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1. Introduction 
At first, national parliaments were descried as the ‘losers’ of the European integration process, and most analysis focused on the diminishing parliamentary influence on EU-decision making (Norton, 1996). A dual democratic deficit was highlighted in the literature: domestic parliaments saw a transfer of competencies to the EU level and faced, at the same time, difficulties to control their government (Judge, 1995). Answering to this criticism however, ‘parliamentarism’ came back to the spotlights. From the Treaty of Maastricht (1992) to the Treaty of Lisbon (2009), domestic parliaments have gradually developed their informational and control capabilities (Renshaw & Wallace, 2006), an adaptation described in the literature as an ‘institutional response’ of national parliaments (Goetz & Meyer-Sahling, 2008; see. also Saalfed, 2005; Winzen, 2012). Indeed, since the 90’s and the pivotal works of Norton (1996) and Raunio (1999), the literature discussed in details the roles and functions of national parliaments in the European Union, the differences in their institutional settings and resources, their level of activity but also the reasons explaining the variations of parliamentary scrutiny between Member States (see. as an example the 2015 special issue in West European Politics). By doing so, in-depth knowledge was gathered on the activity of National parliaments regarding European affairs. 

More recently, the Treaty of Lisbon and the introduction of the ‘Early Warning system’ (EWS; see. Arribas & Bourdin, 2011; Raunio, 2010) opened the door for the inclusion of subnational parliaments in EU decision-making processes. Indeed, the protocol 2 of the Lisbon Treaty states that: ‘it will be for each national Parliament or each chamber of a national parliament to consult, where appropriate, regional parliaments with legislative powers’ (Lisbon Treaty, 2009). The Treaty of Lisbon thus offers an opportunity for subnational parliaments to be involved in the EU decision-making processes (Brononska-Hryniewiecka, 2013; Bursens, Hogenaueur, 2017), a novelty that may impact, in federal countries, on the relationship between the executive representing his country in EU negotiations and his national and subnational parliaments. So far, empirical studies on regional parliaments and the EU focus on the institutional capacities and aggregate responses (parliamentary level) of parliaments. Therefore, we only have limited knowledge of the variation between policy fields or of individual behavior of regional parliamentarians regarding EU affairs (with the exception of Schneider et al, 2014). This contrasts with studies looking at national parliaments for which the scope of analysis has been broadened over time from institutional capacities to parliamentary behavior (Auel and Christiansen 2015).

Indeed, Auel (2007; see. Raunio, 2009) highlighted 10 years ago that formal powers of parliaments does not mean that parliamentarians use their power in practice. Answering to this call, scholars started to analyze the concrete activities of parliaments in EU Affairs and to explain the variation of this control between EU member states and to some extent, within member states (i.e between political groups). These studies were conducted with the implicit assumption that strength of institutions and activity actually were good indicators of the parliaments’ influence on their executive. I continue Auel’s argument and take this one step further as I argue that parliamentary control taking place at the domestic level does not necessarily mean direct impact on the autonomy of executives in EU negotiations (i.e in the Council of the EU). In this perspective, Sprungk (2010) claims that it is not the quantity that matters, but the quality of the parliamentary scrutiny. Indeed, the link between formal strength of parliaments, the quantification of their activities and its consequences on the executive should be further investigated. As rightly noted by Hoerner (2017), control mechanisms available for parliament (in the case of Hoerner’s article, parliamentary resolutions) do not necessarily aimed at controlling the government, but can instead be used as an instrument of ‘position taking’, and to some extent, put the EU on the spotlight in domestic arenas. Hence, the causal relationship between parliamentary actions at the domestic level and foreseen impact on the executive must be further analyzed. 

This research fills that gap by taking as a starting point the resulting autonomy of an agent negotiating at the EU level vis-à-vis his domestic parliaments. With the help of the principal-agent approach, this paper discusses the autonomy of the Austrian, Belgian and German executives negotiating in the Council of the European Union (i.e the agent(s)) vis-à-vis their domestic parliamentary system (i.e the principal(s)). Doing so allows analyzing both the actions of domestic parliaments (bottom up) in light of the agent’s actions at the EU level (top down). Hence, by starting from the resulting autonomy of executives, the research analyses the relationship between parliaments and executives in a dynamic perspective. Phrased differently, by looking at the position defended in EU negotiations by executives in light of the parliamentary scrutiny conducted at the domestic level allows to ask the following question: does parliamentary scrutiny taking place at the domestic level matters at the end? 

The case of Austria, Belgium and Germany are particularly interesting as in federal states, the agent faces the control of a collective principal (national and subnational parliaments, understood as the parliamentary system). It is indeed interesting to analyze federal states since the institutional distance between subnational parliaments (which possess competences that are also significantly Europeanized) and the federal executive (which represents the entire Member State in the Council) is larger. In addition, this research focuses on the negotiations taking place in the environment configuration of the Council of the European Union. Indeed, environmental policy is a competence that is, to some extent, shared between the federal and the subnational levels in Austria, Belgium and Germany (Vara Arribas and Bourdin, 2011). More precisely, the paper present original data (desk research, semi-structured interviews) on 4 decision-making processes[footnoteRef:2] [footnoteRef:3] in Austria, Belgium and Germany and gives a total of 12 cases. A case is defined as a decision-making process in a Member States. To compare these cases, I use the Crisp Set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) as QCA allows for systematic cross-cases comparison, while at the same time giving justice to within case complexity (Rihoux, Ragin, 2009).  [2:  The EU decision-making processes have been selected based on the analysis of the 17 press releases of Environment Council of the European Union and by using the Eur-Lex database. All negotiations followed the Ordinary Legislative procedure (OLP) and were adopted at first reading after trialogues negotiations. In the European Parliament, the lead committee was the Environment committee and in the Commission, all policy proposals were piloted either from DG Environment or DG Climate action. All four negotiations started after 2009 and ended before the end of 2014. ]  [3:  The directive on the control of major-accident hazards involving dangerous substances (2012/18/EU - Seveso III); the directive as regards priority substances in the field of water policy (2013/39/EU); the regulation to define the modalities for reaching the 2020 target to reduce CO2 emissions from new passenger cars (No 333/2014); the regulation on the establishment of a Programme for the Environment and Climate Action (No 1293/2013 - LIFE).] 


Most particularly, the impact of five causal conditions on the autonomy of executive is investigated: (1) the preference homogeneity between principal and agent, (2) the cohesion of the domestic parliamentary system, (3) the informational asymmetry, (4) the domestic salience of the EU decision-making process and finally, (5) the impact of the implementing powers of domestic actors. Overall, the result shows that the level of autonomy of federal executive is closely bound up to the presence or absence of homogenous preferences. The absence of homogenous preferences between the executive and the parliamentary system is a sufficient and necessary condition for two out of three cases explaining lower level of autonomy for executives. On the contrary, the presence of homogeneous preferences between the agent and the principals is a necessary condition (but not sufficient) to explain higher level of autonomy. In situations where executive enjoy rather high level of autonomy, the presence of homogeneous preferences must be combined whether with (a) the presence of a cohesive principal or (b) a high domestic salience of the EU decision-making. Most particularly, the causal condition ‘salience’ offers interesting (counter-intuitive) results. Indeed, contrary to what was expected theoretically, a higher level of salient does not necessarily mean a lower level of autonomy for federal executive. Results show that in some cases, the domestic saliency is so high that it diminishes the parliamentary scrutiny, hence increasing the autonomy of negotiation of executive. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The next section deals with the analytical framework of the research and introduces the principal-agent model, the dependent variable and independent variables  (outcome and causal conditions in QCA terminology). Section 3 presents the results of the QCA analysis. Finally, the paper ends with a short discussion of the results. 

2. Analyzing the autonomy of negotiation in EU affairs of executives vis-à-vis their domestic parliamentary system
2.1 The principal-agent model: mapping the ‘agent’ and the ‘principal’  
The “principal-agent model helps to understand situations in which one (set of) actor(s) is acting on behalf of another (set of) actor(s)” (Delreux, 2011: 29). In brief, a ‘principal’ conditionally transfers authority to an ‘agent’ to act on his behalf. Yet, this delegation process does not only come with benefits for the principal but also with costs, whether when selecting the agent (adverse selection) or when an agent pursues policy outputs that do not correspond to the principal’s wishes (moral hazard with hidden actions). These problems are often associated in the literature with an informational disadvantage of the principal vis-à-vis the agent (Strom et al, 2003; Sprungk, 2010; Pollack, 2003). To mitigate these costs (also called agency loss), principals establish mechanisms to control their agent (Pollack, 2003). Two broad types of controls are identified in the literature: police patrol and fire alarm oversight mechanisms (Pollack, 2003; Lupia and McCubbins, 1994; McCubbins and Schwartz, 1984). Police patrol oversight consists in monitoring and reporting requirements of the agent to the principal or of principal’s own monitoring activities. As a result of this process, the agent enjoys a certain degree of autonomy to accomplish the principal’s whishes. 
Delreux and Adriaensen (2017, 2017a) explain that before engaging on discussions on the autonomy of an agent and the relation with his principals, one has to make sure that a principal-agent relationship exists. To do so, it is important to identify precisely who are the ‘agent’ and ‘principal’. In my study, the principal is understood as the ‘domestic parliamentary system’ of Austria, Belgium and Germany and the agent as the ‘executive’ of these member states. Yet, it is important to bear in mind that behind the executive (the agent) and the domestic parliamentary system (the principal), there exists also a complex web of intra-relations within executive and between and within parliaments (Sprungk, 2010). 
A domestic parliamentary system is indeed composed of multiple parliaments (national and subnational parliaments) acting collectively among the parliamentary system. In addition, each parliament is also composed of two constitutive units: MPs from the governing parties and MPs sitting in the opposition. Yet, what matters in this research is their overall influence on the executive, not their individual impact. In addition, by discussing the domestic parliamentary system, it includes both parliaments from the national and regional levels. Indeed, to assess the delegation and accountability mechanisms at stake in these member states, the analysis should not only look at national parliaments, but also at the subnational parliaments with legislative competences. The term executive also integrates several dimensions. The executive is composed of both the cabinet ministers (ministerial level), the civil servants in Brussels negotiating in the lower level of the Council of the EU (COREPER and Working group) and finally, the officials involved in the coordination process in their capital city. Indeed, according to Häge (2008), an important share of the negotiations in the Council of the EU is taking place at lower levels of the Council of the EU. Overall, framing the principal-agent relationship as the ‘executive’ vis-à-vis ‘the domestic parliamentary system’ does not mean that I leave this internal complexity of my actors out of the analysis. As an illustration, the cohesion of the domestic parliamentary system is treated as an independent variable (see. next chapter 2). Still, within the framework of this research, it is well the broader relationship between the overall parliamentary scrutiny conducted in the parliamentary system on the autonomy of the executive understood as both the ministers and their civil servants acting in the Council of the EU that is analyzed in the research. 
2.2 The autonomy of negotiation of executives: definition and measurement
As introduced previously, the concept of autonomy of negotiation is the starting point of this research and the dependent variable. From the litterature, we learn that the discretion of an agent  “can be measured by first examining the extent of delegation in any given act, but then taking into account all of the possible constraints that principals might impose upon their agents. The net of these delegation and constraint ratios, then, provides a measure of discretion” (2003: xx). Based on this quote, the discretion of an can be operationalized as the net of the delegation win-set and of the control mechanisms activated by the principals: Discretion = Delegation – Controls.  Yet, it does not allow to capture in in a dynamic perspective, the relationship between domestic parliaments and federal executives as it focuses mainly on the principal’ side (its delegation and control mechanisms) and excludes from the definition the agent’s perspective. To take into account the agent’s actions, one must thus also consider ”the range of action available to the agent, including the ability to set policy goals” (Niemann & Huigens, 2011). Indeed, it is not because the parliament asks a question or adopts a resolution, that the executive will follow in a blindfold manner the parliaments wishes. Therefore, just looking at the delegation setting and at the formal granted discretion is not sufficient to measure the ‘autonomy’ of an agent. To understand the ‘autonomy of negotiation’ of an agent, one has to assess the dynamics of control between the principal and the agent and take both the principal and agent perspectives. 

Consequently, the measurement of the agent’s autonomy in this study is done in three steps. First, I look at the institutional strength (scrutiny rights) of (sub)national parliaments in EU affairs. This first step allows discussing the delegation setting in which the agent and the principal operate (called the ‘politics of delegation’ by Delreux and Adriaensen (2017)) (so delegation). In this research, there is macro delegation between the parliamentary system and the executive on EU affairs that defines the relationship between a government and his parliaments. Depending on the country, it can take the formal of constitutional amendments, the adoption of specific laws regulation EU affairs in the MS (like in Germany and Austria) or by simply adapting the Rules of Procedures of legislative assemblies (like in Belgium) Hence, in this research, a delegation setting exists regarding EU affairs, but the latter does not vary for each individual negotiation[footnoteRef:4] and is Country specific.  To operationalize this step, I use the OPAL institutional strength index of national parliaments in the EU (Auel et al, 2015). The ranking relies on indicators coding the overall access of parliaments to information on the EU, the type of scrutiny infrastructure developed for EU affairs and the oversight mechanisms. It thus gives a good appraisal of the delegation setting in which both the agent and the principals operate.  [4:  Note : Micro delegation can also occur in EU affairs but is the exception rather than the rule. Indeed, parliaments can adopt mandates related to upcoming EU negotiations, specifically directed to the government (i.e binding mandates). As such, only Denmark and to some extent the Netherlands have this kind of micro delegation mechanisms. In practice, this is not the case in Austria, Belgium and Germany. These three countries can indeed adopt opinions or recommendations for their government, but the latter are not binding and are only used occasionally. In this sense, these mechanisms are operationalized in this research as an ex ante control mechanism. ] 


The second step consists in measuring the amount of control mechanisms activated by the principals (called the ‘politics of discretion’ by Delreux and Adriaensen (2017)). To do so, I have developed an activity score index of parliamentary activities for each of the 4 decision-making processes in Austria, Belgium and Germany. Indeed, what varies undeniably in a policy-specific way is the level of control conducted by the principals. Based on a review of the literature, I have identified all possible parliamentary control mechanisms available at different EU decision-making stages: before the start of the negotiation (the coordination stage), during the EU negotiation (the negotiation stage) and after the EU negotiation (Implementing stage).  Briefly, there are the classical control mechanisms, such as parliamentary opinions, parliamentary questions, debates or audition with the executive, or more EU specific ones, such as the subsidiarity and political dialogue opinions[footnoteRef:5], or specific transposition debate for EU policies in parliaments.  Based on this list of control mechanisms,  [5:   On the one hand, under the Early Warning Mechanisms, parliaments can now adopt reasoned opinions on the respect of the principal of subsidiarity. If they do so collectively (at least 1/3 or more than the majority of EU Member States national parliaments), then the Commission needs to react by keeping, amending or withdrawing their proposal. With the political dialogue, parliaments can formulate opinion both the subsidiarity and content of the EU legislative draft. By doing so, they enter in direct contact with the Commission in a bilateral way (so not collective as in the EWM).] 


I developed an activity score index to measure the overall activity of domestic parliaments in EU affairs in a case specific way[footnoteRef:6]. I attributed a value to each type of control mechanisms. All control mechanisms are weighted the same, except for parliamentary opinions. Doing so, we follow Auel et al. (2015) and Karlas (2011) that stress the importance of the binding character of parliamentary resolution/opinion. Taking this argument into account, but also the fact that parliamentary opinion is a collective instrument resulting from political bargaining, twice the weight compared to other control mechanisms is given to this control mechanism. For the other control mechanisms, the weigh on the autonomy of executive were evaluated according to the publicity of the control mechanisms (committee or plenary level), the form of the control mechanism (written or oral) and the degree of precision of parliamentary opinions. Each parliamentary action at both the regional and national level is then analyzed and coded, given at the end a real activity score in absolute value for the entire domestic parliamentary system[footnoteRef:7]. Before presenting the results, a last question must be specified: whether a parliamentary control mechanism mobilized by a federal parliament is weighed the same as actions of regional parliaments. I argue that when all actions taken in Belgian parliaments (federal and regional) should be weighed the same way, meaning that their actions have the same impact on the autonomy of executives, this is less the case for Austria and Germany. In Belgium, all parliamentary actions are weighed the same. In Austria and Germany, when federal assemblies are coded as 1, scrutiny actions conducted at the regional levels are weigh half, as subnational parliaments in these member states can only indirectly affect their federal government[footnoteRef:8].  [6:  See the recapitulative table in annex 1 that presents the control mechanisms and attributed values. ]  [7:  An example of the application of this activity score index is available in the annex 2 of this contribution.]  [8:  This is best illustrated by the fact that, in response to the subsidiarity clause in the Lisbon Treaty, Belgium added Declaration 51 to the Treaty to be in line with its constitution, Belgium made clear that National Parliament in the Belgian case means National Parliamentary System, allowing de facto all Belgian parliaments to have a say in the EWM (Delreux, Randour, 2015). Indeed, the importance of Belgian regional assemblies can be exemplified in the repartition of the two votes allocated in the EWM. In the case of a shared competence between the federal and regional levels, the two votes are expressed when at least one federal and one regional chambers adopt a reasoned opinion. In the case of exclusive competences of regions, the two votes are used when at least two competent parliaments, originating from a different linguistic regime, adopt subsidiarity opinions. This is not the case in Austria and Germany, where regional assemblies cannot directly upload their opinions to the federal level.] 

This step allows comparing the parliamentary activity – despite the score being in absolute value – and gives a first idea on the level of involvement of parliaments. As such, at this stage of the paper, it is assumed that this value gives an indication on the formal granted discretion given to federal executive: the more active a parliament, the less discretion for the agent. Yet, one must not forget that the objective is not to measure the overall strength or activity of parliaments, but well the concrete impact of their actions on federal executives for four specific EU decision-making processes. 

Finally, the last and third step to measure the autonomy of executive is to answer to the following question: does all these scrutiny instruments impact on the autonomy of negotiation of federal executives? To do so, for each of the 12 cases, I discuss qualitatively the autonomy of executive in a three steps process: (a) I start by looking at the overall activity of parliaments in one country; (b) I discuss, control mechanism by control mechanism the purpose of the scrutiny and finally, (c) I trace back how the executive reacted to these control mechanisms. Indeed, did the institutional strength and the case specific parliamentary activities conducted by (sub)national parliaments actually impacted on the executive? The empirical result of the measurement of the dependent variable is available in the annexes of the paper (annex 3). 
2.3 Identifying causal conditions impacting on the autonomy of executives 
This section presents the five causal conditions analyzed in this research. The hypotheses ( causal condition in QCA terminology) are mostly based on the three key assumptions of the principal-agent model: goal conflicts in the sense of preference heterogeneity between the principal and the agent; information asymmetry, as executive act in a negotiation environment difficult to access for (sub)national parliaments. I also open the black of parliaments and look at the cohesion of the parliamentary system (between parliaments and within parliaments). Finally, I also look at the salience of the decision-making processes and at the implementing powers of domestic actors. For each causal condition, I present their relevant hypothesis and discuss the setting of QCA thresholds. In the annexes of this paper, Recapitulative tables are available in the annexes of this paper presenting the results of the dichotomization process needed for the Qualitative Comparative Analysis. 
2.3.1 Condition 1 – Preference homogeneity between principal and agent[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Originally, I also tested another condition aiming at assessing the impact of homogenous preferences between principals (between the different parliaments). This condition was left aside as it lacks variation and data. ] 

There is broad agreement in the P-A literature to underline the impact of conflicting preferences between an agent and his principals (Pollack, 2002, 2003). Saalfeld (2005) argues that ‘if the principal considers the agent to be an ally with compatible preferences, delegation and a relatively high level of agent discretion is likely to occur (because the expectation of strongly differing preferences is low).’ (Saalfeld, 2005: 355). Hence, I hypothesize that the higher the homogeneity of preferences between an agent and his principals, the higher the autonomy of the agent (H1).
To operationalize this hypothesis, as a first step, I identified the main outstanding issues of the EU negotiation[footnoteRef:10]. For each outstanding issues of the EU negotiation, I have analyzed the positions of the principals and of the agents. These positions were found by analyzing Council of the EU documents (‘comments from Member States documents) and via semi-structured interviews on the one hand, and by analyzing parliamentary opinions from national and regional parliaments on the other hand. A case is considered as non-homogenous when there is a difference in the preferences of the principals and the agent on at least one outstanding issue. Indeed, I argue that what matters is the presence conflicting interests, even on only one issue, as it triggers additional parliamentary scrutiny, thereby affecting the autonomy of executive. On the contrary, to be considered as homogeneous, preferences on all outstanding issues must be similar between the principals and the agent.  [10:  Based on the analysis of press releases of the Council of the EU and progress reports (limité document) and crosschecked via data gathered through semi-structured interviews. ] 

Condition 2 – Cohesiveness intra-principals
In this research, the principals are understood as the domestic parliamentary system. In principal agent terminology, it means that national and subnational parliaments act as a collective principal. In this research, I argue that the degree of cohesion of a collective principal impacts on the autonomy of an agent.  

On the one hand, one has to look within parliaments. As explained by Winzen (2010), the multi-level nature of the EU decision-making created new constrains on the parliamentary majority and on the opposition to control the executive on EU affairs. On this matter, Sprungk (2010) argues that ‘the appropriate way to hold governments accountable in EU politics involves that both parliamentary majorities and oppositions have to invoke the accountability mechanisms used by the opposition in domestic politics’ (Sprungk, 2010:16). Consequently, the author argues that not only the opposition parties, but also the parliamentarian majority could be affected by the institutional distance of the negotiation taking place at the EU level. To impact on the autonomy of executive, it is thus preferable that both opposition and majority parties mobilized their control mechanisms. On the other hand, in federal countries, dynamics can also occurs between the federal and regional level. Practically speaking, a scenario where different parliamentary majorities are in power at the different levels of governance, or in a governance are frequent. This was for example the case in Germany last legislature, with several Länder having different majorities in place than the one at the federal level. This is especially true when looking at one of the strongest Länder: Baden-Württemberg. This situation is also frequent in Belgium. Hence, I argue that the weaker the cohesion between political parties in parliaments and between parliaments, the higher the level of autonomy of the agent (H2). 

In brief, to assess the cohesiveness intra-principals, I look at two dimensions: (a) the cohesion between domestic parliaments and (b) within domestic parliaments. To be considered as cohesive and be coded ‘1’, there must be no major differences in the preferences between domestic parliaments and within parliaments (i.e between the main political parties). On the contrary, the value ‘0’ is attributed to cases for which divergences of preferences are observed on a least one of the two dimensions. 
Condition 3 – Informational asymmetry of MPS
It is most commonly assumed in the literature that asymmetrical information is in favor of the agent (Pollack, 2003; Pollack, 2002; Waterman et al., 1998). Indeed, the parliamentarians from the federal and Länder/regional levels are not physically present during the negotiations taking place in the Council of the EU. Hence, principals do not know if the executive did his best to reach a decision that fits with their preferences. As a consequence, I argue that the higher the informational asymmetry, the higher the level of autonomy of the agent (H3). 
In terms of operationalization, I looked systematically at three sources of information: information provided by the parliamentary services, information produced by the executive and finally, information collected through contacts with third party actors (e.g NGOs, Trade Unions, interest groups). Indeed, in the Principal-Agent literature, one of the costs of delegating a task to an agent is the difficulties for the principals to have direct first-hand information on the agent behavior. In this research, a situation of informational asymmetry (coded as ‘1’) is observed when domestic parliaments received no information from any of the three sources previously identified. On the contrary, if MPs receive information from at least source of information, I argue that these are cases with less asymmetrical information in favor of the agent (coded 0). Why consider that one source of information is enough to reduce the degree of asymmetrical information? I argue that receiving information on EU affairs, even if only by one source, provides a stimulus for parliaments and parliamentarians to engage in the scrutiny of EU affairs. This is especially true when considering the limited resources of parliamentarians and of parliamentary administrations. 
Condition 4 - Salience of the EU proposal at the domestic level
Another factor influencing the autonomy of negotiation of an agent is the saliency of EU issues for domestic parliaments (see. De Wilde, 2008, 2009; de Ruiter, 2013; Delreux, 2009; Saalfeld, 2005; Holzhacker, 2002; Winzen, 2012). This concept ‘generally denotes the importance an actor attaches ton an issue’ (Warntjen, 2012: 169). Indeed, because parliamentary groups and parliamentarians want to control their executive for issues important for them, they will increase their control on the negotiator, hence reducing his room of manoeuver. Based on the above argumentation, the following hypothesis can be formulated: the less salient the legislative proposal for the principals, the higher the level of autonomy of the agent (H4). 
To operationalize the salience of the EU legislative proposal for the Country, I have defined for each decision-making process saliency indicators[footnoteRef:11] evaluating the importance of national interests at stake and have analyzed the domestic media coverage of each decision-making processes. Following the rationale that parliamentarians make cost-benefit analysis before acting, the probability that a MP scrutinize the government is higher if the issue tackles major national interests (salience indicators) and that the debate is voiced in public opinion (media coverage). In this scenario, the benefits of scrutinizing the government are higher for the MPs.  Consequently, if both dimensions are present, the EU decision-making process is considered salient and is coded ‘1’. On the contrary, if none of these dimensions or only one of them are observable; the EU decision-making process is coded ‘0’.  [11:  For example, regarding the CO2 cars regulation, I look at the presence of automotive industries in the country. If automotive industries are present in the country, then the issue is considered salient. Another example with the Seveso directive: if the country has a high number of Seveso installations in its territory, then the directive is considered salient, since it may have important impact on its number of installations.] 

Condition 5 – Implementing powers of domestic actors
This variable looks at the extent to which domestic parliaments and executives authorities are involved in the transposition and implementation of the EU legislation. Are any actions necessary at the domestic level to fulfill EU obligations? If yes, how important are these necessary actions? 

First, Zbiral (2017) challenged the common argument that’ the transposition process is an “automated” endeavor and that any involvement of national parliaments is merely formal’ (Zbiral, 2017: 970). Based on a quantitative analysis of the Czech Chamber of Deputies and of the Slovak National Council, the author explains that EU bills did not encounter on average lesser parliamentary scrutiny than domestic bill (Zbiral, 2017). This conclusion actually questions ‘the mainstream thesis of decreasing political contestation in national parliaments owing to EU influence, at least for the transposition process’ (Zbiral, 2017: 984). Second, Randour and Wolfs (2017), based on a first comparative case study on the involvement of the Walloon and Flemish parliaments in environmental and agricultural EU policies, demonstrate that domestic media coverage and political salience of the EU negotiation associated with important implementing powers of regional parliaments have a positive effect of the level of scrutiny conducted by Belgian regional assemblies (Randour and Wolfs, 2017). What these studies outline is that (a) political contestation can occur in parliaments after the EU negotiation and (b) that MPs motivation to engage in scrutiny depends, among other things, on their perceived implementing powers and consequences of the EU legislation. As a consequence, MPs engage further in parliamentary scrutiny during the EU negotiations but also at the transposition stage. This has as a consequence to limit the autonomy of executive. Based on the above argumentation, the following hypothesis can be formulated: the weaker the implementing powers of domestic actors, the higher the level of autonomy of the agent (H5)

In terms of threshold, for a decision-making process to be considered as needing important implementing actions, it must need the adaptation of domestic legislations to cope with EU legislation (a transposition act) and an involvement of executive authorities in the follow up of the EU legislation (i.e an inspection or monitoring program to be conducted by domestic authorities). 

3. Comparing the autonomy of negotiation in federal Member States
3.1 QCA in three steps

Using Qualitative Comparative Analysis as an analytical method allows comparing systematically a number of cases that are situated in a ‘medium N situation’ (i.e from 5 to 50 cases More precisely, one of the main strength of QCA is that it emphasizes the cased based nature of comparative analysis, in the sense that ‘a case constitute a coherent whole and that the effects of variables should be assessed in the context of the case and not detached from it’ (Marx, Rihoux, Ragin, 2013:5). This claim is at the origin of the idea that an outcome is explained by configurations of causally relevant conditions (Marx, Rihoux, Ragin, 2013). On this matter, Delreux (2009) explains that ‘QCA uses a holistic view of cases: conditions have to be considered and assessed in the context of other relevant conditions. (…) This configurational logic is linked to QCA’s multiple conjunctural causality conception’ (Delreux, 2009:137).  In this research, this means that the degree of autonomy of executives is explained by (a) a combination of causal conditions and (b), that several different combinations of conditions can led to a similar outcome. Therefore, QCA offers to analyze the different causal paths that can lead to a same outcome (Marx, Rihoux, Ragin, 2013). 	Comment by François Randour: http://journals.cambridge.org/abstract_S1755773912000318

As a short reminder, there are three main steps in a QCA analysis: dichotomizing the empirical data, minimizing the dichotomized data and obtaining a minima formula (also called Boolean minimization) and finally, interpreting the formulae by coming back on the cases (Delreux, 2009). The first step requires to dichotomize the outcome and causal conditions using ‘1’ and ‘0’ value, when ‘1’ signify the presence of the variable and ‘0’ in its absence. The second stage of a QCA procedure is the Boolean minimization. In this research, the minimization process allows identifying combination of causal conditions explaining the presence of higher degree of autonomy of executives vis-à-vis their (sub)national parliaments and situations where executive enjoy lower degree of autonomy. Indeed, the Boolean minimization must be executed both for the ‘1’ and ‘0’ outcome, as QCA ‘does not assume symmetrical causality between 1 and 0’ (Delreux, 2009: 138). This minimization process leads to minima formulae that are presented according to Boolean terminology. The third and last stage consists in the interpretation of the minimal fomulae. It is at this stage that the researcher goes back to his empirical data to unpack the causal mechanisms behind the minima formulae.
3.2 Dichotomization of variables 
The following truth table (see. infra) shows the dichotomized causal conditions and outcome corresponding to the 12 cases (three countries and 4 EU negotiations).  As a short reminder, the empirical observations leading to the dichotomization of the outcome and of the causal conditions are available in the annexes of this paper (annexes 3 to 7). As a first step to synthesize observations, we find out that there are a total of 7 causal configurations. More precisely, there are four distinct configurations with a ‘1’ outcome (high autonomy) representing a total of 9 cases and corresponding to four cases in Austria and Belgium (Water, Seveso, LIFE, CO2), and one in Germany (CO2 cars). Finally, there are 3 distinct configurations with a ‘0’ outcome (low autonomy) explaining the three last German cases (Water, Seveso, LIFE). 

	Cases
	Hom_PA
	Cohesiveness
Intra_principals
	Informational stimulus
	Salience
	Implementing powers
	Outcome 

	AT Water
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1

	AT Seveso, BE Water, BE Seveso
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	AT LIFE, BE LIFE
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	AT CO2, BE CO2
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1

	DE Water
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0

	DE Seveso
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	DE LIFE
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	DE CO2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1



Table 1: Truth table
3.3 Boolean minimization and minimal formulae

The minimization of the outcome ‘1’ (high autonomy) gives the following formula. According to the results of the Boolean minimization, there are two causal paths leading to higher degree of autonomy of federal executives vis-à-vis their domestic parliamentary system. 

	HOM_PA{1} * Cohesiveness_Intra_principals {1}  
	+ HOM_PA{1}*Salience {1}

	
	




Hence, a situation where executives enjoy a higher degree of autonomy is observed when: 

(1) When principals and agent have homogeneous preferences AND principals are internally cohesive  (like the cases AT Seveso, LIFE, CO2; BE Water, Seveso, LIFE, CO2). 
OR
(2) When principals and agent have homogeneous preferences AND the domestic salience of the EU decision-making process is high (like the cases AT Water and DE CO2)


The minimization of the outcome ‘0’ (low autonomy) gives two formulae. Three causal paths can lead to situations with lower degree of autonomy of executive vis-à-vis their domestic parliamentary system. 

	HOM_PA {0}             +   Cohesiveness_intra_principals {0} * Salience {0}  +

                                                                      INFO_Asy {0}* Salience {0} * Implementing powers{1}

	
	



More precisely, a low degree of autonomy is observed when: 

(3) principals and agent have homogeneous preferences (like the case DE Water and DE LIFE)
OR

(4) the cohesiveness intra-principals is low AND combined with a low domestic salience of the EU decision-making process (like the case DE Seveso)

OR

(5) The informational asymmetry is lower AND combined with a lower domestic salience of the EU decision-making process AND combined with the presence of important implementing powers for Member States (like the case DE Seveso)


For the cases DE Water and DE LIFE, the absence of the condition ‘HOM_PA’ is a necessary and sufficient condition to explain situations where executives enjoy lesser autonomy of negotiation. For the case DE Seveso, it is the combination of a lower degree of domestic salience and of a lower degree of cohesiveness intra_principals that explains a lower autonomy of negotiation for federal executives. These two conditions are necessary but not sufficient. 



4. Discussion
The objective of the paper was to measure the level of autonomy of executive vis-à-vis their domestic parliamentary system and to identify the determinants of this level of autonomy. This rests upon the key argument that studies analyzing the role of (sub)national parliaments in the EU must go beyond the analysis of institutional capacities on the one hand, and of scrutiny activities on the other hand. Indeed, most of these studies rest on the implicit assumption that strong and active parliaments in EU affairs led to an improved accountability of the governments. In this regard, some scholars started to question this implicit assumption and opened a debate on the determinants of an effective parliamentary behavior in EU affairs. Indeed, of the argument in this paper is that having a strong and active parliamentary system does not mean necessarily in practice that the executive is more accountable or has less autonomy of negotiation. To do, it is necessary to look at both the principal and agent perspectives. 

First, I discuss the degree of autonomy enjoyed by executive vis-à-vis their parliamentary system. As explained previously, I measured the autonomy of negotiation in three steps. I looked first at the institutional strength of parliaments, then at their activity level in a case specific way and finally, I assess qualitatively the impact of this scrutiny by analyzing both the principal and agent perspective. Based this measurement, several elements must be outlined. First, having strong institutional powers in EU affairs is not necessarily linked to a higher level of activity of parliaments. This is especially true when looking at the Austrian case. Indeed, in terms of institutional strength, Austria used to be considered as one the strongest parliament in Europe (Raunio, 2005), even if the most up to date ranking now considers Austria to be moderately strong. Yet, in my research the level of parliamentary activity was really low. Second, the results show that degree of autonomy of executive is to some extent even more country specific. More precisely, there are 11 cases (on 14) where executive enjoy a high level of autonomy. Except in one situation, all these cases are situated in Austria and Belgium. On the opposite, the three cases with ‘low autonomy’ of executive are all found in Germany. Therefore, there is important variations in the autonomy of negotiation enjoyed by the Austrian, Belgian and federal executives. This is not surprising as such, as German parliaments are considered to have important institutional strength (Auel et al. 2015) and were also the most active in scrutinizing their executive. 

Second, to understand the determinants impacting on the autonomy of executive, I conducted a comparative analysis with the QCA method. Minimal formulae show that the level of autonomy of federal executive is closely bound up to the presence or absence of homogenous preferences, a causal condition that appears in 3 out of 5 minimal formulae (hence covering 11 out of my 12 cases). Indeed, the absence of homogenous preferences between the executive and the parliamentary system is a sufficient and necessary condition for two out of three cases explaining lower level of autonomy for executives (causal path 3 & 4). On the contrary, the presence of homogeneous preferences between the agent and the principals is a necessary condition (but not sufficient) to explain high level of autonomy (causal path 1 & 2) 

However, the causal condition ‘homogeneity of preferences’ does not explain the whole picture. Indeed, in situations where executive enjoy a high level of autonomy, the presence of homogeneous preferences must be combined whether with (a) the presence of a cohesive principal or (b) a high domestic salience of the EU decision-making. Therefore, the causal condition ‘salience’ offers interesting (counter-intuitive) results (causal path 2). Indeed, contrary to what was expected theoretically, a higher level of salient does not necessarily mean a lower level of autonomy for federal executive. The rationale is the following: since principals and executives have similar preferences, and that the EU decision-making touches upon major national interests with a moderate to high media coverage, parliaments do not whish to affect negatively the negotiation’s autonomy of their executive vis-à-vis the other EU Member States. Consequently, the executive enjoys higher level of autonomy in the negotiations of the EU proposal. More precisely, giving a precise mandate to their government or questioning the ministers on a regular basis could weaken the executive during EU negotiations. Phrased differently, the salience is so high that it is preferable to leave the government to handle the EU negotiation how he sees fit. Therefore, a high degree of salience of diminishes the probability of having domestic political debate, especially in situations where the parliaments and the executive have similar preferences. On the contrary, a lower level of salience does lead to a lower autonomy of negotiation. Indeed, the comparative analysis shows that a lower domestic salience creates a favorable context for political contestation within parliaments, allowing both majority and opposition parties to discuss the content of the EU proposal. Finally, on more seldom occasions, the causal conditions ‘Info_assy’, ‘Implementing powers’ and ‘cohesiveness intra_principal’ also matter to explain the degree of autonomy given to federal executives (causal path 5).
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Annexes
Annex 1: Case specific scrutiny activity score index

	
	Measurement
	Min-Max
	

	

Parliamentary opinion / recommendations
	Absence = 0
Presence = score attributed on two dimensions. 
1. Binding character: non-binding 1; Gov. need to explain deviation; 1,5. Mandate need to be renegotiated, 2
1. Degree of precision: Short statement 1; General guidelines 1,5; ‘Mandate looking’ 2. As a proxy, use of count word. 
	




0-4

	
Subsidiarity opinions
	Absence = 0
Presence = score attributed on one dimension.
1. Degree of precision: Short statement 1; General guidelines 2; ‘Mandate looking’ 3. As a proxy, use of count word.
	


0-2

	
Exchange of views

	Absence = 0
Presence = score attributed on one dimension.
a. Degree of publicity: debate at committee level 1; debate at plenary level 2
	

0-2

	(de)briefing of executives
	Absence = 0
Presence = score attributed on one dimension.
     a. Type of reporting: written 1; oral 2
	

0-2

	

Ad-locum control 
	Absence = 0 
Presence= score attributed on one dimension. With the national delegation negotiating in Brussels, or presence in Brussels but not with the delegation. 
a. Indirect 2; Direct 1
	

0-2

	
Transposition debate
	Absence = 0
Involvement of parliaments: only federal or only regional = 1, both regional and federal = 2
	
0-2

	
Parliamentary questions
	
Absence = 0
Presence = score attributed on one dimension.
     a. Form of the questioning: written 1; oral 2 
	

0-2










Annex 2: Example of application of the scrutiny activity score. The CO2 cars regulation in Germany

	Instrument used
	Coding of parliamentary actions
	

	
Coordination Stage
	Recommendation/
Opinion / Report
	|X|

	Subsi/ Pol. Dialogue
	|X|

	Exchange of views
	|X|

	(de)briefing
	|_|

	Ad locum control
	|_|

	Parl. Questions
	|X|



	

- Recommendation – Bundesrat. Opinion non-biding, Short Statement. Coded as: +2

- Exchange of views in the Transport committee – Baden-Württemberg. Coded as: +1 *0,5
- Exchange of views in EAC and draft opinion to be voted in plenary. Baden-Württemberg. Coded as: +1 *0,5
- Adoption of the opinion prepared by the EAC after a short exchange of views. Baden-Württemberg. Coded as: 1 (non-binding) + 1 (short statement) = + 2*0,5
- Antrag FDP – Baden-Württemberg. Coded as: +1 *0,5

- Exchange of views – Thuringen Landtag – Committee level (in three committees): Codes as: 1+1+1*0,5
- Subsidiarity opinion – Hamburg State parliament  - Short statement. Coded as:  +1*O,5

Total: + 3 
	








6,5


	Negotiation Stage

	Recommendation/
Opinion
	|_|

	Exchange of views
	|X|

	(de)briefing
	|_|

	Ad locum control
	|_|

	Parl. Questions
	|X|



	

- Exchange of views at committee level, Bundesrat. 
Coded as: + 1 

- Antrag CDU Baden-Württemberg (opposition): Coded as +1*0,5
- Exchange of views – Plenary – BW: Coded as + 2*0,5

Total: + 2,5 
	






2,5


	Transposition/Implementation Stage
	Mandate/Opinion 
	|_|

	Exchange of views
	|_|

	(de)briefing
	|_|

	Parl. Questions
	|X|



	


- Written parliamentary question – Bundestag. Coded as: + 1 
Total: + 1 
	




1



		
Overall parliamentary scrutiny before, during and after 
the negotiations of the CO2 cars negotiation
	
10











Annex 3: Dichotomization of the outcome – Autonomy of negotiation

	
Cases
	Institutional strengh
	Activity score index
	Qualitative assessment of control mechanisms
	outcome

	

Austria Water
	







Moderate EU scrutiny rights
	

3,25
	One subsidiarity opinion and exchange of views at the regional level, one political dialogue opinion in the Federal Council and exchange of views. The opinions are not binding and are not precise. The parliamentary opinion was not a surprise for the executive as they co-shaped, to a certain extent, the opinion. The opinion was supportive of the stance of the executive.
	

High autonomy

	

Austria Seveso
	
	

5
	One exchange of views in the agricultural committee of the Nationalrat and transposition debate in both regional and federal parliaments. The questions asked in the exchange of views were mainly informational and limited to one MP. Debates resulting in the transposition were not critical of the EU deal or the government. 
	

High autonomy

	

Austria LIFE
	
	

1
	One exchange of views in the Federal Council. The exchange of views was informational only. Federal executive is involved in the exchange of views and is the author of the informational note given ex-ante to the parliamentarians. Hence, executive co-shapes the discussion  High autonomy
	

High autonomy

	
Austria CO2 cars

	
	

0
	

No parliamentary scrutiny  High autonomy
	
High autonomy

	

Belgium Water
	



Weak EU scrutiny rights
	

3
	One written and one oral parliamentary questions in the Flemish parliament only. When the written questions aimed at controlling and knowing the position of the government, the answer of the minister did not tackle the position of Flanders or Belgium. The oral question is indirect and not critical. 
	

High autonomy

	

Belgium Seveso
	
	

8
	One oral and one written parliamentary question. These questions had an informational focus whether on the EU proposal, or on specific internal implementation issue. The transposition debates were not critical of the EU deal, or the position defended by Belgium in the negotiation. 
	

High autonomy

	
Belgium LIFE

	
	0
	
No parliamentary scrutiny  High autonomy
	
High autonomy

	
Belgium CO2 cars
	
	
3
	One written and one oral question in the Walloon parliament only. The questions were informational and did not constrain the position of the government. 
	
High autonomy

	
Germany CO2 cars
	


Strong EU 
Scrutiny
rights
	10
	Opinion of the Bundesrat, but larger/looser than usual. No ad-locum control by the Bundesrat. Attempt to adopt a second opinion in the course of the negotiation, but no majority. Absence of scrutiny in the Bundestag, except a parliamentary question one year after the adoption of the EU at the EU level. Scrutiny at the regional level (mostly in Baden-Württember) but no impact on the federal level. 
	


High autonomy

	


Germany Water
	
	


10,5
	Impact of the Bundesrat opinion on the position of the executive. When the executive wanted to include pharmaceuticals in the list of PS, this was not the case anymore after the adoption of the Bundesrat’s opinion. Opinion of the Bundesrat monitored via ad locum control. Important scrutiny in Baden-Würrtemberg landtag, but position aimed at endorsing the regional executive position before coordination in the Bundesrat. Overall, low autonomy
	


Low autonomy

	


Germany Seveso
	
	


14,5
	The opinion of the Bundesrat was really precise and going into the details. To unsure respect of the opinion, a Bundesrat expert was nominated. Opinion of the Bundestag supported by majority against opposition. Debates leading to the opinion was critical. In addition, numerous parliamentary questions at the regional, dealing with one specific outstanding issue identified previously in the Bundesrat opinion. 
	


Low autonomy

	


Germany LIFE
	
	


10
	The opinion of the Bundestag was an initiative of the parliament and was adopted independently of the executive. Two follow up questions were asked by the opposition (greens) on the respect of the resolution by the government. The opinion of the Bundesrat was directed at EU institutions and indirectly to the government and associated with the presence of ad-locum control. 
	

Low autonomy
















Annex 4: Dichotomization of the causal condition - preference homogeneity between principal and agent

	
	Austria
	Belgium
	Germany

	
	
Hom_
pref.
	
Observation
	
QCA
	
Hom _
pref.
	
Observation
	
QCA
	
Hom _
pref.
	
Observation
	
QCA

	

Water
	

High
	
No divergences on outstanding issues
	


1
	

High
	
No positioning of domestic parliaments
	


1
	

Low
	
Divergences on the issue of pharmaceuticals
	

0

	

Seveso
	

High
	
No positioning of domestic parliaments
	

1

	

High
	
No positioning of domestic parliaments
	

1

	

High
	
No divergences on outstanding issues
	

1


	

LIFE
	

High 
	
No positioning of domestic parliaments
	

1
	

High
	
No positioning of domestic parliaments
	

1

	

Low
	
Divergences on the question of the LIFE Budget
	

0

	

CO2 cars
	

High
	
No positioning of domestic parliaments
	

1
	

High
	
No positioning of domestic parliaments
	

1
	

High
	
No divergences on outstanding issues
	

1



Annex 5: Dichotomization of the causal condition - Cohesiveness intra-principal

	
	Austria
	Belgium
	Germany

	
	Cohesi_
veness
	Additional comments
	
	Cohesi_
veness
	Additional comments
	
	Cohesi_
veness
	Additional comments.
	

	

Water
	

Low
	
Divergences 
between and within parliaments
	

0
	

High
	

No observation of divergences

	

1
	

Low
	
Divergences within parliaments 
	

0

	
Seveso
	
High
	
No divergences observed.
	
1


	
High
	
No divergences observed.
	
1


	
Low
	
Divergences within parliaments
	
0



	
LIFE
	
High
	
No observation of divergences

	
1
	
High
	
No observation of divergences

	
1
	
High
	
No divergences observed.
	

1

	

CO2 cars
	

High
	
No observation of divergences

	

1
	

High
	
No observation of divergences

	

1
	

Low
	
Divergences within parliaments
	


0





Annex 6: Dichotomization of the causal condition – Informational asymetry

	
	Austria
	Belgium
	Germany

	
	Info_ assy
	
Comments
	
	Info_ assy
	Comments
	
	Info_ assy
	Comments
	

	


Water
	


Low

	
Government written report and input from third actors 
	


0
	


High

	

No information provided 
	


1
	


Low


	
- Bundesrat expertise (regional administration) 
- Reports from the Länder Observer office 
	


0

	

Seveso
	

High
	
No information provided
	

1
	

High


	
No information provided


	

1
	

Low

	- Bundesrat expertise (regional administration) 
 -Bundestag (EUDok)
- Third party 
	

0

	

LIFE
	

Low

	
Government written report and input from third actors 
	

0
	

Low

	
A note of the administration of the House of Representatives
	

0
	

Low

	- Bundesrat expertise (regional administration) 
-Bundestag (EUDok)
- Third party.
	

0


	

CO2 cars
	

High
	
No information provided 
	

1
	

High
	
No information provided 
	

1
	

Low

	- Bundesrat expertise (regional administration) 
- Reports from the Länder Observer office
	

0












Annex 6: Dichotomization of the causal condition – Salience

	
	Austria
	Belgium
	Germany

	
	Nat. Interest
	Media
Cov.
	
	Nat. Interest
	Media
Cov.
	
	Nat. Interest
	Media
Cov.
	

	Water
	
Yes. Important financial cost expected. 
	

4
	

1
	Yes. Important financial cost expected and past difficulties in reaching good water chemical statues. 
	

1

	

0
	
Yes. Important financial and image costs expected.
	

8
	

1

	Seveso
	No. 158 Seveso sites in 2001 (17th on 27)
	

0
	

0

	Yes. 381 Seveso sites in Belgium in 2011 (7th on 27)
	

1
	

0
	Yes. 2405 Seveso sites in Germany in 2011 (1st on 27)
	

1
	

0

	
LIFE
	No.  Small program in comparison with other EU funds.
	

0
	

0
	No.  Small program in comparison with other EU funds.
	

0
	

0
	No.  Small program in comparison with other EU funds.
	

0
	

0


	CO2 cars
	No. Second order industry 
	

2
	

0
	No. Moderate and declining automotive industry.
	

8
	

1
	Yes. Important automotive industry.
	

15
	

1




Annex 7: Dichotomization of the causal condition – Implementing powers

	
	Austria, Belgium and Germany
	

	PS in the field of Water policy
	Transposition acts (by the executive) and important involvement of domestic actors in the implementation
	1

	Seveso III
	Transposition acts (by the executive) and important involvement of domestic actors in the implementation
	1

	LIFE
	No transposition act with limited involvement of domestic actors in the implementation.
	0

	CO2 cars 
	No transposition act with limited involvement of domestic actors in the implementation. 
	0
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