republic
Denmark

0.115

0.071

0.708

0.089

0.2

1

0.076

0.050

0.274

0.717

0.2

0

0.931

0.807

0.822

0.950

1.0

1

Estonia

0.826

0.050

0.104

0.087

0.2

0

Finland

0.543

0.056

0.854

0.081

0.6

0

France

0.964

0.947

0.913

1.000

1.0

1

Germany

0.982

0.162

0.587

0.950

1.0

1

Greece

0.627

1.000

0.308

0.199

0.8

1

Hungary

0.905

0.127

0.254

0.933

0.2

0

Ireland

0.905

0.083

0.643

1.000

1.0

0

Italy

0.931

1.000

0.529

0.095

1.0

1

Latvia

0.826

0.049

0.178

0.582

0.2

0

Lithuania

0.931

0.068

0.051

0.686

0.2

0

Luxembourg 0.771

0.054

0.950

0.044

1.0

0

Malta

0.244

0.049

0.643

0.040

0.2

0

Netherlands

0.974

0.802

0.972

0.998

1.0

0

Poland

0.336

0.175

0.075

0.944

0.2

0

Portugal

0.964

0.907

0.228

0.344

0.8

1

Romania

0.050

0.799

0.643

0.153

0.0

0

Slovakia

0.444

0.053

0.161

0.295

0.2

0

Slovenia

0.050

0.061

0.822

0.102

0.2

0

Spain

0.950

1.000

0.913

0.159

0.8

0

Sweden

0.982

0.696

0.960

0.950

0.6

0

UK

0.991

1.000

0.192

1.000

1.0

1
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E.7: Analysis of necessity of single conditions
Table E.7.1 Analysis of necessity for presence of outcome P.
Consistency

Relevance of
Necessity

Coverage

I

0.518

0.922

0.865

I1

0.607

0.869

0.830

I2

0.263

0.980

0.909

C

0.620

0.729

0.709

C1

0.565

0.811

0.750

C2

0.537

0.836

0.763

S

0.633

0.881

0.852

S1

0.705

0.824

0.825

S2

0.482

0.948

0.896

M

0.774

0.869

0.883

A

0.381

0.834

0.660

Condition

Table E.7.2 Analysis of necessity absence of outcome P.
Consistency

Relevance of
Necessity

Coverage

I

0.282

0.685

0.263

I1

0.387

0.616

0.296

I2

0.182

0.871

0.352

C

0.685

0.582

0.437

C1

0.625

0.666

0.464

C2

0.592

0.695

0.469

S

0.383

0.607

0.288

S1

0.508

0.552

0.332

S2

0.326

0.742

0.339

M

0.402

0.511

0.256

A

0.351

0.720

0.340

Condition
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E.8: Analysis of sufficiency of single conditions
Table E.8.1 Analysis of sufficiency presence of outcome P.
Consistency

Relevance of
Sufficiency

Coverage

I

0.865

0.836

0.518

I1

0.830

0.796

0.607

I2

0.909

0.865

0.263

C

0.709

0.643

0.620

C1

0.750

0.677

0.565

C2

0.763

0.689

0.537

S

0.852

0.820

0.633

S1

0.825

0.784

0.705

S2

0.896

0.863

0.482

M

0.883

0.854

0.774

A

0.660

0.630

0.381

Condition

Table E.8.1 Analysis of sufficiency for absence of outcome P.
Consistency

Relevance of
Sufficiency

Coverage

I

0.263

0.105

0.282

I1

0.296

0.157

0.387

I2

0.352

0.040

0.182

C

0.437

0.309

0.685

C1

0.464

0.307

0.625

C2

0.469

0.304

0.592

S

0.288

0.134

0.383

S1

0.332

0.175

0.508

S2

0.339

0.130

0.326

M

0.256

0.074

0.402

A

0.340

0.280

0.351

Condition
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E.9: Truth tables
Table E.9.1 Truth table for presence of outcome P.
I

C

S

M

A

OUT

n

Incl

PRI

Cases

1
0
1
1
1
1
1 1.000 1.000
UK
1
1
1
1
1
1
2 0.997 0.996
DK, FR
1
1
1
1
0
1
2 0.995 0.992
NL, SE
1
1
0
1
1
1
1 0.993 0.988
IT
1
1
0
1
0
1
1 0.993 0.986
ES
1
0
0
1
1
1
2 0.967 0.952
GR, PT
0
1
1
1
0
1
1 0.928 0.864
IR
0
1
0
1
0
1
3 0.861 0.739
BE, FI, LU
0
1
1
1
1
1
1 0.851 0.805
DE
0
0
0
0
0
0
2 0.759 0.569
EE, SK
0
0
1
0
0
0
5 0.709 0.574
CZ, HU, LV, LT, PL
1
1
0
0
0
0
1 0.579 0.231
RO
0
1
0
0
0
0
2 0.498 0.023
MT, SI
0
1
0
1
1
0
1 0.361 0.123
AT
0
0
0
0
1
0
1 0.269 0.074
BG
0
1
0
0
1
0
1 0.191 0.042
CY
1
1
1
0
1
?
0
1
1
1
0
0
?
0
1
1
0
0
1
?
0
1
0
1
1
0
?
0
1
0
1
0
1
?
0
1
0
1
0
0
?
0
1
0
0
1
0
?
0
1
0
0
0
1
?
0
1
0
0
0
0
?
0
0
1
1
0
1
?
0
0
1
1
0
0
?
0
0
0
1
1
1
?
0
0
0
1
1
0
?
0
0
0
1
0
1
?
0
0
0
0
1
1
?
0
0
0
0
1
0
?
0
Bold cases display a membership score >0.5 on the outcome.
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Table E.9.2 Truth table for absence of outcome P.
I

C

S

M

A

OUT

n

Incl

PRI

0
1
0
0
0
1
2
0.988
0.977
0
1
0
0
1
1
1
0.964
0.958
0
0
0
0
1
1
1
0.942
0.926
0
1
0
1
1
1
1
0.910
0.877
1
1
0
0
0
1
1
0.873
0.769
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0.640
0.356
0
0
1
0
0
0
5
0.576
0.380
0
1
1
1
0
0
1
0.544
0.136
0
1
0
1
0
0
3
0.540
0.137
1
1
0
1
0
0
1
0.485
0.014
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
0.472
0.012
0
1
1
1
1
0
1
0.387
0.195
1
1
1
1
0
0
2
0.368
0.008
1
0
0
1
1
0
2
0.312
0.000
1
0
1
1
1
0
1
0.263
0.000
1
1
1
1
1
0
2
0.208
0.004
0
0
0
1
0
?
0
0
0
0
1
1
?
0
0
0
1
0
1
?
0
0
0
1
1
0
?
0
0
0
1
1
1
?
0
0
1
1
0
0
?
0
0
1
1
0
1
?
0
1
0
0
0
0
?
0
1
0
0
0
1
?
0
1
0
0
1
0
?
0
1
0
1
0
0
?
0
1
0
1
0
1
?
0
1
0
1
1
0
?
0
1
1
0
0
1
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Bold cases display a membership score >0.5 on the outcome.
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Cases
MT, SI
CY
BG
AT
RO
EE, SK
CZ, HU, LV, LT, PL
IR
BE, FI, LU
ES
IT
DE
NL, SE
GR, PT
UK
DK, FR

Appendices

E.10: QCA solution types
Choosing a solution type for interpretation is an important decision, as
different solution types (i.e. conservative, intermediate, or parsimonious) will
show different paths consisting of different conditions. In QCA literature,
there is an ongoing debate about which solution type to interpret, mainly with
regard to claims about causality (e.g. Baumgartner, 2015; Duşa, 2018). The
difference between these solution types lies in how to deal with limited
diversity. Each solution type has a its own approach to how logical remainders
are handled, these are the configurations in the truth table that are logically
possible, but unobserved.
The conservative solution type is derived by only treating the observed
truth table rows as sufficient for the outcome (treating all remainders as
insufficient). The parsimonious solution type, in contrast, assumes that all
logical remainders that help reduce the redundancy are sufficient for the
outcome (Thomann & Maggetti, 2017, p. 8). Some authors, most notably
Baumgartner and Thiem (2017), claim that only the parsimonious solution
should be used for causal inference, because it is the most redundancy free
solution type. Following this line of reasoning, interpreting the parsimonious
solution is a more prudent approach, as there is a lesser risk of potentially
interpreting causally irrelevant conditions. Moreover, the conjunctions in the
parsimonious solution are always consistent with those found in the other
solution types, they are a superset of all possible solutions (Duşa, 2018, p. 190;
Schneider & Wagemann, 2012, p. 165). Accordingly, the parsimonious
solution results in paths that may turn out to be insufficient, but these paths
will always show conditions necessary for sufficient paths.
Also, there are no obvious untenable, difficult, or even impossible
counterfactuals distorting the empirical relevance of the parsimonious
solution. This is partly due to the state of research on the participation of
implementing agencies in administrative networks, which is largely
unchartered territory, but there are also no conditions that are mutually
exclusive.
For completeness, the simplifying assumptions for the parsimonious solutions
and the results of the conservative and intermediate solutions are added in
E.11.
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E.11: Simplifying assumptions
Table E.11.1

Simplifying assumptions for presence of outcome P.

Row I C S M A
3 0 0 0 1 0
7 0 0 1 1 0
8 0 0 1 1 1
19 1 0 0 1 0
23 1 0 1 1 0
Table E.11.2

Simplifying assumptions for absence of outcome P.

Row I C S M A
4 0 0 0 1 1
13 0 1 1 0 0
14 0 1 1 0 1
26 1 1 0 0 1
29 1 1 1 0 0
30 1 1 1 0 1
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E.12: Conservative and intermediate solutions
Table E.12.1

Conservative solution for presence of outcome P (equals
intermediate solution).
Solution Solution Solution
term 1
term 2
term 3

Implementation issues (I)

●

Farmer interest representation (C)

●

Large staff size (S)

●

Longer EU membership (M)

●

Autonomy (A)

●

●

●
●
○

Consistency

0.954

0.949

0.918

PRI

0.947

0.931

0.886

Coverage (raw)

0.311

0.385

0.365

Coverage (unique)

0.154

GR, PT;
UK; IT;
Covered cases
Consistency cut-off

DK, FR

0.026
0.163
IR; DE; BE, FI, LU;
NL, SE; IR; ES; NL,
DK, FR
SE

0.8

Solution consistency

0.924

Solution PRI

0.904

Solution coverage

0.703

● Indicates that a condition is present. ○ Indicates that a condition is absent.
Semicolon indicates cases belong to different truth table rows. Cases in italics
are uniquely covered.

175

Appendices

Table E.12.2

Conservative solution for absence of outcome P.
Solution Solution Solution
term 1
term 2
term 3

Implementation issues (I)

○

Farmer interest representation (C)

●

Large staff size (S)

○

○
●
○

○

○

○

●

●

○

Consistency

0.957

0.973

0.949

PRI

0.973

0.969

0.913

Coverage (raw)

0.205

0.212

0.356

Coverage (unique)

0.045

0.052

0.356

BG; CY

MT; SI;
RO

Longer EU membership (M)
Autonomy (A)

Covered cases
Consistency cut-off

CY; AT
0.8

Solution consistency

0.956

Solution PRI

0.937

Solution coverage

0.631

● Indicates that a condition is present. ○ Indicates that a condition is absent.
Semicolon indicates cases belong to different truth table rows. Cases in italics
are uniquely covered.
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Table E.12.3

Intermediate solution for absence of outcome P.
Solution Solution
term 1
term 2

Implementation issues (I)

○
●

Farmer interest representation (C)
Large staff size (S)

○

Longer EU membership (M)
Autonomy (A)

○
○

●

○

Consistency

0.957

0.949

PRI

0.951

0.913

Coverage (raw)

0.266

0.356

Coverage (unique)
Covered cases
Consistency cut-off

0.266

0.356

BG; CY;
AT

MT, SI;
RO

0.8

Solution consistency

0.952

Solution PRI

0.933

Solution coverage

0.621

● Indicates that a condition is present. ○ Indicates that a condition is absent.
Semicolon indicates cases belong to different truth table rows. Cases in italics
are uniquely covered.
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E.13: Plots for parsimonious solutions
Figure E.13.1

178

Plot for complete parsimonious solution for presence of
outcome P.
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Figure E.13.2

Plot for complete parsimonious solution for absence of
outcome P.
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E.14: Robustness check I: Alternative calibrations
Figure E.14.1

Parsimonious solutions coming forward from alternative
calibrations listed in E.4 for the presence of outcome P.
P
I

I1

I2

S
S1
S2

I*M + S*M + M*a
I*M + M*a
I*M + S2*M + M*a

I1*M + M*a
I1*M + M*a
I1*M + M*a

c*M + S*M + M*a
c*M + S1*M + M*a
c*M + S2*M + M*a

S
C1 S1
S2

I*M + S*M + M*a
I*M + S1*M + M*a
I*M + S2*M + M*a

I1*M + M*a
I1*M + M*a
I1*M + M*a

c1*M + S*M + M*a
c1*M + S1*M + M*a
c1*M + S2*M + M*a

S
C2 S1
S2

I*M + S*M + M*a
I*M + S1*M + M*a
I*M + S2*M + M*a

I1*M + M*a
I1*M + M*a
I1*M + M*a

c2*M + S*M + M*a
c2*M + S1*M + M*a
c2*M + S2*M + M*a

C

P1
C

S
S1
S2

I*M + S*M
I*M + C*S1*a
I*M + S2*M

I1*M + S*M
I1*M + S1*M
I1*M + S2*M

S

I*M + S*M

I1*M + S*M

I*M + S1*M
I*M + S2*M

I1*M + S1*M
I1*M + c1*M

I*M + S*M

I1*M + S*M

I*M + S1*M

I1*M + S1*M

I*M + S2*M +M*a

I1*M + M*a

C1 S1
S2
S
C2 S1
S2

c*M + S*M
c*M + S1*M
c*M + S2*M + M*a
S*M + M*a +
i2*c1*M
c1*M + S1*M + M*a
c1*M + S2*M + M*a
S*M + M*a +
i2*c2*M
c2*M + S1*M + M*a
S2*M + M*a +
i2*c2*M

P2
C

S
S1
S2

I*M + S*M + M*a
I*M + M*a
I*M + S2*M + M*a

S

I*M + S*M + M*a

I1*S + I1*M + M*a
i1*c + I1*M + M*a
S2 + I1*M + M*a

c*M + S*M + M*a
c*M + S1*M + M*a
c*M + S2*M + M*a

C1 S1

I*M + S1*M + M*a

S2

I*M + S2*M + M*a

I1*S + I1*M + M*a c1*M + S*M + M*a
i1*S1 + I1*M +
c1*M + S1*M + M*a
M*a
S2 + I1*M + M*a c1*M + S2*M + M*a

S
C2 S1
S2

I*M + S*M + M*a
I*M + S1*M + M*a
I*M + S2*M + M*a

I1*S + I1*M + M*a c2*M + S*M + M*a
I1*M + M*a
c2*M + S1*M + M*a
S2 + I1*M + M*a c2*M + S2*M + M*a
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When multiple solutions were found, the solution with the highest coverage
is reported.
One way of testing the robustness of the results found through fuzzy set QCA
is to look at other calibration thresholds (Skaaning 2011). Table 10.1 clearly
shows that most combinations of calibrations provide either the original
parsimonious solution, or subsets thereof (in bold). Especially the paths of
large staff size and longer EU membership, and lack of autonomy and longer
EU membership, are omnipresent, in the different models. The path
combining implementation issues and EU membership is only not found with
calibration I2, which is a very high threshold and limits the number of cases
with high implementation issues to 4 (see appendix E.4). Therefore, it is not
surprising that this path disappears.
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E.15: Robustness check II: Alternative consistency levels
Another way of testing the robustness of the results is by altering the cut-off
for the consistency of the truth table rows to be included for further analysis
(Skaaning, 2011; Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). A higher consistency cut off
leads to less truth table rows to be included and vice versa. It is advised to be
somewhat restrictive in setting the cut-off for inclusion (0.8 or higher) (e.g.
Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). In order to check the robustness of the
findings, also lower cut off points have been used, however, for the positive
outcome, the models with thresholds below 0.8 included truth table rows with
true contradictory cases (Estonia and Slovakia).
Figure E.15.1
Incl.
cut

Parsimonious solutions with other inclusion thresholds.
P

Coverage

Consistency

0.70

S + I*M + c*a + M*a

0.976

0.831

0.75

I*M + S*M + M*a + c*s*a

0.846

0.874

0.80

I*M + S*M + M*a

0.771

0.913

0.85

I*M + S*M + M*a

0.771

0.913

0.90
Incl.
cut

I*M + S*M*a

0.586

0.948

p

Coverage

Consistency

0.70

C*m + i*s*A

0.647

0.872

0.75

C*m + i*s*A

0.647

0.872

0.80

C*m + i*s*A

0.647

0.872

0.85

C*m + i*s*A

0.647

0.872

0.90

I*C*m + i*s*A

0.575

0.908

Table E.11.1 shows that the paths leading to a positive outcome with
consistency thresholds of 0.80 and 0.85 are exactly the same. Raising the
inclusion threshold leads to a sharp drop in coverage, while the solution with
a threshold of 0.8 already omits all true contradictory cases (see plots in
appendix E.13). Therefore the findings presented in the paper appear to be
quite robust. The solution presented for the negative outcome is almost
unaffected by changing the inclusion threshold, only a threshold of 0.9 leads
to a different solution.
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E.16: Robustness check III: Use of alternative variables
As a final robustness check, it also possible to see what happens when different
variables are used. For this purpose, I have created two new variables. The
first one, R, is a relative measure for staff, in which the staff size reported in
the raw data matrix of Appendix 3 has been made relative to the number of
agricultural holdings eligible for income support in a member state (Eurostat,
2011). The second new variable the total number of agricultural payments
made in 2010 within a member state (European Commission, 2011).
Both fuzzy conditions have their point of indifference at the 10%
trimmed mean, and the inclusion threshold for truth table rows is 0.80.
Figure E.16.1 Parsimonious solutions with alternative variables.
Change in
variables
U
Coverage
Consistency
Relative staff
(incl. = 0.8)
I*M + M*a
0.716
0.923
Adding payments
(incl. = 0.8)
I*M + S*M + M*a
0.775
0.913
Relative staff
(incl. = 0.8)
Adding payments
(incl. = 0.8)

u

Coverage

Consistency

C*m + m*A

0.607

0.866

C*m + m*Q + i*s*A

0.710

0.860

The solutions presented in table E.16.1 show that making the condition for
staff relative to the amount of holdings removes the path including staff size
for the positive outcome (P). However, the coverage is also much lower than
in the original model, therefore using the absolute staff size leads to a model
that explains a greater proportion of the outcome set. Similarly, the coverage
for the solution associated with the negative outcome (p) decreases when
using the relative measure.
Adding an additional variable for the amount of payments made
within a member state (Q) yields the same results for the positive outcome (P),
making the addition superfluous. For the negative outcome (p), the addition
of the payments variable leads to an additional path which also covers Poland
(a case previously uncovered). This leads to a higher coverage than the original
solution presented in the paper. However, increasing the number of
conditions also increases the chances that the presented findings are random
(Marx & Dusa, 2011). Because there are also no clear a priori expectations that
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agricultural sector size is relevant to the mobilization of PAs, this condition
has not been included in the final model presented in the paper.
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SUMMARY
Bureaucratic organizations tasked with the practical administration of EU
policies, so called implementing agencies, can provide policymakers with
feedback based on their experiences. These experiences from the
implementation of EU policies are expected to offer valuable input for new
rounds of policy formulation, especially with regard to practicability.
Literature on the European Union policy process, however, has paid only very
limited attention to the role of domestic implementing agencies in EU
policymaking. Moreover, most literature on EU policy change focuses on large
scale policy reforms, while practical and often technical expertise of
implementing agencies is mostly associated with incremental changes related
to policy instruments and settings. This further contributes to our lack of
knowledge about the role of feedback from implementing agencies.
The aim of this dissertation is to address this gap in the literature by
conceptually linking the mobilization of experiences from the implementation
of EU policies by domestic implementing agencies to new rounds of EU
policymaking. Accordingly, the main question this thesis will answer is: How,
and under which conditions do the implementation experiences from
domestic implementing agencies affect the agenda and content of new rounds
of policy formulation by the European Commission?
This research question will be answered by studying the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP), a policy domain with a great variation of policy changes that can
be impacted by implementation experiences. Moreover, domestic
implementing agencies in the CAP are well-organized, and actively mobilizing
their experiences, while the Commission is aware of and has shown explicit
interest in these experiences.
The literature review in chapter 2 exemplifies the lack of a systematic
understanding of the impact of implementation experiences on EU policy
change, and aims to develop a research agenda which facilitates more
systematic studies on the impact of implementation experiences on EU policy
change. Based on a review of EU implementation and policy change studies,
various theories of the policy process and an analysis of the EU policy setting,
three steps in the feedback process from domestic implementation
experiences to EU policy change are identified: 1) the mobilization of
implementation experience by implementing agencies; 2) the exchange of
information between implementing agencies and the European Commission;
and 3) the use of this information by the Commission. These steps require
further investigation, and a more specialized theoretical framework in order
to gain a more systematic and detailed understanding about how
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implementation experiences feed back to the EU level. The need to investigate
these steps has led to the following three sub-questions that will be answered
in chapters 3, 4 and 5: how and under which conditions are implementation
experiences mobilized by implementing agencies? How and under which
conditions are implementation experiences from implementing agencies
subsequently exchanged with the European Commission? And, how and
under which conditions are implementation experiences from implementing
agencies subsequently used by the European Commission?
In order to answer the first sub-question, the mobilization of
implementing agencies is studied in chapter 3. This chapter discusses in great
detail why implementing agencies from some member states are more active
in mobilizing their implementation experiences than others. In the CAP, an
important part of this mobilization takes place through a European
administrative network, the Learning Network. A more active participation in
this network means that an agency is also more active in mobilizing its
expertise toward the European Commission. Therefore, the participation of
domestic implementing agencies in this administrative network during the
Common Agricultural Policy’s post-2013 reform is studied.
It is expected that a combination of specific motivations and resources
explains more active network participation of implementing agencies. The
results of the qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) show that that longer EU
membership is part of all sufficient combinations for explaining active
network participation. This indicates that implementing agencies with both
more practical experiences with the implementation of EU policies and longer
experience dealing with Brussels, are more likely to actively mobilize their
experiences through administrative networks, such as the Learning Network.
However, a longer EU membership by itself is not sufficient for explaining
active network participation, it only contributes to active participation in
combination with either more difficulties in the correct implementation of the
CAP, having a relatively large staff size, or having little formal autonomy from
their parent ministry.
Chapter 4 looks at the exchange of implementation experiences
between implementing agencies and the European Commission. More
specifically, it addresses which strategies implementing agencies pursue to get
access to the Commission and how they exchange information while still
controlling the exchange of information. The analysis of the interactions
between the Learning Network and representatives from the Commission and
DG AGRI shows that access and exchange are part of a dynamic process of
repeated interactions in which actors learn about each other’s expectations
and mutual interests.
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For obtaining access it is crucial that implementing agencies organize
themselves and cooperate, offer valuable input, and are perceived by
policymakers as a legitimate source of input. In the case of the paying agencies
in the CAP, the decision to organize in the Learning Network which bundled
the experiences of paying agencies across member states. was welcomed by
the Commission, which recognized the value of the potential input by this
network, leading to the establishment of a new access channel.
Following theories of epistemic learning, this access is expected to lead to an
exchange of information which can be captured along two dimensions: control
over which information is shared and control over the end to which this
information is used. In the exchange of information between the Learning
Network and the Commission during the period of the CAP post-2013 reform
both sides attempted to have control over both dimensions. However, the
empirical analysis shows that after repeated interactions, implementing
agencies and policymakers came to an understanding about shared objectives
where exchanging implementation experiences was most useful for both sides.
This was mostly in fine-tuning newly introduced policy instruments, after the
political agreement of the content of the basic regulations. Thereby this
chapter indicates that access and exchange are part of a dynamic process.
Chapter 5 further looks into the use of implementation experiences by
the European Commission. Primarily building upon policy feedback
literature, a typology for implementation feedback is presented, which
accounts for both the preferences of implementing agencies, and the policy
agenda. This typology is used to formulate expectations about the use of
implementation feedback by policymakers. Use is mostly expected in
situations of uncertainty reduction, and problem solving, where implementing
agencies prefer adjustments instead of stability that can help the Commission
to inform (incremental) policy changes. These expectations are confirmed by
the analysis of the use of this feedback, based on extensive document analysis
of input from implementing agencies, and output of legislative proposals by
the Commission in the period surrounding the post-2013 CAP reform.
Moreover, the findings indicate that this feedback is used for policy changes
in relation to technical issues in which few veto-players are involved.
In conclusion, this thesis shows that domestic implementing agencies
are not only actors that play a role in implementing the policies that are sent
to them from Brussels, but that they also return their expertise to Brussels to
be actively, and sometimes successfully, involved in the formulation of
European policies. This happens through active mobilization in a European
administrative network, which is mostly used by agencies from older Member
States with implementing issues, large staff, or stronger ties with the parent
ministry. An administrative network can offer a successful channel for
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exchanging information with the Commission, especially when mutual
interests can be determined through repeated interactions. Finally, these
experiences can be reflected in policy adjustments when they contribute to
policy changes in technical issues where few veto-players are involved. These
insights on the feedback of implementation experiences to the EU level, are
important to further the debate about the resilience, responsiveness and
problem-solving capacities of the EU.
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Bureaucratische organisaties verantwoordelijk voor de praktische uitvoering
van EU beleid, ook bekend als uitvoeringsinstanties, kunnen op basis van hun
ervaringen beleidsmakers beleidsterugkoppeling geven. Deze ervaringen
opgedaan tijdens de uitvoering van Europees beleid worden geacht
waardevolle informatie te bevatten voor nieuwe beleidsvormingsrondes, met
name met het oog op uitvoerbaarheid. Wetenschappelijke literatuur over het
Europese beleidsproces heeft echter slechts zeer beperkt aandacht voor de rol
van nationale uitvoeringsinstanties in EU beleidsvorming. De meeste
literatuur is gericht op grote hervormingen, terwijl praktische en technische
expertise van uitvoeringsinstanties juist eerder wordt geassocieerd met
incrementele veranderingen in beleidsinstrumenten en de afstelling hiervan.
Dit draagt verder bij aan het gebrek aan kennis over de rol van
beleidsterugkoppeling door uitvoeringsinstanties.
Het doel van deze dissertatie is om deze kennislacune op te vullen
door een conceptuele link uit te werken tussen de mobilisatie van ervaringen
met EU beleidsuitvoering door nationale uitvoeringsinstanties en nieuwe
rondes van EU beleidsvorming. Aansluitend is de hoofdvraag die in deze thesis
beantwoord zal worden: Hoe en onder welke voorwaarden beïnvloeden

uitvoeringservaringen van nationale uitvoeringsinstanties de agenda en
inhoud van nieuwe rondes van beleidsformulering door de Europese
Commissie?
Deze onderzoeksvraag zal worden beantwoord door het bestuderen
van het Gemeenschappelijk Landbouwbeleid (GLB), een beleidsdomein met
een grote variatie aan beleidsveranderingen die kunnen worden beïnvloed
door uitvoeringservaringen. Bovendien zijn nationale uitvoeringsinstanties in
het GLB goed georganiseerd en mobiliseren zij hun ervaringen actief, daarbij
heeft de Europese Commissie expliciet interesse getoond in de
ervaringskennis van deze uitvoeringsinstanties.
De literatuurstudie in hoofdstuk 2 illustreert het gebrek aan
systematische inzichten met betrekking tot het effect van uitvoeringservaring
op de beleidsverandering in de EU. Dit hoofdstuk beoogt hiervoor een
onderzoeksagenda te ontwikkelen die meer systematisch onderzoek naar het
effect van uitvoeringservaringen op de beleidsverandering in de EU mogelijk
maakt. Op basis van een overzicht van de studies over EU-implementatie en
beleidsverandering, verschillende theorieën over het beleidsproces en een
analyse van de EU-beleidsvorming worden drie stappen in het feedbackproces
van
nationale
uitvoeringservaring
naar
EU-beleidsverandering
geïdentificeerd: 1) het mobiliseren van uitvoeringservaringen door
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uitvoeringsinstanties, 2) de uitwisseling van informatie tussen
uitvoeringservaringen en de Europese Commissie en 3) het gebruik van deze
informatie door de Europese Commissie. Elk van deze stappen vereist verder
onderzoek op basis van een meer gespecialiseerd theoretisch kader om een
systematischer en gedetailleerder inzicht te krijgen in de manier waarop de
uitvoeringservaringen terug worden gekoppeld naar het EU-niveau. De
noodzaak om deze stappen te onderzoeken heeft geleid tot de volgende drie
sub-vragen die in de hoofdstukken 3, 4 en 5 zullen worden beantwoord: hoe

en onder welke voorwaarden worden de uitvoeringservaringen door
uitvoeringsinstanties gemobiliseerd? Hoe en onder welke voorwaarden
worden de uitvoeringservaringen van de uitvoeringsinstanties vervolgens
uitgewisseld met de Europese Commissie? En, hoe en onder welke
voorwaarden worden de uitvoeringservaringen van de uitvoeringsinstanties
vervolgens door de Europese Commissie gebruikt?
Om de eerste sub-vraag te beantwoorden, wordt in hoofdstuk 3 de
mobilisatie van uitvoeringsinstanties bestudeerd. In dit hoofdstuk wordt
uitvoerig ingegaan op de vraag waarom uitvoeringsinstanties uit sommige
lidstaten actiever zijn in het mobiliseren van hun uitvoeringservaringen dan
andere. In het GLB vindt een belangrijk deel van deze mobilisatie plaats via
een Europees administratief netwerk, het Learning Network. Een actievere
deelname aan dit netwerk betekent dat een uitvoeringsinstantie ook actiever
is in het mobiliseren van expertise richting de Europese Commissie. Hierom
wordt de deelname van nationale uitvoeringsinstanties aan dit administratief
netwerk tijdens de hervorming van het Gemeenschappelijk Landbouwbeleid
na 2013 bestudeerd.
Verwacht wordt dat een combinatie van specifieke motivaties en
middelen een actievere deelname van uitvoeringsinstanties aan het netwerk
verklaart. Uit de resultaten van de kwalitatieve vergelijkende analyse (QCA)
blijkt dat een langer EU-lidmaatschap deel uitmaakt van alle combinaties die
voldoende zijn om actieve deelname aan het netwerk te verklaren. Dit geeft
aan dat uitvoeringsinstanties met zowel meer praktische ervaringen met de
uitvoering van EU-beleid als met langere ervaring in de omgang met Brussel,
eerder geneigd zijn hun ervaringen actief te mobiliseren via administratieve
netwerken, zoals het Learning Network. Een langer EU-lidmaatschap alleen is
echter niet voldoende om de actieve deelname aan het netwerk uit te leggen.
Langer lidmaatschap draagt alleen bij tot actieve deelname waar er een
combinatie is met relatief veel problemen bij de correcte uitvoering van het
GLB, of met een relatief grote personeelsomvang, of met weinig formele
autonomie ten opzichte van het moederministerie van de uitvoeringsinstantie.
In hoofdstuk 4 wordt ingegaan op de uitwisseling van
uitvoeringservaringen tussen uitvoeringsinstanties en de Europese
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Commissie. Er wordt specifiek ingegaan op strategieën die
uitvoeringsinstanties toepassen om toegang te krijgen tot de Europese
Commissie en de wijze waarop zij informatie uitwisselen en tegelijkertijd deze
uitwisseling van informatie proberen te controleren. Uit de analyse van de
interacties tussen het Learning Network en vertegenwoordigers van de
Europese Commissie en het bijbehorende Directoraat-generaal, DG AGRI,
blijkt dat toegang en uitwisseling deel uitmaken van een dynamisch proces
van herhaalde interacties waarbij de actoren leren over elkaars verwachtingen
en wederzijdse belangen.
Voor het verkrijgen van toegang is het cruciaal dat
uitvoeringsinstanties zich organiseren en samenwerken, waardevolle input
bieden en door beleidsmakers worden gezien als een legitieme bron van
kennis. In het geval van de uitvoeringsinstanties in het GLB werd het besluit
om ervaringen van deze instanties in alle lidstaten te bundelen in het Learning
Network toegejuicht door de Europese Commissie, die de waarde van de
potentiële inbreng van dit netwerk direct erkende, wat de opmaat was voor
een nieuw toegangskanaal.
Volgens theorieën over beleidsleren zal deze toegang tot de Europese
Commissie naar verwachting leiden tot een uitwisseling van informatie die
langs twee dimensies kan worden vastgelegd: controle over welke informatie
wordt gedeeld en controle over het doel waarvoor deze informatie wordt
gebruikt. Bij de uitwisseling van informatie tussen het Learning Network en
de Europese Commissie tijdens de periode van de hervorming van het GLB
post-2013 hebben beide partijen getracht controle te krijgen over beide
dimensies. Uit de empirische analyse blijkt dat uitvoeringsinstanties en
beleidsmakers na herhaalde interacties tot overeenstemming zijn gekomen
over gedeelde doelstellingen, waarbij uitwisseling van uitvoeringservaringen
voor beide partijen het nuttigst was. Dit was meestal in het kader van de
afstelling van nieuw ingevoerde beleidsinstrumenten, nadat politieke
overeenstemming over de inhoud van de basisverordeningen bereikt was.
Hiermee geeft dit hoofdstuk aan dat toegang en uitwisseling deel uitmaken
van een dynamisch proces.
In hoofdstuk 5 wordt verder ingegaan op gebruik van
uitvoeringservaringen door de Europese Commissie. Voortbouwend op
literatuur over beleidsfeedback wordt een typologie voor uitvoeringsfeedback
gepresenteerd, hierin worden zowel voorkeuren van uitvoeringsinstanties als
de beleidsagenda weergegeven. Deze typologie dient als basis voor het
formuleren van verwachtingen over het gebruik van uitvoeringservaring door
beleidsmakers. Gebruik van deze ervaringen wordt met name verwacht als
deze dient ter vermindering van onzekerheid bij beleidsmakers en ter
probleemoplossing, waarbij uitvoeringsinstanties de voorkeur geven aan
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aanpassingen in plaats van stabiliteit. Hierbij kan inbreng van
uitvoeringsinstanties de Europese Commissie helpen om (incrementele)
beleidswijzigingen te formuleren en dan met name voor beleidswijzigingen
met betrekking tot technische kwesties waarbij weinig vetospelers betrokken
zijn. Deze verwachtingen worden bevestigd door de analyse van het gebruik
van deze feedback, gebaseerd op een uitgebreide documentanalyse van de
input van nationale uitvoeringsinstanties en de output van de
wetgevingsvoorstellen van de Europese Commissie in de periode rond de
hervorming van het GLB post-2013.
Concluderend blijkt uit deze dissertatie dat binnenlandse
uitvoeringsinstanties niet alleen actoren zijn die een rol spelen bij de
uitvoering van het beleid dat hen vanuit Brussel wordt toegestuurd, maar dat
zij ook hun expertise terugsturen naar Brussel om actief, en soms ook
succesvol, betrokken te zijn bij de formulering van het Europese beleid. Dit
gebeurt door actieve mobilisatie in een Europees administratief netwerk, dat
meestal wordt gebruikt door uitvoeringsinstanties uit oudere lidstaten met
uitvoeringsproblemen, veel personeel, of sterke banden met het
moederministerie. Een dergelijk administratief netwerk kan een succesvol
kanaal zijn voor de uitwisseling van informatie met de Europese Commissie,
vooral wanneer de wederzijdse belangen kunnen worden bepaald door middel
van herhaalde interacties. Ten slotte kunnen deze ervaringen worden
weerspiegeld in beleidsaanpassingen wanneer zij bijdragen aan wijzigingen
met betrekking tot technische kwesties waarbij weinig vetospelers betrokken
zijn. Deze inzichten over terugkoppeling van uitvoeringservaringen naar het
EU-niveau zijn belangrijk om het debat over veerkracht, reactievermogen en
probleemoplossend vermogen van de EU te bevorderen.
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