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Abstract 

 

 

Regulation is one of the most important aspects of the European Union. However, due to a lack of 

administrative capacity to implement Community rules, the EU is entirely dependent on the Member 

States for the implementation of regulation
1
. More specifically, National Regulatory Authorities 

(NRAs)
2
 are increasingly responsible for the execution, inspection and enforcement of EU regulation.  

Although NRAs are present in every member state, great differences exist between them across 

Europe. This causes the implicit danger that the various national norms and institutions may not fully 

harmonize with each other; and this may lead to asymmetries in the practical implementation of 

European norms. To make sure European Regulation is inspected and enforced as uniform as 

possible, the European Commission has designed so-called Transnational Regulatory Networks 

(TRNs). These TRNs are made up of experts and representatives of NRAs and are given the task of 

coordinating and increasing consistency of supervision and enforcement of regulation across Europe. 

Despite this ambitious goal, TRNs lack the formal instruments to reach coordination
3
. In combination 

with the differences between NRAs, coordination does not seem to be self-evident in TRNs.  This 

feeling gains strength when we take into account that several studies tell us that coordination is a 

difficult challenge in every policy system
4
. To face these coordination challenges in policy systems, 

hierarchical organization and central control are often the common answer.
5
 However, this not 

possible in the case of TRNs, since member states resist the European centralization of powers
6
.  

Non-central coordination is the main alternative for central control or hierarchical organizing. 

However, in most of those non-central coordination cases the participants have incentives to work 

together and are interdependent. But can non-central coordination also be reached when there is no 

need or incentive to coordinate? That is the question the study at hand tried to answer: two TRNs 

and four directives, that take in different positions on the interdependency continuum, were 

compared to see if the level of interdependency influences non central coordination.  

By asking this question, this study tried to remedy existing lacunae in the knowledge on new modes 

of governance, on coordination in- and outside the EU, on the debate between legal pluralists and 

legal centralists and on implementation of regulation in the EU. To answer the questions and remedy 

these lacunae, mixed research methods were used, as surveys and interviewing.   

The empirical results were telling: they showed a significant linear correlation between the level of 

interdependency and non-central coordination. The higher the level of interdependency, the more 

the practical implementation of the four directives was (non-centrally) coordinated in TRNs. This 

implicates that non-central coordination, as an alternative to hierarchy and central control, only 

works in the case of clear intrinsic incentives and needs of participants. Otherwise, the European 

Commission might want to deliberate on the possibilities of central coordination, the use of binding 

regulations instead of directives or a central EU agency, when aspiring harmonization in the EU. 

 

 

                                                           
1
 Yesilkagit, 2008, 2 

2
 For example: national competition authorities and national food safety agencies are NRAs 

3
 Coen and Thatcher, 2008, 68 

4
 Jordan and Schout, 2006, 11 

5
 Chisholm, 1989, 17 

6
 Eberlein and Grande, 2005, 91 
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A preface 

 

 

Throughout the world, tales have always been told of heroes and heroines embarking on perilous 

adventures in search of lost loved ones, the secret of immortality, God or paradise.  

Many of these stories have aspects in common, such as encounters with monsters, fights with the 

weather and the seas, interventions by the gods and tests of moral, physical and mental strength. A 

lot of them are also concerned with quests of some sorts. Think for example about the quest of Jason 

for the Golden Fleece, the quest for the Holy Grail or the quest for the philosophers’ stone.   

This study into the influence of interdependency of National Regulatory Authorities on non-central 

coordination in the practical implementation of EU legislation can also be called a quest. The quest 

for coordination of implementation in the EU, which is part of a broader quest for coordination in 

multiorganizational networks: ‘The quest for coordination is in many respects the twentieth century 

equivalent of the medieval search for the philosopher’s stone. If only we can find the right formula for 

coordination, we can reconcile the irreconcilable, harmonize competing and wholly divergent 

interests, overcome irrationalities in our government structures and make hard policy choices to 

which no one will dissent’
7
 .   

In this report, I will take you with me on an expedition for coordination of the practical 

implementation of EU legislation by National Regulatory Authorities in Transnational Regulatory 

Networks.  As is always the case with quests, expeditions and adventures, we do not know 

beforehand where this quest will lead us and if we will reach our destination. One thing is sure: this 

quest will take you deep in the forests of the EU, over the mountains of interdependency and 

through the seas of networks. 

Before we will embark on this quest together, I would like to thank some of those involved in the 

quest of writing this Master Thesis, namely Sebastiaan Princen and Mark Bovens for their excellent 

guidance and supervision, Gert Luiting and Jan Teekens for their help, support and willingness to 

promote me and my research in CESR and IMPEL and all interviewees and respondents from all those 

different European countries for their interest and contributions to the study at hand. You have given 

me the itinerary necessary to complete my quest! 

I wish you all a pleasant journey and a safe return! 

 

 

 

Karin van Boetzelaer 

June 2009 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7
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Chapter 1: Embarking on a quest 

 

1.1 Why we need a quest for coordination in the EU 

 

Spring 2009: Europe has fallen under the spell of an economic crisis, unprecedented in its reach and 

depth. Who is to blame? How could this happen? McCreevy, the EU commissioner of the Internal 

Market, has a hard time. He has to explain why he refused to centrally retain rating bureaus and 

hedge funds in the EU. However, the problem lies not just by the commissioner.  McCreevy himself 

calls the topic of more central financial supervision in the EU a “desperately tricky area” because of 

the fact that he is dependent on national supervisors for the supervision on the European financial 

market, that these national supervisors differ to a great extent and that not one Member State wants 

its banks to be supervised by another. In addition, the Member States are not willing to convert 

powers to a central European supervisor. The result is a lack of overview of the Commissioner on the 

supervision and the enforcement of EU legislation for the financial market. After all, money doesn’t 

stop at borders, but supervision does.
8
  

 

This current example shows us that coordination is necessary in the EU. Without coordination, every 

Member State is, to some extent, able to do its own thing, which can contribute to the coming about 

of situations as the economic crisis. However, coordination is also a “desperately tricky area”, as 

McCreevy rightly calls it. The EU is dependent on its Member States for inspection and enforcement 

of EU legislation, the Member States differ from each other, are primarily concerned with their own 

interests and resist centralization, while the European Commission lacks resources to supervise 

them. How does McCreevy escape from this impasse? How can coordination of inspection and 

enforcement be reached in the EU? In this study we will try to get insight in the efforts and activities 

of coordinating inspection and enforcement of EU directives. We will lend McCreevy a helping hand 

in his quest, by looking at the ingredients needed to let Member States coordinate their supervising 

practices without interference of the European Commission. But before we will embark on this 

adventure, we have to equip ourselves with a preparation kit to get acquainted with the topic of 

conversation: national regulatory authorities in transnational regulatory authorities and the search 

for coordination.  

 

1.2 The preparation kit 

 

To prepare ourselves optimally for the quest that lies ahead of us, we have to equip ourselves with 

the right gear. The preparation kit will consist of answers to questions like: what are NRAs and TRNs? 

why is coordination not self-evident? and: why and how is interdependency involved in this 

adventure? However, you first of all might wonder how an EU commissioner like McCreevy came to 

depend this much on national supervisors?   

 

 

 

                                                           
8
 De Gruyter, C. (2009), ‘Hoe gaan zij die banken bewaken? Het plan dat er nu ligt, stuit op veel verzet’, NRC Next, Tuesday 

the 7
th

 of april 2009, p. 10 
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1.2.1 Equipment no.1: NRAs and TRNs 

So, why is McCreevy depending on the national supervisors for the inspection and enforcement of EU 

legislation? The answer to this question can be found in the fact that, due to a lack of administrative 

capacity to implement Community rules, the EU is entirely dependent upon the capacity of the 

member states for the implementation of regulation
9
.   Member States have, for example, complete 

control when it comes to enforcing EU legislation. More specifically; inside Member States, National 

Regulatory Authorities (NRAs)
10

, like the national supervisors in the example above, are increasingly 

responsible for the execution, inspection and enforcement of EU regulation.  ‘Regulation by national 

regulatory authorities (NRAs) is rapidly becoming the most important mode of regulation, indeed the 

leading edge of public policy-making in Europe’.
11

 In general, national regulatory authorities are ‘in 

charge of participating actively in exercising the executive function, by performing acts that 

contribute to the regulation of a determined sector.’
12

 

However, although NRAs are present in every member state, great differences exist between them 

across Europe; think for example about the various levels of experiences and the unique political and 

cultural surroundings
13

 Plus individual Member States have an incentive to interpret the rules in a 

way that is advantageous for their own context and routines
14

. Moreover, the European Commission 

lacks resources to supervise NRAs.
15

 This causes the implicit danger that the various national norms 

and institutions may not fully harmonize with each other; and this may lead to asymmetries in the 

national implementation of European norms. ‘The same European policy might produce fundamental 

reforms in one country but have no impact at all in others. We might observe considerable regulatory 

adjustments to some European policies while, in the same country, nothing at all happens in other 

areas of Europeanization’.
16

 

For the European Commission this is not a desirable situation. They attach great value to the uniform 

enforcement and inspection of EU regulation. After all, ‘The main objectives of European integration 

are unification, uniform rule application and a setting up of equivalent conditions for all member 

states and therefore of equal competitive positions for all regulated actors. The existence of such 

uniform rule application depends on the way in which these rules are implemented across the 

European Union.’
17

 Plus, as we have seen in the example above, Commissioners like McCreevy are 

called to account for the consequences of a lack of uniformity. 

To make sure European Regulation is implemented as uniform as possible and to try to prevent 

situations like the example above, the Commission has designed so called Transnational Regulatory 

Networks (TRNs). These TRNs are made up of experts and representatives of NRAs.
18

 They are given 

the task of coordinating and increasing consistency of regulation across Europe, either to increase 

effectiveness and efficiency in the face of cross-border interdependencies or to enhance uniformity 

                                                           
9
 Yesilkagit, 2008, 2 

10
 National competition authorities and national food safety agencies are examples of NRAs that are involved in the 

implementation and execution of EU regulation in their home countries. 
11

 Geveke, 2003, 26 
12

 Della Cananea, 2006, 11 
13

 Geveke, 2003, 27 
14

 Geveke, 2003, 26 
15

 Coen and Thatcher, 2008, 55 
16

 Knill and Lemkuhl, 2002, 256 
17

 Versluis, 2007, 50  
18

 Eberlein and Grande, 2000, 100 
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as a goal in itself. ‘These have developed into an increasingly important form of European co-

ordination, which informally, softly harmonize member state regulatory activities’
19

 

TRNs exist in different types, varying from informal fora to networks with a formal legal basis and 

powers. Examples of informal fora are the European Electricity Regulation Forum, the European Gas 

Regulation Forum, the Independent Regulators Group for telecommunications, FESCO (the Forum of 

European Securities Commissions) and the CEER (Council of European Energy Regulators). These 

informal networks are often set up by NRAs themselves through memoranda of understanding.
 20

  

After 2000 formal networks started to emerge next to the above ones. They were set up by EU 

legislation (usually Commission decisions) that set out their members, powers and functions, namely: 

to respond to the multiplication of regulators and their uneven development by coordinating 

implementation of regulation by member states
21

.  Examples of those formal networks are the 

Committee of Security Regulators and the Committee of European Banking Supervisors.  

The main goal of TRNs is to increase consistent inspection and enforcement of EU legislation across 

the EU. However, the example at the beginning of this chapter shows us that this goal isn’t always 

that easy to reach. Why is coordination so difficult?, we might ask ourselves. 

 

1.2.2 Equipment no. 2: the difficulties of coordinating 

Coordination in TRNs does not seem to be self-evident, because of the fact that, despite the 

ambitious goals and tasks sketched above; TRNs lack the formal instruments to reach coordination.
22

 

‘They lack formal powers to impose decisions on their members and indeed even to organize their 

own internal arrangements.’
23

 For example, TRNs do not have any binding powers over their 

participants and can often only advice the commission.
24

 Sometimes they even can’t ‘adopt (..) own 

rules of procedure and organize (…) own operational arrangements’.   

In addition to this lack of instruments, the members of TRNs vary largely from each other in 

background, priorities and institutional framework
25

, plus, as was already stated above, NRAs have 

an incentive to interpret rules to their own preferences
26

. These facts together make coordination 

seem difficult.  This feeling gains strength when we take into account that quite a lot of studies tell us 

that coordination is a difficult challenge in every policy system
27

, and that there are ‘good reasons for 

believing that coordination in the EU will be an especially difficult nut to crack.’
28

. After all, the EU is 

fluid, complex, fragmentized, sectoralized and decision-making is both highly expansive and 

multimodal
29

.  However, coordination problems are not limited to the EU. Some authors say that 

multiorganization and multinational in general is an evidence of a serious weakness: ‘because each 

organization pursues its own goals, such a system permits the coexistence of incompatible goals, 

encourages the avoidance of responsibility, and involves costly duplication and overlap. The technical 

expression of this state is “multiorganizational suboptimality.” Lack of coordination is its principal 

                                                           
19

 Eberlein and Grande, 2000, 100 
20

 Coen and Thatcher, 2008, 56 
21

 Coen and Thatcher, 2008, 50 
22

 Coen and Thatcher, 2008, 68 
23

 Coen and Thatcher, 2008, 64 
24

 Coen and Thatcher, 2008, 60 
25

 Geveke, 2003, 27 
26

 Geveke, 2003, 26 
27

 Jordan and Schout, 2006, 11 
28

 Jordan and Schout, 2006,  11 
29

 Jordan and Schout, 2006,  12 
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characteristic.’ ‘Any multiorganizational system inevitably proves problematic and inadequate.’
 30

 And 

‘Popular, trade, and scholary publications frequently report cases of coordination failures.’
31

 

Hierarchical organization and central control are often the common answer to these problems of 

multiorganizational systems.
32

 However, due to the fact that member states resist the European 

centralization of powers
33

, central control or hierarchy are not possible as means to stimulate and 

facilitate coordination in TRNs. 

In short: Although coordinating is the formal tasks of TRNs, it does not seem to be self-evident.  

 In this study we will examine whether transnational regulatory networks reach coordination in the 

practical implementation (enforcement and inspection) of regulation by National Regulatory 

Authorities, and how they do this, without using central control or hierarchy.  

To be able to answer these questions, we should add another element to our preparation kit, 

namely: information on non-central coordination. After all: non-central coordination is the main 

alternative to central coordination, a way for TRNs to try to coordinate their activities without using 

central control, rules, authority or hierarchy. But how does non-central coordination work? What do 

NRAs need to be able to coordinate their activities without command, rules and authority? In the 

next section we will try to specify these questions and we will head towards a research question. 

 

1.2.3 Equipment no. 3: Non-central coordination 

The past decennia a vast amount of theories on non-central coordination have been written. The 

striking aspect in all these theories is the fact that participants generally are assumed to have 

incentives or a need to work together and to reach non-central coordination as end result. 

Sometimes in the presence of a common goal/ideal and sometimes in the presence of personal 

interest that can be better realized through cooperation with others than alone. 

Think for example about coordination in so-called epistemic communities. These are ‘networks of 

professionals with recognized expertise and competence in a particular domain and an authoritative 

claim to policy-relevant knowledge within that domain or issue area. (...) They have a shared set of 

normative and principle beliefs, shared causal beliefs, shared notions of validity and a common policy 

enterprise/interest. ’
34

 Examples of epistemic communities are found in the field of strong diplomatic 

dependencies between states where the consequences of policy decision are not always calculable.
35

 

An example of an epistemic community is the American group of experts that played an important 

role in creating international consensus on the use of nuclear arms, which helped to coordinate the 

international cooperation of superpowers during the Cold War.
36

 The experts had strong incentives 

for coordination on this issue of nuclear arms; they wanted to influence policymaking and stand 

stronger together in this quest for influence.
37

  

Another theory on non-central coordination is found in the work of Donald Chisholm. He studied the 

way coordination is reached in a network of transporters (the public transit system of San Francisco 

Bay Area).  In this case the transporters are functionally related: the alteration of one aspect will 

                                                           
30

 Chisholm, 1989, 5 
31

 Rogers and Whetten, 1982, vii 
32

 Chisholm, 1989, 17 
33

 Eberlein and Grande, 2005, 91 
34

 Haas, 1992, 3 
35

 Haas, 1992, 4 
36

 Adler, 1992, 1  
37

 Haas, 1992, 2 
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affect the others to a significant degree. For example; when arrival times of buses are changed, the 

departure times of trains should also change, otherwise travelers are not able to switch transport 

(comfortably). Cooperation and coordination are necessary for the fulfillment of the individual goals 

and tasks of the transporters.
38

  

And interdependency is also present in the literature on diplomatic coordination. Susskind, Chayes 

and Martinez show us, in their research on bargaining and negotiation in the WTO Committee of 

Trade and Environment, that coordination can be reached without hierarchy or authority through 

negotiation. However, the participants in this WTO committee had incentives to cooperate since 

problems for individual participants existed because of a lack of harmonization. The individual 

incentives stimulated cooperation because individual interests could only be fulfilled by working 

together
39

.  

In all the examples above the participants have strong incentives to work together. This observation 

might lead us to think that interdependency is a precondition for non-central coordination. But can 

non-central coordination also be reached in networks that don’t have incentives to coordinate? After 

all, not all actors in multiorganizational networks have such strong natural ties as the participants in 

the examples above. Our next piece of equipment will help us to investigate if interdependency 

influences the functioning of these networks.  

 

1.2.4 Equipment no. 4: Interdependency  

When we would ask Chisholm the question: does the level of interdependency have consequences 

for the functioning of networks?, he would answer affirmative. He points out that the degree of 

interdependence influences the process and result of non-central coordination. He himself makes a 

distinction between naturally, voluntarily and artificially interdependent networks
40

. The first two 

have clear motives and incentives of their own to coordinate, while the last one is made to 

coordinate by a third party. The above examples of non-central coordination (in epistemic 

communities, diplomatic coordination and the Bay Area Transit System) are often based on networks 

concerning topics where participants are naturally or voluntary interdependent. 

So what about cooperation on policy topics where the participants are only artificial interdependent 

and where they lack strong incentives to coordinate, like in some TRNs?  

After all, some EU policy topics incorporate more and some incorporate less incentives of their own 

to coordinate.
41

 For example: it’s clear that the National Institute for Public Health and the 

Environment (RIVM) has natural incentives to coordinate with its counterparts in the case of air 

pollution, because this environmental issues is a cross-border problem; when regulation concerning 

air pollution is randomly implemented and enforced across Europe, the environment will not benefit. 

On the other hand we can imagine that the environmental issue of horizon pollution caused by wind 

parks is an example of a policy issue where NRAs are less dependent on each other, since this is a 

local problem. In short: trying to coordinate implementation with regulatory authorities from other 

countries is not always the main priority of the NRAs.  Different European policy issues take in 

                                                           
38

 Chisholm, 1989, 26, 29 
39

 Susskind a.o, 1996, 19 
40

 Chisholm, 1989, 58-59 
41

 Please note that when we discuss the distinction between different types of interdependencies, we should keep a 

continuum in mind with on the left side less incentives to cooperate, while on the right side more incentives to cooperate. 

We should avoid talking about the difference between incentives or no incentives. See chapter 2 
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different positions on the interdependency continuum
42

. However in all those cases TRNs have the 

goal of reaching coordination (often obliged by the European Commission) without central control, 

formal instruments or hierarchy.   

So can artificial interdependent TRNs also reach the outcome of non-central coordination? And is the 

process of non-central coordinating influenced by the lack of incentives?  

 

1.3 The research question  

 

As we have seen, most literature on non-central coordination is based on naturally and voluntarily 

interdependent networks, in this study we want to see if non-central coordination is reached and if 

the non-central coordination methods ‘work’ in the case of less clearly pronounced interdependency. 

So: in the study at hand I will compare TRN policy topics that take in different positions on the 

interdependency continuum, to see if the level of interdependency influences non central 

coordination. My ultimate is to examine in what ways these transnational regulatory networks reach 

coordination in the EU, despite the fact that they are multiorganizational networks and that central 

control is not possible  

Therefore, the central question this study tries to answer is the following: 

 

To what extent does the level of interdependency of National Regulatory Authorities in European 

Transnational Regulatory Networks influence non-central coordination in the practical 

implementation of EU regulation? 

 

In drawing, the question above looks like this: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Research question in drawing 

 

 

 

 

To reach our destination and find an answer to this research question, several sub questions will 

have to be answered during our quest, think for example about theoretical questions into different 

types and methods of coordination and into different levels of interdependency. The answers to 

those theoretical sub questions will be used to formulate concrete expectations for the empirical 

continuation of our journey. This empirical adventure will help us find an answer to empirical sub 

questions concerning the methods NRAs use in daily practice to coordinate their activities in TRNs, 

                                                           
42

 See chapter 2 

The level of 

interdependency 

Non-central Coordination  

-the level of coordination 

in the practical 
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-the way non-central 

coordination is reached 

(process) 
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the extent to which NRAs reach their goal of non-central coordination in TRNs and the level of 

interdependency of NRAs in TRNs. Together, the theoretical argument and the empirical data, will 

give insight in the influence of the level of interdependency of National Regulatory Authorities in 

European Transnational Regulatory Networks on non-central coordination in the practical 

implementation of EU regulation.  

At this point, we can add some preliminary definitions of the key concepts to the research questions, 

which will be discussed later in the theoretical framework. 

First of all, ‘Coordination’ is one of the central aspects in this study. When talking about coordination, 

we refer to coordination in the field of governments, more specifically: policy coordination. With 

policy coordination, we mean the adaption of policies to each other. But because of the fact that 

Member States resist centralization, we will focus on non-central instead of central policy 

coordination. With non-central coordination we refer to policy coordination without the interference 

of formal hierarchy, command, rules or authority
43

. Therefore coordination must be seen as a lateral 

relationship between equally ranked members who come together to accomplish a mutually 

beneficial goal.
44

 Their linkage is horizontal.
45

 

Moreover, we can split non-central coordination up into ‘a process’ and ‘an outcome’. 

Non-central coordination as a process is a part of the concept of coordination as a whole. It can be 

defined as the process of coordinating without the interference of formal hierarchy, command, rules 

or authority. The process which, when successfully ended, can result in coordination as an outcome. 

In this process, several different methods are used, for example negotiation and bargaining.  

Non-central coordination as an outcome, on the other hand, is the result of a coordination process 

without a formal hierarchy, command, rules or authority. To define coordination as end result, we 

will use the definition of Lindblom: ‘Coordination can be said to exist whenever policies respond to, or 

are adapted to other policies in the set’ ‘so that each policy is somehow adapted to the others, not 

merely randomly related.’
46

 In this case the level of coordination as an outcome refers to the level of 

uniformity in the practical implementation (enforcement and inspection) of EU regulation by NRAs
47

. 

And finally, ‘interdependency’ is a central topic in this study. We will study how the level of 

interdependency influences non-central coordination both as a process and as an end result. By 

interdependency we ‘refer to a condition where two (or more) organizations require each other, are 

dependent upon each other. Thus, the behavior of a particular organization (..) is affected by and in 

turn affects the behaviors of those involved in the relationship.’
48

 In this study, we distinguish 

different levels of interdependency among NRAs in TRNs that form a continuum, based on the 

typology of Chisholm of natural, voluntary and artificial interdependency
 49

. On the right side of the 

continuum, participants have clear motives/ incentives or needs of their own to coordinate, while on 

the left side, participants are made to coordinate by a third party
50

. The level of interdependency can 

vary per policy issue/directive 

                                                           
43

 Rogers and Whetten, 1982,  23-24 
44

 Kornai, 1992, chapter 6 
45

 Kornai, 1992, 93 
46

 Lindblom, 1965,  23 
47

 Versluis, 2002 
48

 Chisholm, 1989,  43 
49

 Chisholm, 1989, 58-59 
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The variables will be defined more elaborately later, when we will try to make our way through the 

theoretical jungle. 

But before we will reach that stage of our journey, I will try to explain why we embark on a quest for 

coordination in TRNs in the first place. It will become clear why we should ask ourselves questions as 

the ones above and why these research questions are especially relevant and important in the face 

of gaps in the existing knowledge on coordination, new modes of governance, uniformity and the 

implementation of EU legislation.  
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1.4 Why this study is relevant 

 

In the section below, attention is paid to the contribution of this study to different areas of 

knowledge. To which existing theories does this study hook onto? Several relevant fields of 

knowledge are discussed below. 

 

1.4.1 New modes of governance 

The context of this study is to a great extent colored by what Slaughter calls ‘a new world order’
51

. 

Namely the fact that government networks are compensating for a loss of grip, power and 

sovereignty by governments and are becoming of increasing importance in the twenty-first century
52

. 

But, not only are the new modes of governance emerging around the world, we can also notice that, 

in literature and scientific debates, more and more attention is paid to this topic. However, relatively 

little empirical evidence exists to give the theoretical knowledge firm ground.
53

 So far, studies on the 

new modes of governance are primarily concerned with theoretical questions of democratic 

accountability, power, control and legitimacy
54

. This is not surprising since these questions are 

inherent in topics as governance and networks
55

.  However to fully grasp the effect and 

consequences of new modes of governance, one has to have insight in the daily functioning of those 

modes. One cannot stay aloft in abstract and theoretical concepts. This study at hand contributes to 

the development of (empirical) knowledge on the subject of new modes of governance in the EU by 

giving insight into the daily functioning of one example of new modes of governance, namely the 

TRNs. After all, Transnational Regulatory Networks can be seen as a new mode of governance in the 

European Union: TRNs not only link actors from different institutional levels together, TRNs also 

embody a shift of power from the Commission and the Member States to the NRAs, plus TRNs step 

away from hierarchy towards consensus and soft law
56

. Slaughter agrees and even points at the fact 

that, with ‘regulation by networks’, the European Union has pioneered in new modes of governance 

in the form of organized networks of national officials to ensure ‘that the actors in charge of the 

implementation of Community policies behave in a similar manner’
57

.  By studying a concrete 

example of the new modes of governance, I hope to contribute to questions as: how are different 

actors linked, how does soft law work in practice, do we see a change in the mode of governance, 

what do participants need to find consensus etc.? With that, this study makes the new modes of 

governance empirical and tangible. 
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1.4.2 The quest for coordination 

In addition to the topic of new modes of governance, this study also hopes to contribute to the quest 

for coordination. In the introduction, we have seen that Chisholm start his book on ‘Coordination 

without Hierarchy’ with a quote from Harold Seidman on the quest for coordination. 
58

.  Haas begins 

his introduction to epistemic communities and international policy coordination with the following 

remark: ‘The growing technical uncertainties and complexities of problems of global concern have 

made international policy coordination not only increasingly necessary but also increasingly 

difficult.’
59

  Both authors agree on the fact that policy coordination is of great importance and great 

difficulty for the functioning of governments and administrations all around the world. It is no 

wonder that much has been written on the topic of and the search for policy coordination among 

states and among organizations. 
60

 However, the focus in these studies often lies on power, control, 

legitimacy, transparency, pressures from social groups etc. 
61

 

Less attention is paid to the question of how to reach coordination in these multi-organizational or 

multinational networks. In a world where interests diverge, problems become global, 

interdependence grows and cooperation is necessary, this topic is of great importance. Especially 

since quite a lot of studies tell us that multiorganization and multinational is an evidence of a serious 

weakness
62

: ‘because each organization pursues its own goals, such a system permits the coexistence 

of incompatible goals, encourages the avoidance of responsibility, and involves costly duplication and 

overlap. The technical expression of this state is “multiorganizational suboptimality.” Lack of 

coordination is its principal characteristic.
 

Hierarchical organization and control are often the 

common answer to these problems of multiorganizational systems.
63

 However this is not always 

possible, as is the case with TRNs, because of the political resistance of member states
64

. Plus central 

control and hierarchy are not always effective. ‘Central coordinating schemes do work effectively 

under conditions where the task environment is known and unchanging, where it can be treated as a 

closed system. In such a situation, coordination can be programmed.’
65

 So the question this study 

hopes to answer is if there are other ways to reach coordination in multiorganizational systems 

without automatically reaching for central control and vertical integration and that actually work in 

practice?
66

   

Apart from policy coordination among states in general, this study also fills a gap in the specific 

literature on policy coordination in the EU. Jordan and Schout demonstrate that there are two 

streams of knowledge on coordination in the existing literature
67

. One is concerned with 

coordination at the supranational level, while the other, younger, stream relates to the coordination 

among member states
68

.  However, the knowledge in those streams has been rarely related to each 

other.
69

 Following on Jordan and Schout, this study will try to bring these two strands together by 
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looking at ways (organizations inside) member states and the European Commission can work 

together (in TRNs) to coordinate EU regulation
70

 

And last, this study hopes to contribute to the understanding of policy coordination in general. I aim 

to make the results applicable to contexts besides the European Union by using and referring to 

literature and cases that are also relevant for other multiorganizational systems. 

 

1.4.3 A debate on uniformity across Europe 

As stated above, one of the fields of knowledge this study will contribute to is the quest for 

coordination. Coordination in the context of TRNs indirectly implies uniformity of implementation of 

regulation.
71

 We have to note, however, that, in contrary to the European Commission, uniform 

implementation of regulation isn’t always preferred by all scholars and by all those concerned. Some 

prefer so-called ‘legal pluralism’ above ‘legal centralism’. Legal centralism is the idea that law ‘should 

be the law of the central state, uniform for all persons, exclusive of all other law, and administered by 

a single set of state institutions.’
72

 Legal pluralism on the other hand is often defined as the existence 

of “multiple systems of legal obligation within the confines of a state.”
73

 

In the case of the EU this can be translated to, on the one hand, the idea that all EU-regulation 

should be implemented and executed in a uniform manner across Europe. In an ideal situation, 

according to legal centralists, there should not be any differences in EU regulation between countries 

in Europe. On the other hand, legal pluralists promote the idea that EU regulation should be first of 

all responsive to the uniqueness of every single country. In their opinion, the requirement of 

uniformity even frustrates an effective and efficient implementation and execution of EU regulation. 

Since, in the case of legal centrality and uniformity, the countries and their bureaucratic and 

unwieldy institutions are supposed to be responsive to the regulation instead of the other way 

around. Although this study is concerned with coordination, this does not mean I want to take a 

stand in the debate between legal pluralists and legal centralists. This study is only concerned with 

coordination and uniformity because TRNs are designed by the European Commission to coordinate 

implementation of regulation (although controversial, stimulating uniform implementation is their 

formal task). However, this study can add an empirical angle to the debate by looking at the actual 

extent of harmonization of the practical implementation of EU directives. This study tries to 

contribute to the finding of a pragmatic and practical approach to the controversy by looking at the 

daily practice of harmonization inside TRNs.  

Still: it is important to remember that uniform implementation is on one hand greatly supported, but 

on the other hand severely criticized.  
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1.4.4 Practical implementation of regulation 

TRNs are designed to coordinate the implementation, inspection and enforcement of EU regulation 

by NRAs. So, when we talk about coordination and uniformity in regulation, we actually refer to 

(uniformity in the) implementation of regulation. According to Versluis
74

 there are three types of 

studies on implementation, namely: studies that focus on the legal aspect of implementation, studies 

that focus on the transposition into domestic legislation and studies that pay attention to the 

practical implementation of regulation.
75

 Versluis points at the fact that most attention is paid to the 

first two types of studies on implementation and that relative little has been written about the ‘law 

in action’
76

. Since the main task of NRAs is to inspect and enforce regulation, this study will focus on 

the practical implementation of regulation and will contribute to knowledge on the ‘law in action’. 

This means we will study uniformity in the setting up of necessary tools and instruments for the 

implementation, the monitoring and inspecting by the enforcing actors
77

, in this case the NRAs. With 

this study, I hope to add knowledge to the existing field of knowledge on the ‘law in action’ by 

looking at ways practical implementation can be coordinated, using the variables of Versluis.  In 

addition I hope to see how ‘law in action’ works in the daily practice of TRNs.  So, following on 

Versluis, we will try to ‘shed further light into the black box of EU law in action.’
78

 

 

1.4.5  Day-to-day relevance 

However, the relevance of this study does not end there. The results can also be applied in society 

and business. We all know that coordination problems are of everyday importance. We all constantly 

need to coordinate our professional efforts in meetings and seminars, but we also need to 

coordinate things with our life-partner, with our children, parents, the mailman etc. The study at 

hand helps to give insight into the everyday-important aspects of coordination by looking at the daily 

practice of coordinating inside TRNs. These practical insights can be applied to all situations where 

coordination has to be reached or in situations where one has to function in a network. To put it 

shortly: this study can help to improve coordination at various levels: at the EU-level, the 

professional level and the private level. 

To sum up: this study at hand will contribute to several fields of knowledge and every-day, empirical 

and theoretical debates, for example the quest for coordination in theory and in society,  the 

knowledge on the law in action and the debate between legal centralists and legal pluralists. The 

contribution of this study will be both empirical (by looking at the daily practices inside TRNs) and 

theoretical (by comparing and combining different theories), starting with the latter. In the 

theoretical framework a theoretical argument concerning the research question is laid down, 

resulting in two hypotheses (based on the literature). Following on the theoretical framework, the 

methodological chapter tells us how the hypotheses will be tested in the empirical part of this 

research.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
74

 Versluis, 2007, 56 
75

 Versluis, 2007, 50 
76

 Versluis, 2007, 54 
77

 Versluis, 2007, 53 
78

 Versluis, 2007, 54 



19 

 

Chapter 2: A visit to the Theoretical Jungle  

 

 

By means of the theoretical framework, I lay down a theoretical argument concerning the research 

question. This theoretical argument is based on the existing literature on coordination in general 

and, more specifically, non-central coordination and interdependency in coordination-networks. The 

theoretical framework is the basis of the research and the soil for the operationalization. We will 

start this chapter by taking a closer look at the concept ‘coordination’. What do we mean by non-

central coordination? How can we define coordination? And does there exist a common 

denominator in the literature on non-central coordination? Next we will study the role this common 

denominator (interdependency) plays in non-central coordination. Last we will bring all the different 

parts together and we will formulate some expectations on the relation between interdependency 

and coordination in TRNs. These expectations map out the route and will serve as guidelines in the 

empirical part of our quest. 

 

2.1    What we mean by Coordination  

 

Coordination is a very broad concept, which is used in different contexts and fields of knowledge and 

by different authors and scholars. This section will shed light onto some of these approaches. We will 

start by looking into different types and definitions of coordination. 

 

2.1.1 Two types of coordination 

Quite a lot of alternative definitions of coordination exist in the studies conducted on the topic of 

coordination. ‘Because coordination means different things to different people, because the process 

must be accomplished through several strategies, and because a number of different elements can be 

coordinated, the term has been used synonymously with or confused with a variety of related 

concepts.’  When we want to study coordination, we have to choose between different definitions 

and different distinctions. This section will explain why we make a distinction between central and 

non-central coordination. 

When we go through all those different meanings and definitions, what catches the eye is the fact 

that they all seem to be based on the distinction between central and non-central coordination. 

Think for example about the distinction in managed and unmanaged coordination by Mott (1968).
79

 

Managed coordination refers to coordination designed by a central decision-maker, while 

unmanaged coordination develops spontaneously and multilateral. A typology that is closely related 

to the theory of Mott, is the distinction of Gulick (1937) between central direction and common 

purpose. In the case of central coordination: ‘decision makers adapt to one another on instruction 

from a central decision maker.’
80

 In the case of coordination by common purpose, ‘decision makers 

might enter into a cooperative discussion of their common problems on the supposition that there are 

agreed criteria sufficient to determine upon investigation the proper course of action.’
81

 In the 

situation of a common purpose there exists some kind of consensus about the problem at hand. 
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Linblom takes over the idea of Gulick that central coordination is one way of coordinating, but he is 

of the opinion that common purpose is also a form of central instead of non-central coordination. He 

adds mutual adjustment as the only non-central way of coordination. ‘One can imagine decision to be 

governed by a process of mutual adjustment, in which no central mind or decision maker exercises 

any coordinating responsibility.’
82

 

Rogers and Whetten work in their book with three strategies for coordination: mutual adjustment 

(the least formalized), alliance, and corporate coordination (highly formalized). ‘In mutual 

adjustment, differences of opinion that develop over goals and programs can be resolved only 

through negotiation and bargaining among the differing parties.’ Alliance ‘represents efforts to 

coordinate autonomous organizations without the authority of a formal hierarchy’ And in corporate 

coordination ‘the strategy is called unitary, hierarchical, or guided.’
83

 

Comparable, but still slightly different is the distinction of coordination by market, hierarchy or 

network.  Jordan and Schout tell us that ‘traditional accounts of governance focus on the two most 

commonly known and best-understood modes of coordination, namely hierarchies and markets. More 

recent scholarship has added a third mode to the list, namely networks.’
84

 Hierarchy matches the 

concept of central control above. Market mechanisms, on the contrary, work with an invisible hand 

to incentivize the self-interest of participants to coordinate. ‘However, the market is not necessarily a 

realistic means of coordinating activities in all policy settings.’
85

And last coordination can take place 

in a non-central way, through networks bound by informal contacts.  

Thompson (1961) finds four approaches to coordination: command, routines, group identification 

and cooperation. The first two are central coordination types, while the last two are examples of 

non-central coordination by common goals.
86

  

In the end, the basis of all the above theories is the fact that there are central and non-central types 

of coordination. With central coordination we mean coordination by hierarchy, formal rules, 

command, routines, authority and unitary. Non-central coordination is coordination without the 

interference of formal hierarchy, command, rules or authority
87

. Non-hierarchical, horizontal or self-

governing coordination refer to similar forms of coordination as non-central coordination. Self-

governing coordination can be defined as a lateral relationship between equally ranked members 

who come together to accomplish a mutually beneficial goal.
88

 Their linkage is horizontal.
89

 

In this study we will work with non-central coordination. Following on the discussion above, it is not 

surprising that non-central coordination, like coordination in general, is a term with multiple-

definitions and distinctions. In the section below we will split non-central coordination into meanings 

referring to a process and to a result. 
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2.1.2 Why we work with non-central coordination both as a process and as a result 

Before we will discuss different definitions of non-central coordination, it is important to start with 

the remark that (non-central) coordination can be defined both as a process (‘coordinating’) and a 

result (‘is coordinated’). Chisholm is of the opinion that coordination should be ideally defined both 

as a process and a result in one to be able to fully grasp the whole concept
90

. However, he himself 

does not seem to succeed and he uses two different definitions, namely: “the harmonious 

combination of agents or functions toward the production of a result”
 91

. And “to place or arrange 

(things) in proper position relatively to each other and to the system of which they form parts; to 

bring into proper combined order as parts of a whole”.
92

  

In this study we will look at both the process of coordinating and the end result of coordination.  

Namely we will study how the harmonization in the practical implementation (enforcement and 

inspection) of EU regulation is reached. That embodies both process as result. However I see these as 

two different conceptual topics that are partly dependent, but also partly independent of each other 

and can both individually be influenced by the level of interdependency in the network.  For 

example: NRAs can be coordinating their efforts in the meetings of TRNs, but that does not 

automatically mean that the practical implementation of regulation is coordinated. The coordinating 

as a process in the meetings of TRNs does not necessarily result in coordination as result. Plus it is 

possible that coordinating is influenced by the level of interdependency but the level of 

harmonization as end result is not.  That means that a definition of coordination both as process and 

result is not desirable, beside the fact that such a definition might not be attainable. In the sections 

below we will work towards two different definitions for coordination as outcome and as a process. 

 

2.1.3. Coordination as a result: the level of uniformity in inspection and enforcement of an EU 

directive 

Coordination as a result is one of the two types of coordination central in this study. Before we will 

look further into ways to reach this goal, it is important to have a clear understanding of the meaning 

of coordination as a result. What does it refer to and when is this result achieved? To answer this 

question we will dive into existing literature on this topic. 

In our search for a definition of coordination as an outcome we must first of all specify our quest to a 

definition that is useful for non-central coordination in a policy system. With that in mind, we might 

be able to use literature on policy coordination. 

When we look at the literature on policy coordination, what draws the attention is the fact that 

decision making becomes an important aspect of coordination. 

 ‘Warren et al. (1974) were among the first to develop a perspective on coordination that focuses 

upon decision making. They define coordination as ‘a structure or process of concerted decision 

making or action wherein the decisions or action of two or more organizations are made 

simultaneously in part or in whole with some deliberate degree of adjustment to each other.’
93

 

Moreover, it was Lindblom who said that ‘To study coordination is to study decision making 

generally.’
94
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But apart from their focus on decision-making, they have another thing in common. In both theories 

it is adjustment to each other that is central to the concept of coordination as a result. 

 ‘In coordination, the behavior of participant organizations is adjusted.’ 
95

 ‘Coordination can be said to 

exist whenever policies respond to, or are adapted to other policies in the set’ ‘so that each policy is 

somehow adapted to the others, not merely randomly related.’
96

 

This idea of coordination as result is very useful in the study at hand since this concept exactly 

describes the task/goal of TRNs. Apart from that it is an idea of coordination as outcome of a process, 

plus it is not limited to central/formal coordination. In addition, this definition appeals to many 

readers as it is, to some extent, a typology that can also be used in daily life and is applicable to many 

different institutional settings. 

When we project this definition on the Transnational Regulatory Networks, the definition becomes 

the following: European regulation is coordinated in TRNs when the practical implementation of EU 

regulation by National Regulatory Authorities responds to or is adapted to each other. This means 

that regulation isn’t just randomly implemented in the Member States but there is as much 

uniformity in the practical implementation as possible across Europe. Practical implementation refers 

here to the inspection and enforcement by NRAs of EU regulation.  By inspecting, NRAs check the 

extent to which the regulated conform to the requirements in an EU regulation or directive. 

Important aspects on which uniformity can be distorted and NRAs can differ across the EU in the 

inspection phase are the inspection-plans and the inspection tools, the frequency of inspecting, the 

autonomy of inspectors, the length of the inspections and the number of inspections per year.
97

 

With enforcement we refer to the sanctioning practice of NRAs when non-compliance is detected 

during inspections. NRAs can differ in their sanctioning practice: for example in the frequency and 

form of sanctioning, the types of sanctioning instruments , the warnings issued before sanctioning 

tools are used and the criteria used to decide when to sanction
98

. 

And, finally, NRAs can differ in the practical implementation of EU legislation based on their own 

organizations and enforcement styles
99

.  Different priorities, structures, formal tasks and mandates 

are bound to lead to inconsistent implementation and enforcement across the EU. The same can be 

said about enforcement styles. In the literature two extreme types of enforcement styles are 

described: a legalistic style and a conciliatory style.
100

 ‘The legalistic style shows a very strict 

enforcement approach. Inspectors with a legalistic style immediately punish the regulated. This 

inspector is more a policeman whereas the inspector with a conciliatory style is more considered to be 

a negotiator or advisor.’ 
101

The former is focused on the legislation, while the latter is concerned with 

the behavior of the regulated and on the compliance.  In short: coordination as a result refers to 

uniformity in enforcement and inspection. This can be specified into: uniformity across the EU in the 

organization and the enforcement styles of the NRAs
102

 and in the way inspection and enforcement 
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of the EU regulation takes place by the NRAs across the EU
103

. But how can TRNs reach this goal in a 

non-central way? To answer this question, we will study non-central coordination as a process.  

 

2.1.4 Coordination as a process: mutual adjustment and common purpose 

Now that we have found a useful definition for coordination as an outcome and specified its 

manifestations, we have to look further into different types of coordination, different ways in which 

uniformity in the practical implementation can be reached and the process of coordinating in TRNs. 

The problem is that the phenomena covered under the process of coordinating are extremely broad: 

‘it ranges from simple ad hoc decisions and actions at the dyad level to participation in formally 

organized councils.’
104

 Overall we can distinguish two main ways of non-central coordination (that is 

coordination without a formal hierarchy, command, rules and authority). Namely: coordination by 

common purpose and coordination by mutual adjustment. In this section will we use examples of 

those two non-central coordination methods to illustrate their manifestations.  

First of all, we will focus on coordination by mutual adjustment. That is the idea that ‘people can 

coordinate with each other without anyone’s coordinating them, without a dominant common 

purpose, and without rules that fully prescribe their relations to each other.’
105

  Lindblom illustrates 

his idea with the example of two masses of pedestrians who can cross an intersection without 

bumping into each other.
106

 By mutual adjustment, decisions are governed without a central mind or 

decision maker who exercises any coordinating responsibility.
107

 If one considers the large range of 

possibilities for mutual adjustment coordination, two large categories are apparent:  
•
 adaptive adjustments ‘in which a decision maker simply adapts to decisions around him, that 

is, makes those decisions that he can make without first enlisting, as in negotiation, a 

response from another decision maker.’
108

 And 
 

•
 manipulated adjustments ‘in which he seeks to enlist a response desired from the other 

decision maker.’
109

 Negotiation and bargaining are two important forms of manipulated 

adjustments.
110

 
 

One example of non-central coordination through negotiation is illustrated by Susskind, Chayes and 

Martinez in their research into bargaining and negotiation in the international arena to reach a state 

of coordination in the field of International Trade. Their case-study revolves around a Committee on 

Trade and Environment established by the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 1994 to address 

problems created by overlaps in policies and lack of harmonization around the world. They note that: 

‘Bargaining in the international arena is intrinsically positional: Negotiators from various countries 

arrive at international meetings with carefully crafted marching orders -- from which they are not 

supposed to deviate in any way. Their stated "positions" are, for the most part, not open to 

revision.’
111

 By negotiating, the participants managed to align their interests.  
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Coordination by common purpose, on the other hand, is ‘coordination through agreed acceptance of 

rules of behavior sufficient to specify how (..) each decision in a set is to be adjusted to each other
112

. 

This means that consensual information is reached through cooperative discussion of common 

problems and that there exists an agreed criterion sufficient for the resolution of the problem at 

hand
113

.  Important to know is that the most important distinguishing aspect of mutual adjustment, 

compared to common purpose, is the fact that the participants, for example the WTO members, are 

so-called ‘partisans’. Lindblom defines this in the following way:  

‘In a group of decision makers a decision maker is partisan with respect to the others if (a) he does 

not assume that there exists some knowable criteria acceptable to him and all the other decision 

makers that is sufficient, if applied, to govern adjustments among them and (b) he therefore does not 

move toward coordination by a cooperative and deliberate search for and/or application of such 

criteria or by an appeal for adjudication to those who do so search and apply.’ ‘A partisan decision 

maker is therefore one who makes decisions calculated to serve his own goals, not goals presumably 

shared by all other decision makers with whom he is interdependent, except as he is controlled by 

other partisans or by central supervision.’
 114

 An example of a partisan is a decision maker that 

pursues his own goals by stating that his decisions are in the public interest, but whose concepts of 

the public interest are not shared with others
115

. The fact that participants are partisans in the case 

of mutual adjustment, is the main difference between coordination by mutual adjustment and 

coordination by common purpose. This means that the participants of common purpose do have 

some common goals and can agree on some criteria or knowledge of behavior
116

.  

As was already pointed out in the introduction, examples of coordination by common purpose can be 

found in the literature on epistemic communities. These are ‘networks of professionals with 

recognized expertise and competence in a particular domain and an authoritative claim to policy-

relevant knowledge within that domain or issue area…. They have a shared set of normative and 

principled beliefs, shared causal beliefs, shared notions of validity and a common policy 

enterprise/interest. ’.
117

  Examples of epistemic communities are found in the field of strong 

diplomatic dependencies between states where the consequences of policy decision are not always 

calculable.
118

 An example of an epistemic community is the American group of experts that played an 

important role in creating international consensus on the use of nuclear arms, which helped to 

coordinate the international cooperation of superpowers during the Cold War.
119

 The uncertainty 

that is involved in cases of strong dependency gives rise to demands for coordination and 

information.
120

 Epistemic communities can play a part in this process by providing consensual 

scientific knowledge to decision makers that comes from their common scientific professional 
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background and shared beliefs.
121

 Consensual scientific knowledge is the key to the process to 

coordination.  

Another theory on coordination by common purpose is the work of Donald Chisholm. He studied the 

way coordination is reached in a network of transporters (the public transit system of San Francisco 

Bay Area) where ‘project-by-project development has produced an extensive but ill-coordinated 

network of services and facilities, where the area’s transit networks display significant gaps where 

controversies have stalled development and where competing interests of independent jurisdictions 

frustrate coordination and connectivity and where the rivalry of these jurisdictions has resulted in a 

diffusion of transportation responsibilities to the point where the Bay Area “is an extreme case of 

jurisdictional fragmentation”
122

. The transit network is a classical example of a multiorganizational 

system: a fragmented organizational system in the sense of a system with many different 

independent operating entities in a single geographic area, while operators are functionally 

related
123

. Chisholm shows that the Bay Area transporters used their community of interest to 

coordinate their activities.
124 125

 ‘Coordination is an activity that is understood to occur only after 

sufficient community of interest develops among the relevant parties’
126

  

In this study we will focus on mutual adjustment and common purpose as ways of coordinating in 

TRNS. We will see to what extent NRAs use these two methods to coordinate their activities in TRNs. 

However, this study will not only focus on the two methods from the example above. More 

importantly, we can derive a factor from the examples that might be strongly related to the 

possibilities concerning the use of non-central coordination methods. After all, in all the examples of 

non-central coordination, the participants had strong incentives or needs to coordinate. The WTO 

committee, the epistemic community on nuclear arms and the Bay Area Transit system, in every 

case, the participants were interdependent What does that mean? Is interdependency also that 

important in coordination in TRNs? In the next section we will take a closer look at the concept of 

interdependency in networks. 
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2.2 Interdependency 

 

To study if interdependency is also as important in TRNs as in the examples above, we need a 

concept or typology of interdependency that is useful to attain that goal.  

In his study on the Bay Area Transit System, Chisholm designed an elaborate typology for comparing 

networks that is concerned with interdependency
127

.  He typifies networks according to the level of 

interdependency of the participants. He defines interdependence as ‘a condition where two (or 

more) organizations require each other, are dependent each upon the other’
128

.   

Chisholm distinguishes three forms of interdependency
129

. 

• natural interdependence: This occurs when a ‘variety of forces beyond the control of the 

organizations immediately involved come together to cause them to be connected (..) The 

behavior of one affects the goal achievement of the other.’
 130

 This is the case with the Bay Area 

Transit System, they are functionally related: the alteration of one aspect will affect the others to 

a significant degree. In the case of natural interdependency, cooperation and coordination are 

necessary for the fulfillment of the individual goals and tasks regarding a policy issue.   

• voluntarily interdependence: This is the case ‘when organizations enter into arrangements to 

realize some array of mutual benefits’
131

, when they stand stronger together. The example of the 

epistemic community in the Cold War is an example of voluntarily interdependence of 

participants: they have strong incentives for coordination on the issue of nuclear arms. In the 

case of voluntarily interdependency, strong advantages are tied to the cooperation and 

coordination on a policy issue inside these networks. Participants find individual benefits in 

working together. 

• artificial interdependence:  ‘Instead of being caused by a natural series of events or a 

compendium of individual actions or strong incentives, interdependence may result from 

deliberate efforts of an outside party to link two or more organizations for some purpose of its 

own.’  In this case there is no need or advantage for the individual actors to participate in these 

networks. Cooperation and coordination are no necessity for their task fulfillment. 

Whereas Chisholm distinguishes three essential different types of interdependency, this study will 

work with a continuum of the level of interdependency in networks, based on one of the cores of the 

typology of Chisholm. Namely: the extent of intrinsic need or incentives of NRAs to participate, 

cooperate and coordinate policy efforts in TRNs.  At the right side of the continuum, the NRAs have 

incentives of their own to coordinate. At the left side of the continuum, the participants lack any 

incentives of their own to cooperate on the policy issue. They are often obliged to participate. So we 

will relate to NRAs that have more or less incentives to coordinate regarding a policy issue or NRAs 

that are more or less interdependent in TRNs.  
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Continuum of the level of Interdependency 

0           10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Theoretical continuum of the level of interdependency 

 

To conclude: In this study we compare TRNs and policy issues based on the level of interdependency 

among NRAs regarding a policy issue. We make a distinction between different levels of 

interdependency. This distinction must be seen as a continuum. Following on the typology of 

Chisholm, the question is to what extent we expect these differences in the level of interdependency 

on policy issues to have consequences for non-central coordination processes and for the level of 

coordination of the practical implementation of regulation?  

 

 

 

 

 

On this policy issue, NRAs are/have: 

Less dependent for       More dependent for 

individual task-fulfillment       individual task-fulfillment  

Fewer incentives to coordinate       More incentives to coordinate 
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2.3. Why we expect interdependency to influence non-central coordination 

 

In the section above, we have seen that different networks can be distinguished based on their level 

of interdependency. I have also mentioned in the introduction that Chisholm sees a direct 

relationship between the level of interdependency and the level of coordination. In this section we 

will examine this potential relationship even further: I will show that Chisholm isn’t the only one who 

is of the opinion that interdependency and coordination are related. Plus we will look at the 

consequences of this relationship for our quest and our expectations for the continuation of our 

journey. 

In the literature, interdependency is often linked directly to coordination as an outcome. Chisholm: 

‘The need for coordination is a function of the interdependence of the parts of an organizational 

system.’
132

   Or Thompson: ‘In a situation of interdependence, concerted action comes about through 

coordination; and if there are different types of interdependence, we would expect different devices 

for achieving coordination.’
133

. ‘Blau and Schoenhern provide empirical evidence that 

interdependencies lead to requirements for coordination in organizations.’
134

 In the case of Bay Area: 

‘Their interdependence means that cooperation for joint purposes is essential for the transit operators 

to achieve their individual goals’.
 135

  This means that interdependency between NRAs in TRNs would 

directly stimulate coordination in TRNs. The more interdependent NRAs are, the more need there 

exists for coordination of the practical implementation of regulation in TRNs, the more coordinated 

the inspection and enforcement will be. So NRAs with a high level of interdependency are likely to 

achieve a higher level of coordination, of uniformity in the practical implementation of EU regulation, 

than NRAs with a lower level of interdependency. The continuation of our quest will explore this 

relationship further. 

Based on the literature we can also expect NRAs with a high level of interdependency to use common 

purpose more often than mutual adjustment as non-central coordination-method. Likewise: NRAs 

that are less interdependent use mutual adjustment more often than common purpose as 

coordination-method. After all, when coordination is necessary for the individual task fulfillment of 

NRAs and they deal with cross-border policy issues, it’s easier to find a common purpose than in the 

case of less interdependency, where participants are made to coordinate by a third party and there 

are no intrinsic incentives at all.  

In short: we expect interdependency and non-central coordination (both as a process and as 

outcome) to be related in TRNs. 
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The expectations in drawing: 

Continuum of the level of Interdependency 

0           10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Expectations in drawing 

Our quest will go further into these expectations. However, the question remains which mechanism 

theoretically have a part to play in this relation? 

On a policy issue NRAs use/reach: 

Mutual Adjustment       Common purpose 

Les uniformity        More uniformity 

in the practical  in the practical 

implementation  implementation 

of EU regulation  of EU regulation 
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2.4 Mechanisms related to interdependency and coordination  

 

To explore which mechanisms might be involved in the relation between interdependency and non-

central coordination in TRNs, we have to take a closer look at the studies and theories of those that 

indicated the existence of this relation. However, little has been written on the mechanisms 

important in this relation or the functioning and working of the relation between interdependency 

and coordination in daily-practice.  

Nevertheless, based on the existing theories, we could point out that one of the factors that seems 

to be related to interdependency and coordination are informal relations. There are authors that 

state that interdependency leads to informal relations and that those informal factors then lead to 

coordination
136

. To start with the first part of this tentative relation: interdependency leads to 

informal factors. ‘Informal relations often arise spontaneously as individual actors identify their 

interdependence’
137

 . It was Chisholm again who explained his argument (that interdependency 

influences coordination) by referring to informal factors. He stated that the level of interdependency 

influences the intensity of the informal aspects (that lead to the commonality of purpose that is so 

important for coordination)
138

.   

This influence on informal relations is explained by the level of uncertainty of the participants. 

Thompson was the first who linked interdependency to uncertainty and to the need to establish 

informal bonds
139

. Chisholm followed him and developed the line of argument that when the 

intensity of the interdependency increases, the uncertainty about the behavior of others grows and 

informalities will develop to cope with these uncertainties
140

. ‘It is further recognized that 

interdependence causes uncertainty for the focal organization. I take uncertainty to mean ‘a lack of 

information about future events so that alternatives and their outcomes are unpredictable,’ where 

‘events’ are understood as actions by other organizations in the focal organization’s environment.’
141

 

Chisholm came up with two reasons why and how interdependence can lead to uncertainty: 

-Cause-and-effect relations between these units and itself may not be well understood because of 

insufficient knowledge. And 

-Even if the organization achieves an understanding of such relations, it may not then be able to 

control them to its satisfaction. 

To reduce this uncertainty in an organization, informal bonds are established, according to 

Chisholm
142

 and Aldrich.
143

 Rogers notes that organizations deliberatly use informal bonds in 

cooperative strategies to help reduce uncertainty.
144

 Those informal mechanisms promote processes 

of socialization, knowledge acquisition, and developments of extra organizational loyalties, this leads 

to ‘a more thorough understanding of the attitudes of their counterparts and the operating 

conditions they face. When making proposals for joint action they can better predict the likely 

responses of their counterparts, thereby improving their chances for success.’
145

.  
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That brings us to the next step in this relation: how informal factors, on their turn, lead to 

coordination.  

‘Informal aspects of organizations are not only powerful determinants of behavior within and among 

organizations but possess characteristics rendering them effective as instruments for such tasks as 

coordination.’ 
146

 

Flache typifies this relationship between informal factors and coordination as the density-

cooperation hypothesis. This hypothesis states that the stronger the social bonds between team 

members, the easier they can coordinate their efforts
147

. ‘Not only may friends want to help each 

other, but their social contacts also allow them to coordinate their actions and to keep an eye on one 

another. (…) We may therefore say that a dense network of social relations foster cooperation in a 

social dilemma. Empirical studies of social dilemma situations yield support for this ‘density-

cooperation hypothesis’.
148

 

Sanders and van Duijn also see informal bonds as related to efficient coordination between 

employees. They note that coordination requires, on the one hand, predictability of behavior of 

others and, on the other hand, cooperative behavior in the sense of the avoidance of activities that 

have negative effects on others. Informal social cohesion makes these requirements reality
149

. Trust 

and informal relationships are said to create the incentives to avoid negative situations and to 

cooperate with partners.
150

 This means that interdependency creates informal relations and informal 

relations then stimulate coordination. 

So, based on the theories above, we might expect informal factors to be involved in the relation 

between interdependency and non-central coordination in TRNs. However, we do not know exactly 

how and if other mechanisms might also be important in the empirical reality. The fact that this 

territory is relatively unexplored influences our possibilities to exactly map out the final destination 

of our quest. Our expectations on the continuation of the quest will be the topic of the next section.  
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2.5 Our expectations for the continuation of the quest for coordination in the EU 

 

Based on the literature we can formulate two concrete expectations that will be quantitative tested 

in the empirical part of the research on the relation between interdependency and non central 

coordination.  

1. The higher the level of interdependency of NRAs in TRNs, the more uniform the inspection 

and enforcement of EU regulation by NRAs across Europe is. 

There exists a significant positive correlation between the level of interdependency 

and the level of coordination as an outcome 

2. The higher the level of interdependency of NRAs in TRNs, the more likely it is that NRAs use 

common purpose as coordination method in TRNS.   

There exists a significant positive correlation between the level of interdependency 

and the score on the coordination-method used in the TRN. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Hypotheses in drawing
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Chapter 3: A climb through the Methodological Mountains 

 

 

3.1   How the research is designed 

 

This section explains how the expectations above are empirically tested. This means I will go through 

the research design and the data collection phase. This section will be followed by the 

operationalization of the quantitative key concepts in this study. 

This final research design is based upon pilot interviews that were used to get acquainted with the 

empirical field. 

The pilot interviews were conducted in seven different Dutch organizations
151

. In each of those seven 

organizations I’ve spoken to a key actor that is experienced with the practical implementation of EU 

regulation, has represented the organization in TRNs or has a strong opinion on coordination 

processes in the EU. I’ve approached seven organizations that are active in different corners of the 

(broad) empirical field. This means I have spoken to three NRAs that function in TRNs that are 

formally established by the European Commission, I have spoken to one NRA that plays an important 

role in a European TRN that has nothing to do with the EU, I have spoken to two NRAs with a clear 

and strong European dimension in their work, but from which I do not know beforehand if they were 

active in a TRN and last I have talked with a civil servant that is the representative of a Dutch 

department in a TRN
152

.  

The information gathered in the pilot interviews is used in the operationalization of the key concepts 

in this study, the coming about of the survey items and the choice to sample in two specific TRNs. 

Furthermore, they have served as soil for the coming about of the research design in general. They 

have given me a feeling of the way things work in TRNs and an oversight of the jungle of different 

formal and informal TRNs. This way I could make sure that I would look for the right things in the 

empirical field.  

 

3.1.1. Why different research methods are combined 

In this study, different methods are combined to answer the research question. First: to find out if 

the level of interdependency influences non-central coordination, I relied on quantitative survey 

items. To quantitatively test this relation, the independent and dependent variables were split up 

into quantitative dimensions, which were operationalized into questionnaire items. By means of a 

survey, respondents were asked to assess the level of uniformity in the practical implementation of 

the EU regulation across the EU, they were asked questions that are used to measure the level of 

interdependency in the TRN and they were asked questions to decide which coordination-method is 

used in that TRN
153

. Based on these answers I will empirically test my quantitative hypotheses. 

Quantitative data is useful in this study to measure the influence and test if the causal relation 

between interdependency and non-central coordination exists
154

. However, to explain and illustrate 

the quantitative data and the possible relation between interdependency and coordination we can 
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use the support of qualitative data.
155

 After all, we also wanted to know which mechanisms have a 

part to play in the relationship. Since these possible mechanisms were not identified yet, it was not 

possible to use predefined quantitative measuring methods. The necessary qualitative data is 

gathered by means of oral open-ended in-depth interview questions
156

 that gave insight in the 

meaning and explanations of the quantitative data
157

. With the help of these qualitative accounts we 

will explain and illustrate why interdependency influences (or not) non-central coordination, how this 

influence and non-central coordination in general is perceived and which mechanisms are important 

in TRNs. Hopefully, the multi-method design helps to gain a thorough and complete insight in the 

world beyond the research question and helps to overcome the weaknesses of the individual 

methods
158

.  

The following section will shed light on the practical approach of the gathering of qualitative and 

quantitative data. We will discuss the choice for two specific TRNs, the focus on four concrete 

directives inside those TRNs, the sampling, the analysis and the operationalization of the key 

concepts. 

3.1.2. Why IMPEL and CESR are selected 

Since there are so many TRNS that differ to a great extent, quantitative and qualitative data is 

gathered in two specific TRNs from different policy fields that are both formally occupied with the 

coordination/harmonization of supervision, inspection and enforcement of an EU regulation and that 

both have a legal basis in the EU. That way, results can be compared. The choice of the two TRNs is 

based on the pilot interviews and a document analysis during which attention was paid to the 

following requirements: 

• first, most importantly, the two TRNs should be concerned with the coordination of different 

directives with different levels of interdependency. That means that the need to coordinate the 

inspection and enforcement of these directives should differ as much as possible inside the TRNs. 

That way I can compare different levels of interdependency around a regulation inside networks 

and between networks. This approach makes it possible to compare different levels of 

interdependency, while other factors remain stable (inside networks) and to show that possible 

results aren’t limited to one policy area (between networks). 

• secondly, decision making inside the two TRNs should be non-central. That means there is no 

formal hierarchical ordering among the participants of TRNs, NRAs are equally ranked, the 

European Commission lacks formal decisive, directive, commanding or authoritative powers in 

the decision-making inside the TRNs and decisions are made by the NRAs. 

• And on the third place, the two TRNs should be active in different policy fields in the EU. This 

means we can show that the results of this study aren’t limited to one specific policy area, but 

are more commonly present in TRNs. 

In the end, IMPEL and CESR are two TRNS that passed the test. These are networks that are active in 

two of the most important policy topics in the EU: the environment and the European financial 

market. And finally, in both TRNs the topic this study is concerned with is highly relevant. In both 

areas member states have delegated significant powers to EU institutions, but remained, at the same 
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time, responsible for the implementation and execution of EU regulations and resisted and 

constrained centralization of more powers to the EU-level.  

IMPEL stands for the European Network for the Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental 

Law. It is an informal network, although with a legal basis and formal tasks, of the environmental 

authorities of EU Member States, acceding and candidate countries and Norway. The European 

Commission is also member of IMPEL. The network is an international non-profit Association. It was 

originally set up in 1992 as a highly informal and voluntary network of European regulators and 

authorities concerned with the implementation and enforcement of environmental law.  IMPEL is 

legally based on the 6
th

 EU Environment Action Program and in the Recommendation 2001/331 of 

the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 April 2001. The objectives of IMPEL are: ‘to create 

the necessary impetus in the European Community to make progress on ensuring more effective 

implementation and enforcement of environmental legislation. The network promotes the exchange 

of information and experience and the development of a greater consistency of approach in the 

implementation and enforcement of environmental legislation.’
159

  

The Committee of European Securities Regulators (CESR), on the other hand, is one of the six formal 

TRNs in the work of Coen and Thatcher
160

. It was established under the terms of the European 

Commission Decision of 6 June 2001 (2001/527/EC) and is composed of the representatives of each 

member state’s regulator
161

. CESR is one of the committees that came forward out of the Final 

Report of the Committee of Wise Man on the regulation of European Securities Markets. CESR is thus 

part of the so-called Lamfalussy process; a four-level structure in the securities sector that would 

respond quickly to capital-market developments.
162

 Level-1 measures consist of framework principles 

decided by normal EU legislative procedures in which the European Parliament (EP) is co-legislator. 

Level-1 rules are framework principles with implementing powers delegated to a second level.
163

 The 

second level deals with the implementation of these choices. CESR plays an advisory role on this 

level, making draft rules.
164

 Level 3 is concerned with the cooperation between national regulators. 

Its task is to improve the consistency of the transposition and implementation (supervision and 

enforcement) of level-1 and level-2 legislation.
165

 The fourth level involves strengthening the 

enforcement of Community legislation, with a major responsibility for the Commission.
166

 Since this 

study is concerned with the coordination of the practical implementation of EU legislation, we will 

focus on level-3 activities in CESR. The Lamfalussy Report defines the role of CESR under level 3 as 

follows: (1) to produce consistent guidelines for the administrative regulations to be adopted on the 

national level, (2) to issue joint interpretative recommendations and set common standards 

regarding matters not covered by EU legislation, (3) to compare and review regulatory practices to 

ensure effective enforcement throughout the Union and define best practice and (4) to periodically 

conduct peer reviews of administrative regulation and regulatory practices in Member States.
167

 That 

coordination is an important part of CESR’s activities, is proved by the fact that the first goal named 
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in CESR’s own Charter 
168

 is to improve coordination among European Securities regulators and the 

third one is to ensure more consistent and timely day to day implementation, supervision and 

enforcement of community legislation. In short, CESR focuses on coordinated implementation, 

regulatory convergence and supervision convergence. 

As pointed out earlier, this study is concerned with the level interdependency of NRAs in TRNs 

around specific directives inside TRNs. The next section will shed light on the selection of directives in 

CESR and in IMPEL.  

 

3.1.3 Why the focus is upon four directives: IPPC, Landfill of Waste, Market Abuse and MiFID 

As was shown in the theoretical framework above, the level of interdependency fluctuates with the 

policy issue at hand. Some policy topics embody more need for harmonization of inspection and 

enforcement than other policy topics. In the empirical part of this study we work with a total of four 

directives, two in each TRN. The requirements for the selection of these four policy topics were the 

following: 

• the four cases should all be directives or all be regulations. For the comparability of the cases, it 

is important that the results are only influenced by the level of interdependency and not by the 

type of legislation. After all, directives have to been transposed in national legislation, while 

regulations have a direct binding effect. The latter means there is less room for differences in 

inspection and enforcement than is the case with transposition of directives. So coordination is 

probably easier in the case of regulations. Since we are interested in the way coordination is 

reached in TRNs, directives seem to be more relevant. Plus, directives are the most common 

instrument in the area of environment and the financial market. 

• the four cases should differ in the level of interdependency they embody. 

• the four cases should generate clear inspection/enforcement tasks for the regulators 

• the four cases should be as much comparable in nature as possible. This means we have to look 

whether the two directives inside the same TRN are both minimum or maximum
169

 directives, 

whether or not they fundamentally differ in the level of detail
170

 and finally whether they touch 

upon the same number of policy areas
171

. 

Regarding these criteria, I’ve decided to select four directives (IPPC, Landfill Directive, Market Abuse 

Directive and MiFID) to focus on in the empirical part of this research
172

.  

 

The Market Abuse Directive (2003/6/EC) is a directive concerning insider dealing and market 

manipulation. Topics this Directive are concerned with are, amongst others: definitions of what 

constitutes market abuse, requirements for Member States to combat market abuse, the 

requirement for each Member State to designate a single regulatory and supervisory authority with a 

                                                           
168

 CESR/01-002 
169

 A minimum directive allows Member States to add their own national requirements when transposing it into national 

legislation. A minimum directive will allow for more differences in enforcement and inspection by NRAs. (Versluis, 2002, 45) 
170

 More detailed directives allow for fewer differences in enforcement and inspection. Unclear directives allow for more 

differences. (Versluis, 2002, 46) 
171

 The more policy areas covered in one directive, the harder uniform enforcement and inspection is likely to be. (Versluis, 

2002, 45) 
172

 For more information on the four directives: see appendix 2 



37 

 

common minimum set of responsibilities and to determine sanctions or measures to be applied for 

market abuse
173

.  

From: http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l24035.htm 

 

The Markets in Financial Instruments and investment services Directive (MiFID) (2004/39/EC) 

concerns markets in financial instruments. The EU has designed this Directive to protect investors 

and safeguard market integrity by establishing requirements governing the activities of authorised 

intermediaries and to promote fair, transparent, efficient and integrated financial markets.  

From: http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l24036e.htm 

 

The IPPC Directive, Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control Directive, (2008/1/EC), requires 

industrial and agricultural activities with a high (cross-border) pollution potential
174

 to have a permit. 

This permit can only be issued if certain environmental conditions are met, so that the companies 

themselves bear responsibility for preventing and reducing any pollution they may cause.  

From: http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l28045.htm 

 

The Landfill of Waste Directive (1999/31/EC) contains strict requirements for waste and landfills to 

prevent and reduce as far as possible the negative effects on the environment from landfilling, in 

particular on surface water, groundwater, soil, air and human health.  

From: http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l21208.htm 

 

All four directives seem to comply with the requirements formulated above: 

First: pilot interviewees indicated that the four directives differ in the level of interdependency they 

embody. IPPC and MAD are estimated as directives that incorporate a high level of interdependency: 

both have a clear cross-border character and it seems necessary for the NRAs to work together in the 

inspection and enforcement to be effective in their home countries. For example: you can’t protect 

your own country against market abuse when there is a Single market for financial services and other 

Member States fail to inspect and enforce. MiFID and Landfill of Waste Directive partly cope with 

more locally bounded problems. The need for consistent inspection and enforcement seems less 

prominent. However, the fact that all four topics are elaborately discussed in CESR and IMPEL, means 

there must be an European dimension and interest in all of these directives. However, we expect the 

level to differ. 

Secondly: the four directives generate clear inspection/enforcement tasks for NRAs. For example: in 

the case of the IPPC, NRAs should inspect if all the permits that are issued comply with the IPPC 

requirements. And in the case of MiFID, NRAs should inspect authorized intermediaries and their 

activities. 

Thirdly: on the basis of a short document analysis we can estimate that the selected directives are 

relatively comparable in nature. That means they are all relatively clear, are concerned with one 

policy area, do not fundamentally differ in the level of detail and all four leave some room for 

Member States to add own national requirements. 
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Criteria Nature  IPPC LoW MiFID MAD 

A. Minimum/Maximum? Mimimum Minimum Minimum Minimum 

B. Number of Policy 

Areas? 

One  One  One  One  

C. Level of detail? Medium Medium-High Medium-High Medium 

 Table 1: Criteria to compare the nature of directives 

 

Ad A: All four directives are so-called minimum directives, that means that Member States can add 

their own national requirements when transposing the directives into national legislation.  

Ad B: The four directives all touch upon the same number of policy areas (namely one) and are not 

spread out over more policy areas. So this potential difference is nonexistent here and can’t 

influence coordination in TRNs.  

Ad C: The four directives differ slightly (but not fundamentally) in the level of detail.  

A low level of detail would mean that no concrete requirements are formulated. A high level, on the 

other hand, would mean requirements are specified to who is responsible, exactly what should be 

done and how, which inspection and sanctioning tools should be used, plus values, levels and 

numbers (for example of sanctions) should be assigned to requirements. Baldwin illustrates 

differences in the level of detail as:  ‘the regulator who wishes to ensure the availability of emergency 

fire exits may state that ‘reasonable provision for escape’ should be made or may say that ‘a fire door 

measuring 6¢ ¥ 4¢ must be made available within 100¢ of each employee’.’
175

  

In all four directives, attention was paid to the formulation of concrete requirements and definitions: 

it is clear what should be done and by whom.  However, in the case of MAD and the IPPC, details 

missed on the exact meaning of crucial elements in the directive, like Best Available Techniques (BAT 

in IPPC) and requirements such as ‘the introduction of an effective atypical-order detection scheme’ 

in the Market Abuse Directive. The Landfill of Waste Directive and MiFID are somewhat more 

complete as concerned to key requirements/concepts. In the case of the former, even the exact 

thickness of the mineral layer around landfills is defined.  While in MiFID requirements are specified 

to the number of months competent authorities get to contact investment firms on certain topics.  

Overall we can estimate that all four directives are relatively detailed and do not extremely differ. 

The NRAs know, in all four cases, who is responsible, what they should do and who is being 

regulated. However, none of the four directives describes in detail how inspection and 

enforcement
176

 should take place. So all four directives leave room for CESR/IMPEL to coordinate 

these activities. 

To sum up: based on a qualitative assessment of the four directives, we can estimate that they are 

comparable enough in nature to be used in this study. However, directives are never totally equal in 

nature. That means that results of this research can be influenced/ disturbed by possible differences 

in the nature of the directives instead of the level of interdependency. The four directives do differ, 

for example, in the age of existence.  MAD and LOW are older than MiFID and IPPC. This can have 

two possible consequences: (1) the older the directive, the more time CESR/IMPEL have had to 

coordinate the practical implementation, the higher the level of coordination is, or (2) the younger 
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the directive, the higher the topic on the public agenda, the higher the attention and priorities in 

CESR/IMPEL for coordination, the higher the level of coordination. It can go either way. We should 

keep this difference in mind, during the rest of our quest: when the situation occurs where both 

MAD and LOW or MiFID and IPPC score significantly higher on our variables than the others, we 

should remember that these higher scores might be influenced by the age difference between the 

directives. 

 

3.2 How sampling was organized 

 

The sample for the empirical part of this research consists of all the 102 representatives of the 27 

member states in the two selected TRNs (56 in CESR and 46 in IMPEL). All those representatives 

received an e-mail with a link to the electronic questionnaire, with a positive recommendation from 

the Dutch interviewees (to reduce non-response).  

The survey was filled in completely by a total of 56 respondents, 29 from CESR and 27 from IMPEL. 

That is a response rate of 55%. In addition to these 56 respondents, another 29 respondents have 

partially filled in the survey (from who 20 extra for CESR and 7 extra for IMPEL). That makes the 

response rate 83%. All those 85 participants (56+29) say to be involved in CESR or IMPEL. The IMPEL 

respondents are on average 9 years active in the network (M=2000, SD=4). The shortest period of 

involvement is 2 years and 16 years was the longest any of the respondents was active in IMPEL. In 

CESR, on the other hand, the respondents are on average 6 years involved in the network (M=2003, 

SD=3), with a maximum of 15 years and a minimum of 0 years.  

For the qualitative part of the research I wanted to interview the Dutch representatives in the two 

TRNs plus others that are involved in the inspection and enforcement of the EU legislations. I 

identified those others involved based on the interviews with the Dutch representatives. So I used 

both ‘theoretical sampling’ ‘The selection of informants whose information is more likely to develop 

and test emerging analytical ideas.”
177

 as ‘snowball sampling’, relying on referrals from initial 

respondents to generate additional respondents. Snowball sampling can be helpful when the 

researcher lacks insight in possible useful respondents. My main goal was to talk to national and 

international CESR and IMPEL respondents, that could give me a picture of CESR and IMPEL from 

different perspectives. 

In the end, I have spoken to nine different respondents that are involved in CESR and IMPEL (5 in 

CESR and 4 in IMPEL). First of all I have held in-person interviews with the Dutch national 

coordinators of IMPEL and CESR and with the Dutch experts of the different Directives. They could 

explain and illustrate how CESR and IMPEL function, to what level NRAs are interdependent and to 

what extent the directives are uniformly implemented in daily practice across the EU. Next I have 

spoken on the telephone to the coordinators for CESR and IMPEL in two other Member States
178

. 

These four respondents had already filled in the questionnaire, so I mainly asked them to explain or 

illustrate their answers. The qualitative data gathered illustrates and under scribes the quantitative 

data, plus it gave me extra insight in CESR and IMPEL and in the quest for coordination of 

implementation in the EU. 
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3.3 How the data is analyzed 

 

Quantitative data: 

Before the quantitative analysis was started, a numerical value was assigned to all the answers 

possible
179

. Next, the data has been entered in SPSS and linked to the codebook
180

. Then some 

variables are recoded in such a way that for example a score of 1 always means mutual adjustment is 

used and a score of 5 means common purpose is used. Next, variables have been put together to 

create three general scales
181

. Furthermore, descriptive statistics like percentages, frequencies, 

standard deviations and means were used to get insight in the different variables that are used to 

measure the level of interdependency, the level of uniformity and the coordination method used
182

. 

Additionally, the relationship between the different variables is explored by looking at the relevant 

cross tables.
183

. In addition, T-tests were used to check if the different directives score significantly 

different on the level of interdependency, the level of uniformity and the methods used. And finally: 

despite the fact that we only studied four directives, correlation- and regression analyses (using 

Pearson’s r) have been conducted to see to what extent the variables are statistically related
184

 on 

the level of these four directives. These analysis methods were used to test the quantitative 

hypotheses so they could be rejected or accepted. 

 

Qualitative data: 

The qualitative part of this research consists of oral interviews. The interviews are taped during the 

conversation. After conducting these interviews, relevant part of the tapes have been written out. 

Next the survey items were used to make a coding tree. Every written-out interview was, on the 

basis of these topics, divided in different categories. The coding programme Maxqda was used to 

code the relevant parts of the interviews under the different categories. This way a file was created 

with all data organized and coded. In the end, every code contained information on this topic that 

helped us to explain and illustrate the quantitative results “until the best fit that explains the data 

most simply is obtained.”
185
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3.4 Dimensions for quantitative measurements 

 

On the basis of the theoretical framework, we can formulate some dimensions for the most relevant 

and important concepts in the research question that were quantitative measured using survey 

items
186

. These dimensions are of great importance to make clear and transparent what exactly the 

focus of a study is and to guarantee that researcher, respondents and reader are talking and thinking 

about the same concepts.  Most of the definitions and dimensions are based on the existing theories, 

that is why they, after reading the theoretical framework, will look familiar to the attentive reader.  

 

3.4.1 Coordination as end result: 

An European directive is coordinated in TRNs when the different forms of practical implementation 

by National Regulatory Authorities of the directive respond or are adapted to each other and the 

directive isn’t just randomly implemented in the Member States but there is as much uniformity in 

the practical implementation (inspection and enforcement) as possible across Europe.  

Based on the different variables Versluis used in her study to compare countries on the ground of 

their practical implementation of EU regulation and on the policy styles of van Waarden, this means 

uniformity among the participants of the TRNs on the following items
187

: 

• uniformity in the organization of the NRAs
188

 across the EU 

1. uniformity in the structure of the organizations 

2. uniformity in the formal tasks of the organizations 

3. uniformity in the priorities of the organizations 

• uniformity in the way inspection/supervision of the EU directive takes place by the NRAs 

across the EU 

4. uniformity in the level of activity of inspecting and enforcing 

5. uniformity in the strictness of inspecting and enforcing 

6. uniformity in the level of discretion and autonomy of the inspectors  

7. uniformity in the number of cases checked by the inspectors  

8. uniformity in the amount of time inspectors are allowed to spend on a case  

9. uniformity in the usage of an inspection-plan 

10. uniformity in the inspection tools used 

• uniformity in the way enforcement takes place by the NRAs across the EU 

11. uniformity in the criteria when to use sanctioning tools 

12. uniformity in the actors that decide on sanctioning 

13. uniformity in the sanctioning instruments  

14. uniformity in the speed with which sanctions are imposed 

Because we have no access to documents across Europe that show us or can prove the level of 

uniformity on the indicators above, we have to ask respondents their opinion/assessment on these 

aspects of uniformity across the EU in their TRN. 

The indicators above were translated to eleven survey statements
189

 per directive and three general 

statements. Respondents were asked to what extent they agree with these statements.  These were 
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measured using a five-point Likert-scale from ‘I strongly disagree’ to ‘I strongly agree’. After recoding, 

high scores on the items of uniformity mean that there is a high level of coordination as outcome. 

Low scores on the items of uniformity mean there is little coordination as outcome.  

For the analysis, the eleven survey statements per directive had to be put together to create one 

new scale for each directive, so we would be able to easily compare directives and to see if the 

variables correlate with each other. However, the eleven statements did not score high enough in 

the reliability analyses to form a reliable new scale. However, after deleting the survey statement on 

the strictness of the NRAs, reliability analyses indicated that the homogeneity of the different 

variables was high enough to form one new scale for each directive (Cronbach’s alpha: 0,91 (IPPC), 

0,70 (LOW), 0,91 (MiFID) and 0,95 (MAD)). The score on this new variable indicates the mean level of 

uniformity of the practical implementation of each directive on a scale from 1 to 5. Likert scales are 

always used in analysis as interval variables
190

.   

 

3.4.2 Coordination as process 

Non-central coordination as an outcome can be reached using mutual adjustment or common 

purpose as coordination-methods in TRNs. The variable ‘coordination-method’ is one of the two 

dependent variables in this study. After all, we are looking at the influence on this variable.  

The dimensions below are based on the theories of Lindblom, Chisholm and Haas on non-central 

coordination in different contexts. 

Mutual adjustment is used when
191

: 

1. coordination is reached through negotiation or bargaining 

2. decisions are made by exchanging favors, compensating, referring to previous obligations, 

manipulating, strategic calculation or the attainment of enough individual goals to create a 

majority 

3. there doesn’t exist some knowable criteria or common ground acceptable to NRAs that is 

sufficient, if applied, to govern adjustments among them in the practical implementation of 

the directive 

4. decisions are made by small majorities of NRAs 

 

Common purpose is used when
192

: 

5. coordination is reached through the agreed acceptance of consensual knowledge or rules of 

behavior sufficient to specify how practical implementation of EU legislation has to be 

adjusted to each other 

6. coordination is reached through cooperative discussion 

7. there is a call upon the feeling of shared responsibility, the common problems or the 

common goals that exist among NRAs 

8. decisions are made by (near) consensus or large majorities of NRAs 

9. decisions are made without bargaining, negotiating or the exchange of favors 

To decide which coordination-method is used in the two TRNs, respondents had to indicate to what 

extent they agree with eight statements
193

 per directive based on the dimensions above, using a five-
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point Likert scale  from ‘I strongly disagree’ to ‘I strongly agree’. Later on, the statements were 

recoded in such a way that a score of 1 always means mutual adjustment is used and a score of 5 

means common purpose is used.   

For the analysis, the eight statements have been put together to create one new scale for each 

directive. Reliability analyses indicated that the homogeneity of the different variables is high enough 

to form one new scale for each directive (Cronbach’s alpha: 0,80 (IPPC), 0,94 (LOW), 0,97 (MiFID) and 

0,79 (MAD)). The score on this new variable indicates the mean coordination-method used for each 

directive on a scale from 1 to 5. Likert scales are always used in analysis as interval variables
194

.   

 

3.4.3 The level of interdependency 

The level of interdependency is the independent variable in this research. After all, we are looking for 

the influence of the level of interdependency on non-central coordination. We compared directives 

and TRNs on the ground of the level of interdependency of NRAs in the networks. Originally based on 

the three types of interdependency of Chisholm, we worked with a continuum representing the level 

of interdependency. The core of this continuum is the question how strong the intrinsic 

need/interest for NRAs is to coordinate inspection and enforcement of this directive. 

Looking at the theory of Chisholm, a high level of interdependency exists when (1) the NRAs initiate 

the coordination themselves, when (2) the NRAs can’t individually fulfill their tasks without 

coordination or when (3) NRAs gain strong advantages by coordinating. After all, that means the 

NRAs must have a strong intrinsic need/interest to coordinate. 

On the other hand, signals for a low level of interdependency are situations where (1) the European 

Commission is the initiator of coordination, where (2) NRAs experience disadvantages from 

coordinating, or where (3) NRAs don’t feel that coordinating their efforts is necessary for their own 

task fulfillment.  

Based on this logic, we will formulate indicators to decide the level of interdependency using the 

following items: 

1. coordination of the practical implementation on the policy issue is an initiative of the 

European Commission 

2. uniformity in enforcement and inspection of this directive is necessary for the task 

fulfillment of the individual NRAs 

3. uniformity in enforcement and inspection of this directive leads to advantages and 

benefits for individual NRAs 

4. without those individual advantages NRAs would not participate in this TRN 

5. uniformity in enforcement and inspection of this directive is not absolutely necessary 

for the task fulfillment of this NRA 

6. individual NRAs are not dependent on the way other NRAs inspect and enforce this 

directive  

7. uniformity in enforcement and inspection of this directive does not lead to 

advantages and benefits for individual NRAs 

8. uniformity in enforcement and inspection of this directive sometimes leads to 

disadvantages for individual NRAs 
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A high score on items 2, 3, and 4 means a high level of interdependency, whereas high scores on 1, 5, 

6, 7 and 8 means a low level of interdependency.  

The level of interdependency is measured using six survey statements
195

 per directive based on the 

dimensions above. Respondents had to indicate to what extent they agree with these statements 

using a five-point Likert scale  from ‘I strongly disagree’ to ‘I strongly agree’. Later on, the statements 

were recoded in such a way that a score of 1 always means little interdependency and a score of 5 

means a high level of interdependency.  Based on the scores, the directives and TRNs were placed on 

the continuum of interdependency. 

For the analysis, the six statements have been put together to create one new scale for each 

directive. Reliability analyses indicated that the homogeneity of the different variables is high enough 

to form one new scale for each directive (Cronbach’s alpha: 0,84 (IPPC), 0,82 (LOW), 0,85 (MiFID) and 

0,80 (MAD)). The score on this new variable indicates the mean level of interdependency for each 

directive on a scale from 1 to 5. Likert scales are always used in analysis as interval variables
196

.   

 

3.5 Reliability and validity 

 

To ensure the same result will be obtained when a measurement on the same object is repeated 

(reliability), reliability analyses were conducted on all the scaled questions, to see if they are 

sufficiently correlated with each other
197

. To make sure the qualitative and descriptive interviews are 

also reliable, the influence of the researcher and the surroundings is reduced as much as possible by 

using open questions and keep oneself from giving opinions and influencing the answers. 

Beside the reliability, it is also important to know the validity of the measurement instrument 

because it provides insight into the degree with which a measurement instrument achieves its aim: 

does it actually measure what you want to measure?
198

 To assure content validity the questionnaire 

has been tested by asking experts and pilot interviewees if everything is covered and if the 

questionnaire works for them. Secondly we wanted to see if the concepts correlate with other 

concepts in a way that can be expected from the theory, used the literature for that. Additionally, 

during the in-person interviews, we worked with face validity to see if the questions and concepts 

are relevant in the eyes of the respondent 
199

.  Apart from that, clear instructions were provided in 

the digital survey. However, it is important to note that the topic of this study is relatively complex 

for a survey. Interviewees indicated they had a hard time comparing the directives and assessing the 

level of uniformity of the inspection and enforcement of these directives. To get more reliable and 

valid results, it might be advisable, in future research, to measure the level of uniformity using a 

document-analysis per directive, like Versluis did, instead of asking respondents their opinion on this 

topic. However, at this point, it was impossible to get access to the relevant documents of 27 

member states and language would have severely obstructed my analysis.    

Finally, reducing non-response is important for the validity of the data. After all, non-respondents 

often differ to a great extent from respondents and with that non-response reflects ‘unheard voices’ 

that can potentially color the results
200

. Especially electronical surveys contain the risk of non-
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response. Taking that into account, attention has to be paid to reduction of non-response. For 

example by using recommendations and references of interviewees in the letters accompanying the 

electronical survey. 

 Unfortunately for both reliability and validity, it is not possible to use existing tested measurement 

methods. That means the measurement instruments were partly invented specifically for this 

research, based on literature and previous experiences. The consequence is that extra attention had 

to be paid to reliability and validity by testing the variables with our pilot interviewees before 

conducting the survey and by using multiple indicators for every dimension to make sure the study 

would produce reliable and valid results.  
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Chapter 4: Boating on the empirical seas 

 

 

With clear expectations, we can take the boat to sail the empirical seas on our quest for coordination 

in TRNs. When we have reached the other shore, we have tested our hypotheses and we will have 

insight in the functioning of and opinions on two TRNs that are active in the EU. Then we will be able 

to say if non-central coordination is reached and if the non-central coordination methods ‘work’ in 

the case of less clearly pronounced interdependency. After all, in the empirical sea, directives that 

take in different positions on the interdependency continuum are compared, to decide if the level of 

interdependency influences non central coordination. Different questions are central in this part of 

our quest, for example: how interdependent are the NRAs? How uniform is the practical 

implementation? What coordination methods are used? And of course: does the level of 

interdependency influences non-central coordination? 

 

4.1 Significant different levels of interdependency inside CESR and IMPEL 

 

Originally, we had chosen MAD, MiFID, Landfill of Waste and IPPC as the four central directives in this 

quest because of the fact that we had theoretical and empirical reasons to assume that they differed 

from each other in the level of interdependency. This different level of interdependency was 

important to ensure ourselves of the possibilities to compare the directives and answer our research 

question. To check our assumptions and to be able to use this variable in our empirical analysis, we 

have asked our respondents to assess the level of interdependency in their networks. 

The following figure can be drawn, based on the answers of the respondents: 

 

Continuum of the level of Interdependency 

 

     MiFID      CESR  MAD   

        

 

 

 

 

  

 

Figure 5: Empirical continuum of the level of interdependency 

 

Looking first of all at the scores of the two TRNs, we can see, in the figure above, that the two TRNs 

are placed relatively closely on the continuum of the level of interdependency. IMPEL has a mean 

score on the level of interdependency of 3,41 (M=3,41 , SD=1,00, n=27), while CESR scores 3,38 

(M=3,38, SD=1,00, n=29). It is important to realize though, that these scores are made up of the 

mean scores of the two directives per TRN. The score of CESR, for example, consist of the mean 

scores of MAD and MiFID on the level of interdependency. 

More interesting than the composed scores per TRN, are the scores of the different directives. After 

all, those are the central cases used to answer the research question. 

 

1 I I 2 I I 3 I I 4 I I 5 

LOW IMPEL IPPC 

MiFID CESR MAD 
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Comparing the places of the two directives inside IMPEL on the continuum of the level of 

interdependency, we can notice that IPPC has a higher mean level of interdependency than the 

Landfill of Waste Directive. More specifically: IPPC scores 3,98 (M=3,98, SD=0,78, n=27), while the 

Landfill of Waste Directive scores 2,82 (M=2,82, SD=0,83, n=26). The difference between IPPC and 

the Landfill of Waste Directive on the mean level of interdependency is significant. NRAs are 

significantly more interdependent in the case of the IPPC Directive than in the case of the Landfill of 

Waste Directive (t (51)= 5,25, p < ,01) . This corresponds with our original expectations. 

This difference between these directives in interdependency is explained by the interviewees, 

referring to the fact that the Landfill of Waste directive has a much more local scope than the IPPC 

directive:  

“You see, the problem is solved when the landfill crosses the border to our neighbors. So I 

don’t care what our Bulgarian colleagues do.”  Interviewee on the Landfill of Waste Directive 

“It’s impossible to cope with polluting substances on your own, they don’t stop at borders, we 

simply need each other in the EU to be able to protect the environment” Interviewee on the IPPC 

Directive 

Although the directives clearly differ in the level of dependency, interviewees pointed out that, in 

both directives, interdependency primarily originates from the limited possibilities of achieving a 

greater cause on your own, like protecting the environment, and not from the fact that tasks can’t be 

fulfilled alone. That means that, in both cases, NRAs are primarily interdependent because of this 

greater cause instead of their own functioning. However, the level of interdependency of the two 

directives differs. 

When we study the data gathered in CESR, the Market Abuse Directive has a higher level of 

interdependency (M=3,99, SD=0,87, n=32) than MiFID (M=2,78, SD=0,67, n=32). This difference in 

the level of interdependency between the two directives is significant (t(56)= 6,064, p< ,01). This 

outcome also corresponds with our expectations. 

The difference seems to be caused, among others, by differences in the content and the focus of the 

two directives. MAD deals, for example, with topics that have clear cross-border implications, while 

these implications seem to be less visible for MiFID. 

One interviewee said, for example, the following about MAD: 

“Are we dependent on our counterparts? Certainly! There are several situations where market 

participants do not limit themselves to one country or platform. For example, you might 

imagine a German market participant that delivers to French private persons using the 

internet. In that case, the Bundesanstalt für finanzdienstleistungaufsicht is the competent 

authority. But what if the BAFIN doesn’t do its job right? Or doesn’t care? The Authorité des 

marchés financiers is dependent on the BAFIN in this example. When BAFIN doesn’t supervise, 

the French inhabitants suffer.”    Interviewee on the Market Abuse Directive 

And the quote below illustrates how interdependency is perceived in the case of MiFID: 

“I do not think it’s absolutely necessary to totally harmonize supervision on MiFID in the EU. I 

do call it advisable in a single European Market. But, we can function perfectly well on our 

own. We apply MiFID to our national market and that seems to work out fine. How the others 

do it? Well, that doesn’t always bother us. However, there are situations when we need 

information from others. That makes our functioning easier. For example with transaction 

reports, as a supervisor we do not always have a clear view of the activities of our market 

participants on other platforms. In that sense you might say that we need others to some 
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extent. But that is more to facilitate us than a clear precondition.  Of course, the market 

participants do benefit from harmonized application of MiFID. They prefer one format instead 

of 27 different ones.”       Interviewee on MiFID 

Based on the empirical data and the quotes above, we can conclude that the four directives 

significantly differ in the level of interdependency and that we can use them to study the influence of 

interdependency on non-central coordination. 

 



49 

 

4.2 Significant differences in non-central coordination inside CESR and IMPEL 

 

Now we have seen that the directives significantly differ on the independent variable in this study 

(namely: the level of interdependency), we can ask ourselves if they also significantly differ on the 

dependent variable (namely: the level of non-central coordination). Because we have split the 

dependent variable into two coordination-variables, we also have to split the analysis in two. We will 

start with coordination as an outcome, namely: the level of uniformity in the practical 

implementation of the four directives. In section 4.2.2 we will take a closer look at coordination as a 

process. 

 

4.2.1 Variations in the level of uniformity 

When studying the level of uniformity in the practical implementation of the four directives in the 

two TRNs, we can take the same steps as in the section above. Starting with a graphical account of 

the scores of the four directives. 

Based on the answers of the respondents, we can place the four directives on a continuum of the 

level of uniformity, similar to the continuum of the level of interdependency.  

Continuum of the level of Uniformity 

            

    

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 6: Empirical continuum of the level of uniformity 

 

Specifying the figure above, IMPEL, on the one hand, has a mean level of uniformity of 2,67 (M=2,67, 

SD=0,95, n=27). This score is the mean of the scores of the two IMPEL-directives on the level of 

uniformity. On the uniformity of the practical implementation of IMPEL directives in general, one 

interviewee said: 

“The problem with IMPEL is that all the members differ: we are a mixed bag so to say. We 

have departments, inspectors, authorities etc. And those differ from each other. Plus there 

are cultural differences between all the member states, some stay behind in the coordination, 

and we differ in the preferred approach: some countries want to write down everything as 

detailed as possible, others prefer a more flexible approach. The result is a patchwork.” 

         Interviewee from IMPEL 

Following on this quote, we might wonder if the directives, in spite of this general IMPEL problem, 

also differ in the level of uniformity? 

Looking at the figure above, we can answer affirmative. The uniformity in the practical 

implementation of the IPPC Directive scores 3,21 (M=3,21, SD=0,93, n=28), while the Landfill of 

Waste Directive is assigned a 2,08 (M=2,08, SD=0,51, n=26). This difference between the directives in 

the level of uniformity in the practical implementation of these directives is, like we expected, 

significant (t(52)=5,47, p< ,01). 
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“There are so many different ways of handling landfill. I do not even know where to start.” 

Interviewee on LOW 

“In the end, all the polluting companies have to deal with quite similar requirements before 

receiving a permit. But I doubt if all the governments use similar reporting mechanisms.”

         Interviewee on IPPC 

CESR, on the other hand, scores in general higher than IMPEL, namely 3,00 on the mean level of 

uniformity in the practical implementation (M=3,00, SD=1,12, n=30).  

Interviewees illustrated this general lack of uniformity with the following quotes: 

“Supervision differs to a great extent in the EU. I think it’s inevitable that we have to deal with 

coordination problems.  At one point you do not know who you have to call in a member 

state: who is my counterpart? Who is the competent authority? If I don’t even know who to 

call, how should market participants know?”    Interviewee from CESR 

“The daily enforcement of both directives is absolutely not consistent across the EU. Even the 

legal framework is incomparable. The maximum sanction for a financial offence in a country 

like Luxembourg is 12,5 thousand euro’s, while the same offence in Estonia, where the 

intensity of supervision is much smaller, costs 60 million euro’s. And the same with prison 

sentences: they vary, for the same offence in the EU, between 6 months and 8 years. And we 

haven’t even discussed the way supervisors deal with discretionary space.”Interviewee from CESR 

Inside CESR it is MAD again that has the highest mean score on the level of uniformity, namely 3,60 

(M=3,60, SD=0,96, n=34).  Although this mean score for MAD is not unsatisfactory, interviewees told 

me that security regulators do differ on some aspects of MAD: 

“In general, everybody uses quite sophisticated surveillance systems to detect market abuse. 

You have to be able to make data-analyses, so you need a monitoring system that can do that 

for you. Most of us work with those systems. However, there are still countries that only read 

the papers to get information. That is their only source of information.”  Interviewee on MAD 

Compared to MAD, MiFid has a much lower mean level of uniformity, namely 2,33 (M=2,33, SD=0,84, 

n=34). This score is subscribed in several of the interviews. For example: 

“I can’t deny it: there are differences in the daily application of MiFID. Market participants 

point that out on a regular basis. It’s just a fact! For example the way we deal with the 

obligation to report transactions to the market supervisor. There are differences in the 

definition of a transaction, differences in understanding of reporting etc. So it’s inevitable that 

the application of MiFID differs. “     Interviewee on MiFID 

When we compare the two directives, MAD has a significant higher level of uniformity in the 

practical implementation compared to MiFID (t(58)=5,55, p< ,01). This outcome matches with our 

expectations. 
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4.2.2 Both coordination-methods are being used 

In addition to coordination as an outcome, we have also studied coordination as a process. Do the 

directives also differ significantly on this dependent variable? 

The figure below illustrates how the four directives have empirically scored on this question: 

Coordination-methods used 

            

    

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 7: Empirical continuum of coordination-methods used  

In general, we can say that common purpose is used, on average, more than mutual adjustment as a 

method to coordinate the practical implementation of EU regulation (M=3,26, SD=1,14, n=54). 

This is also the case when we look at the answers of the IMPEL respondents. The mean score on the 

coordination-method used in IMPEL is 3,28 (M=3,27, SD=1,14, n=25). Again, it is important to realize 

that this score is composed of the two mean scores of the two IMPEL-directives. 

“To coordinate our efforts in IMPEL, we exchange good practices. Countries pick up each 

other’s best practices. They see the advantages. So it’s more to convince the others than to 

negotiate.”        Interviewee from IMPEL 

However, looking at the two directives inside IMPEL, it seems that in the case of the Landfill of Waste 

Directive a coordination-method is used that tends more towards mutual adjustment (M=2,53, 

SD=1,15, n=23), while in the case of the IPPC Directive a coordination-method is used that tends 

towards common purpose (M=3,89, SD=0,66, n=27). The difference between these two directives in 

the coordination-method used is significant (t(48)=5,24, p<,01). This corresponds with our 

expectations. 

“Yeah, it is true that we have to firmly negotiate from time to time. But it differs how quick 

we come to a consensus. Some topics and decisions have more individual consequences for 

countries compared to others, that makes them play hard to get.”    

       Interviewee on the Landfill of Waste Directive 

“In general we have a shared understanding of the importance of a unanimous approach for 

the environment, of  common solutions.”    Interviewee on IPPC 

The situation inside CESR is similar. Looking at CESR as a whole, the composed score indicates that 

common purpose is used, on average, more than mutual adjustment as a method to coordinate the 

practical implementation of EU Directives (M=3,37, SD=1,16, n=29).  

However, interviewees indicated that Qualified Majority Voting will be used more and more inside 

CESR. Instead of making decisions unanimous, a qualified majority is enough to decide on a topic. 

This means 55 % of the member states (at least 15 of them) should support the decision in question 

and the member states in favor should represent at least 65 % of the EU's total population
201

 before 

making a decision.  

                                                           
201

 See http://www.euractiv.com/en/future-eu/use-qmv-key-change-new-constitution/article-134059 
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“It is a big improvement for the network to be able to work with QMV. In the past, 

coordination proved to be difficult. After all, there is no real consensus in CESR, so it’s hard to 

have the obligation to find one. If one country was stubborn, the 26 others were lost.”  

         Interviewee from CESR 

And, just like IMPEL, the two directives are coordinated using different coordination-methods. In the 

case of MiFID a coordination-method is used that tends towards mutual adjustment (M=2,70, 

SD=1,20, n=31), while the practical implementation of MAD is coordinated using a method that tends 

more towards common purpose (M=4,00, SD=0,66, n=31). The difference between these two 

directives in the coordination-method used is, like expected, significant (t(56)=5,02, p<,01). 

“Most of the times, members really try to aim for their own national interests. Those are 

priority number one. Everyone has a national agenda. That means we have to exchange 

favors and negotiate to reach a decision. And that happens more and more.”   

         Interviewee on MiFID 

“An example is the practical application of transparency provisions on exemption. The first 

wants this, the second that, the third something different. You know, there is no real 

consensus on this topic, so we just have to negotiate, there is no other option.”   

         Interviewee on MiFID 

“We always try to find consensus. That makes a decision so much more powerful. However, it 

is difficult and it will stay that way. So we should all accept that consensus is not always 

possible.”        Interviewee on MAD 

Now we have seen that the directives significantly differ in the level of non-central coordination, we 

might ask ourselves how interviewees perceive and explain these differences? Why do these 

directives differ, according to those involved? 
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4.3 Differences in non-central coordination explained by interdependency 

 

Overall, interviewees had a hard time understanding and explaining why MAD and MiFID and IPPC 

and LOW significantly differed from each other in the level of non-central coordination of the 

practical implementation. Some respondents thought it had something to do with the priorities of 

the European Commission. 

‘It is clear that Market Abuse is a hot-topic in Brussels. Especially these days, with the crisis 

and stuff. The Commission really wants to harmonize supervision. So we have a kind of stick 

or carrot to do so. Maybe this is not the case with MiFID? That might explain these 

differences?”  Interviewee from CESR 

However, timing might also explain part of the differences between the directives.  

‘Although the Landfill of Waste has been discussed recently, it is a rather old directive, 

compared to IPPC. It is possible that IPPC is more on top of our agenda and maybe we have 

paid more attention to it these past year and that resulted in more consistent inspection and 

enforcement?’        Interviewee from IMPEL 

‘Supervision in the daily practice of Market Abuse is indeed more consistent, but I think that 

can be explained by the fact that this directive has a longer CESR-history. That means we had 

more time to discuss the way we supervise the market on market abuse.”  

         Interviewee from CESR 

But overall, most respondents pointed at the different need or incentives to coordinate as a reason 

for the differences between the directives on non-central coordination. 

“As I said earlier, you need each other when you deal with polluting substances if you want to 

protect the environment. This need might be less clear with landfill. For a lot of member 

states across the border is across the border, you know. But you just can’t say that talking 

about IPPC. So that makes it less surprising that we are more willing to formulate best 

practices on IPPC and that inspection and enforcement of IPPC is more consistent in daily-

practice.”       Interviewee from IMPEL 

“And talking about MAD, you can be quite dependent on your next-door neighbors, that is 

where cross-border platforms operate and cross-border market abuse is the easiest, so you 

need to stay in touch with them and that makes it a lot easier to close a deal to supervise and 

sanction using the same criteria. MiFID doesn’t have this clear cross-border focus, I don’t need 

to call our neighbors on a daily basis. That does make a difference.”   

         Interviewee from CESR 

“There are certain topics on the public agenda right now, or on the news, and those are seen 

as a priority by all of us. For example the crisis on this very moment, now we have a need to 

cooperate, we have to. And all of the sudden, all member states are willing to harmonize. We 

need each other to combat our own financial problems.”  Interviewee from CESR 

These quotes illustrate the opinion of the majority of interviewees that differences in the level of 

interdependency explain differences in the level of uniformity. However, the level of 

interdependency also has consequences for the way coordination is reached, according to the 

majority of interviewees. The role of interdependency in the process of coordinating is illustrated by 

the following three quotes: 

“When I don’t’ need my counterparts, why should I want to be cooperative? I can better aim 

at my own interests and see how much I can get.”    Interviewee on MiFID 
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“The environment doesn’t stop at the borders. Every action leads to another action. With 

bargaining you might achieve more for yourself, but how about the environment as a whole? 

Do we all benefit? Somehow, we are all one chain, and we stay strong as long as we look for 

consensus.”        Interviewee on IPPC 

“I have nothing to lose, so I don’t see why I have to compromise with countries that do have 

something to lose? What is in it for me?”    Interviewee on LOW 

These quotes illustrate that interviewees tune different coordination-methods to the level of 

interdependency.  

Can these explanations be subscribed by the empirical data? Is there indeed a statistical relation 

between the mean scores on level of interdependency on the one hand and the mean scores on 

coordination as an outcome and coordination as a process on the other? 

 

4.4 The level of interdependency influences the level of uniformity 

 

In the table below, the mean scores of the two TRNs and their directives on the level of 

interdependency and the level of uniformity are summarized. 

 General IMPEL IPPC Landfill CESR MiFID MAD 

Mean level of 

interdependency 

3,40 3,41 3,98 2,82 3,38 2,78 3,99 

Mean level of 

uniformity in the 

practical 

implementation 

2,84 2,67 3,21 2,08 3,00 2,33 3,60 

Table 2.: mean scores per TRN and per directive on interdependency and uniformity 

Looking at the table, when we take all the mean levels into account, there doesn’t seem to be a 

direct general linear relation between the mean level of interdependency and the mean level of 

uniformity. Take for example a look at the scores of IMPEL and CESR. IMPEL has a slightly higher 

score on the mean level of interdependency than CESR, but a much lower level of uniformity. This 

might indicate that other factors are active that might explain variability in the scores between the 

TRNS. After all, although the two TRNs have similar scores on the level of interdependency, they 

score differently on non-central coordination.   

However, when we take a closer look inside the two TRNs, where other potential influential factors 

are constant, a higher level of interdependency does mean a higher level of uniformity.  

IMPEL IPPC Landfill 

Mean level of interdependency 3,98 2,82 

Mean level of uniformity in the 

practical implementation 

3,21 2,08 

Table 3: mean scores per IMPEL directive on interdependency and uniformity 

 

CESR MiFID MAD 

Mean level of interdependency 2,78 3,99 

Mean level of uniformity in the 

practical implementation 

2,33 3,60 

Table 4: mean scores per CESR directive on interdependency and uniformity 
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 Inside TRNs, the relation between the mean levels is clearly visible; compare for example the score 

of MAD with the scores of MiFID. MAD has a higher score both on the level of interdependency and 

on the level of uniformity than MiFID. Here interdependency does seem to influence uniformity. This 

corresponds to one of our expectations, based on the theoretical part of this research: 

There exists a significant positive correlation between the level of interdependency and the level of 

coordination as an outcome 

To empirically test this hypothesis, correlation- and regression-analyses have been conducted, using 

the data in the table below.  

 Mean level of interdependency Mean level of uniformity in the 

practical implementation 

IPPC 3,98 3,21 

Landfill of Waste 2,82 2,08 

MiFID 2,78 2,33 

MAD 3,99 3,60 

Table 5: Mean scores on interdependency and uniformity for the four directives 

We can conclude that the variable ‘mean level of interdependency’ and the variable ‘mean level of 

uniformity’ are significantly linear correlated (r(4)=0,96, p<,05). In the case of these four directives, 

92,16% of the variability in the mean level of uniformity can be determined from the relationship 

with the level of interdependency (r
2
=0,92). 7,84% of the variability in the mean level of uniformity 

can be explained by other factors. Nonetheless, we should be careful with these results, since the 

percentages can be partly explained by the small n
202

 in this analysis.  

Based on this analysis, one should be able to roughly predict the level of uniformity of the practical 

implementation of a directive on the basis of the level of interdependency around a directive, using 

this formula:  estimated level of uniformity= 1,6 * level of interdependency – 2,4.  

The standard error of estimate is 0,24. 

These results show, not only in theory, but also in the daily practice of these two TRNs, that the level 

of interdependency does influence coordination as an outcome and that we can accept our 

hypothesis.  Despite the fact that the results show a clear relationship, in the interviews other sounds 

were also heard. One interviewee said, for example: 

“Interdependency doesn’t automatically make coordination easier. You could even say that 

some countries, in the case of very high interdependency, are more inclined to follow their 

own interests.”        Interviewee from IMPEL 

However, most interviewees subscribe the strong relation between interdependency and uniformity: 

“The understanding that the chain is only as strong as its weakest link, that we can’t function 

on our own, that we all benefit from consistent inspection and enforcement, that makes 

formulating best practices so much easier.”    Interviewee from IMPEL 

“It is a matter of course that a greater need for consistency means more consistency. At least, 

I experience it as such in the daily practice of CESR.”   Interviewee from CESR 

Coordination can be defined both as a process (‘coordinating’) and a result (‘is coordinated’) and in 

this study we would look at both the process of coordinating and the end result of coordination.  So 

                                                           
202

 n=4. However the scores of the four directives are composed of all the mean scores of all the 85 

respondents that participated and assessed the level of interdependency, uniformity and methods used for all 

four directives. 
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we will also examine to what extent the level of interdependency influences coordination as a 

process. 

 

4.5 The level of interdependency influences the methods used in CESR and IMPEL 

 

In the table below, the mean scores of the two TRNs and their directives on the level of 

interdependency and the coordination-method used are summarized. 

 General IMPEL IPPC Landfill CESR MiFID MAD 

Mean level of 

interdependency 

3,40 3,41 3,98 2,82 3,38 2,78 3,99 

Mean score on 

coordination-

method used  

3,26 3,27 3,89 2,53 3,37 2,70 4,00 

Table 6: mean scores per TRN and per directive on interdependency and coordination-method 

At first sight, when we take all the mean levels into account again, there doesn’t seem to be a direct 

general linear relation between the mean level of interdependency and the coordination method 

used. Take for example a look at the scores of IPPC and MAD. IPPC has a slightly higher score on the 

mean level of interdependency than MAD, but a much lower score on the coordination-method 

used. This might indicate that other factors are active that might explain variability in the scores 

between the TRNs. After all, although the two TRNs have similar scores on the level of 

interdependency, they score differently on non-central coordination.   

However, when we take a closer look inside the two TRNs, where other potential influential factors 

are constant, a higher level of interdependency does mean that the method used to coordinate the 

practical implementation of EU Directives tends more towards common purpose.  

IMPEL IPPC Landfill 

Mean level of interdependency 3,98 2,82 

Mean score on coordination-method 

used 

3,89 2,53 

Table 7: mean scores per IMPEL directive on interdependency and coordination-method 

 

CESR MiFID MAD 

Mean level of interdependency 2,78 3,99 

Mean score on coordination-method 

used 

2,70 4,00 

Table 8: mean scores per CESR directive on interdependency and coordination-method 

Inside TRNs, the relation between the mean levels is clearly visible; compare for example the score of 

MAD with the scores of MiFID. MAD has a higher score both on the level of interdependency as on 

the coordination-methods used. Here interdependency does seem to influence coordination as a 

process. This was the second of our two expectations: 

There exists a significant positive correlation between the level of interdependency and the score on 

the coordination-method used in the TRNs. 
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To test this hypothesis, we will take the same steps as we did with our first hypothesis, using the data 

in the table below. 

 Mean level of interdependency Mean score on coordination-

method used 

IPPC 3,98 3,89 

Landfill of Waste 2,82 2,53 

MiFID 2,78 2,70 

MAD 3,99 4,00 

Table 9: Mean scores on interdependency and method used for the four directives 

We can conclude that the variable ‘mean level of interdependency’ and the variable ‘mean score on 

coordination method used’ are significantly linear correlated (r(4)=0,99, p<,01). In the case of these 

four directives, 98,01% of the variability in the mean score on coordination-method used can be 

determined from the relationship with the level of interdependency (r
2
=0,98). 1,99% of the variability 

in the mean score on coordination-method used can be explained by other factors. Again, we should 

be careful with these results, since the percentages can be partly explained by the small n in this 

study.  

However, one can roughly predict the mean score on coordination-method used on the basis of the 

level of interdependency, using this formula:  estimated score on coordination-method= 1,2 * level of 

interdependency – 0,8.  

The standard error of estimate is 0,12. 

This means, not only in theory, but also in the daily practice of TRNs, that the level of 

interdependency does influence coordination as a process and that we can also accept this 

hypothesis.  

Interviewees subscribe this strong relation between interdependency and methods used: 

“I think it’s rather stupid to be uncooperative and stubborn, when you depend on the others 

for your own functioning. You need them, so it’s not a good idea to pursue only your own 

goals.”         Interviewee from IMPEL 

“ It’s rather self-evident that the countries with a autarkic market are not trying their hardest 

to come up with a consensus. They rather put their national interests first and see what they 

can achieve.”        Interviewee from CESR 

Now we know that there exists an evident relationship between interdependency and non-central 

coordination, we might ask ourselves ‘why?’. Which factors stimulate and facilitate this relationship, 

according to those involved? 
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4.6 Informal factors and uncertainty are involved 

 

First of all, it is important to mention that the majority of interviewees recognized the influence of 

interdependency on non-central coordination.  

Several different reasons and explanation were given during the interviews. 

Some said that a high level of interdependency means that the stakes for the European Commission 

are higher and that they exert much more pressure on the TRNs to coordinate their efforts than in 

the case of lower interdependency. 

“When we need each other, the Commission must need us too. Their interests are at stakes! 

And they will do everything in their power to convince us of the need to coordinate.”  

         Interviewee from CESR 

However, most interviewees explained the influence of interdependency on non-central 

coordination by pointing at the role of informal relations or uncertainty as factors that come into 

existence as a reaction to high interdependency and that stimulate coordination. 

“Because we are dependent on our counterparts, we pay a lot of attention to education and 

training of colleagues who are slacking behind. This results in strong informal ties between 

individuals and that makes it a lot easier to close the deal or to gear all activities to one 

another.”        Interviewee from IMPEL 

“I always drink something with the guys from the countries whose market participants are 

active on my platform; those are the ones that need to do their job to protect my citizens. So I 

like to informally check if everything is ok. Same for the Italians and Spaniards, they always 

find each other. Those kinds of things make coordination easier. You know the others 

personally. You have special ties. Most deals are closed there. You support me, I support you.”

         Interviewee from CESR 

“When there exists a clear cross-border interest with your neighbor, you have to contact each 

other a lot to make sure everything goes fine, that they do their job. Otherwise, your 

inhabitants might be the victim. At that point, friendships start to emerge, you know each 

other, you share things with another. And when we have to harmonize activities, you can find 

each other, you understand each other’s situations and you know one another. That makes 

harmonization so much easier.”      Interviewee from CESR 

“Of course I’m willing to harmonize with the countries I’m depending on. To make sure we all 

do the same things and they don’t do anything crazy that could harm us. It’s in my own 

interest.”        Interviewee from IMPEL 

But not only do informal factors and uncertainty play a role in coordination as an outcome, they also 

make sure NRAs use a cooperative attitude to reach an agreement. 

After all, informal factors, which develop in cases of high interdependency, make it easier to find 

consensus because you already know and understand each other. Plus, uncertainty, which develops 

in cases of high dependency, makes you look harder for consensus because you don’t want to upset 

the ones you are dependent on.   

“For me, I it’s easier to put my own interests aside, when I know and understand the other 

party. For my friends, I’m willing to take a loss from time to time. When you see your 

colleagues as such, you have to agree with me that consensus is found in no time.”  

         Interviewee from IMPEL 
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“At our board meeting, we sometimes have elaborate discussions about what our neighbor 

will do to protect our market against market abuse by its market participants. We don’t know 

beforehand. So when I represent my country and I have a hard time reaching an agreement 

with the neighbor on another topic, I will do my very best to make sure he is also pleased with 

the result. After all, we do not know if he will protect our citizens if he feels like the loser of 

the two.”        Interviewee from CESR 

In short, it seems like informal factors and uncertainty have a part to play in the relation between 

interdependency and non central coordination: they develop in reaction to a high level of 

interdependency and they facilitate and stimulate non-central coordination. 

Summing up: this chapter has shown that the level of interdependency strongly influences non-

central coordination in TRNs.  Informal factors and uncertainty are mechanisms that seem to 

facilitate this relation. 

 

Now we know how the TRNs and the directives score on our main variables and we have insight in 

the statistical relation between the variables, we might still wonder: what do the scores and results 

mean for our quest?, what are the consequences?  

The next chapter will pay attention to those questions. 
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Chapter 5: Quo vadis: the quest for coordination ? 

 

 

After a rough voyage on the empirical seas, the ship is now in the harbor and we are going ashore.  

But before we will step onto the quayside, we have to look back over our journey so far and compare 

our adventures in the theoretical jungle with the experiences on the empirical seas to be able to 

decide on the implications of our quest. What did we learn? How can we use it?  

 

5.1 Conclusion: interdependency as a precondition for non-central coordination 

 

The central question this study tried to answer was the following: 

 

To what extent does the level of interdependency of National Regulatory Authorities in European 

Transnational Regulatory Networks influence non-central coordination in the practical 

implementation of EU regulation? 

 

Based on the theoretical part of the study, we formulated two concrete expectations that have been 

empirically tested. 

1. The higher the level of interdependency of NRAs in TRNs, the more uniform the inspection 

and enforcement of EU regulation by NRAs across the EU is. 

2. The higher the level of interdependency of NTAs in TRNs, the more likely it is that NRAs use 

common purpose as coordination method in TRNs. 

 

The chapter above proved these two hypotheses to be true. Plus the results showed us that 

coordination is difficult, that interdependency is a precondition for non-central coordination, both as 

a process and as an outcome, and that informal factors and uncertainty are factors that play a part in 

the relation between interdependency and non-central coordination. 

To begin with the former: our voyage on the empirical seas made clear that it is indeed difficult
203

 to 

reach coordination in multiorganizational networks like TRNs. After all, two of the four directives had 

a mean score on the level of uniformity below the balancing-point of 3.  Respondents have placed 

those two directives more towards ‘not-coordinated’ than towards ‘coordinated’ on the continuum 

of uniformity.  

And, more importantly, this study showed that authors like Chisholm, Thompson, Blau and 

Schoenhern are right to say that non-central coordination as an outcome is influenced by the level of 

interdependency
204

. This can implicate, more specifically, that non-central coordination as an 

alternative to central coordination, particularly works when participants have intrinsic incentives or 

needs to coordinate, like in the theories on epistemic communities, the transit system of San 

Francisco Bay Area and the WTO Committee of Trade and Environment. This implication is proven by 

the correlation-analyses in this study: the lower the level of interdependency, the lower the level of 

uniformity. The scores of the empirical cases can illustrate this mechanism: IPPC and MAD have a 

mean score on interdependency and uniformity above ‘3’, whereas LOW and MiFID score on both 

                                                           
203

 Chisholm, 1989, 5 
204

 See section 2.3 in this study 
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variables below ‘3’. Thus: non-central coordination as an outcome seems to be reached in the case of 

clear incentives and needs. 

Following on the implication above, the variable ‘coordination as a process’ (‘coordinating’) in 

multiorganizational networks is also influenced by the level of interdependency. Participants tend to 

use common purpose as a coordination-method more in cases with a high level of interdependency 

than in cases with a lower level. When members have clear interests and needs to coordinate, they 

try to make decisions on the basis of consensus, cooperation and common interests, while in the 

case of a lack of incentives or needs, members tend to negotiate and bargain to fulfill their own 

interests. It seems like networks and their participants tune their methods and strategies to the 

interests and needs that accompany a specific decision topic. Therefore, interdependency does not 

only influence the coordinated result, but also the process of getting there.  This means we can 

answer affirmative to the central research question in this study. 

Finally, based on the interviews, it seems like informal factors and uncertainty are two factors that 

are involved in the relation between interdependency and non-central coordination. Informal factors 

develop in response to high interdependency and make coordination easier because you understand 

and know the other parties. Uncertainty follows on high interdependency and is an extra reason to 

try to coordinate all the activities and to make sure there are no winners and losers in the 

coordination process. This seems to be consistent with the possible factors identified in the 

literature. However, in the interviews, uncertainty and informal factors were not as clearly linked to 

each other as you would expect based on the literature. Interviewees gave them a separate role in 

the relation between interdependency and informal factors. To decide on and understand the exact 

role and involvement of these two factors, nine interviews are not enough. More qualitative research 

is necessary. Furthermore, to really grasp how difficult coordinating is in multiorganizational 

networks, to decide when coordinating is succesful and how many networks do succeed, one should 

study more cases in different contexts. After all, these implications are based on a study concerned 

with only four directives in the same context (the EU). Plus, it is important to realize that, although 

this study compared directives that did score differently on the level of interdependency, we didn’t 

analyze a case of artificial interdependency to check if there really is a total lack of coordination as an 

outcome. So, it might be interesting in future research to compare two extreme cases in the level of 

interdependency to see if the hypotheses still hold.  
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5.2 Methodological implications: ways to define coordination and to compare interdependencies  

 

In addition to implications concerning the content, this study also has some methodological 

implications. In this section I will lay down the argument that we should be careful to follow the 

argumentation of Chisholm that we should ideally define coordination both as a process and result in 

one. 

But first of all I will show you why we shouldn’t use the typology of Chisholm concerning 

interdependencies on the level of networks without paying attention to the specific context of the 

interdependencies. In his work on the Bay Area Transit System
205

, Chisholm  ocuses on 

interdependencies to distinguish different networks. He typifies networks according to the level of 

interdependency of the participants. However, looking back on the chapters above, we might notice 

that the mean scores on the level of the TRN (composed of the mean scores of the directives) are 

relatively similar. CESR’s composed score is 3,38, while IMPEL is assigned a 3,41. Consequently, it is 

difficult to compare the two networks on the ground of their levels of interdependency, like 

Chisholm proposes. It seems like his typology is not very useful for comparing TRNs. However, we 

have also seen that inside networks, on the level of directives, differences in the level of 

interdependency are more clearly visible. Compare the scores of the IPPC Directive (3,98) with the 

LOW directive (2,82) for example. This might indicate that, although not useful at the level of TRNs, 

the typology of Chisholm can be used in the EU to compare interdependency on deeper levels. 

Because of that, we have used directives instead of networks as cases in this study to compare the 

consequences of different levels of interdependency. But we might even ask ourselves if topics inside 

directives also incorporate different levels of interdependency? If that is the case: in future research 

we should apply the theory of Chisholm on interdependency only on specific topics. By adding this 

extra level of detail to the analysis, differences might become more visible, there might be more 

room for nuances and specifications and you do not risk oversimplification. Future research can shed 

more light on this topic. Overall, when using the theory of Chisholm, it is important to keep in mind 

that interdependencies should always be measured on the level at which they are felt by participants 

in the networks. This may not be the same for every network. The most useful level to compare 

levels of interdependencies can therefore only be determined in specific contexts.  

Following on the argument above, the empirical results of this study also show that we should be 

careful to define coordination as a process and an outcome in one, like Chisholm proposes. After all, 

the fact that networks and directives have significantly different scores on the variables 

‘coordination-method used’ and ‘the level of uniformity’, indicates that coordination as a process 

and as a result are two independent coordination-variables. This means that we can question if it is in 

fact desirable to define coordination both as a process and a result in one, like Chisholm proposed. 

On the other hand, the relative scores (between directives) are the same for both measures. 

Consequently, it might be interesting to conduct more interviews on this topic to see if participants 

do or don’t perceive coordination as two independent variables.  

These methodological implications clearly have consequences for the applicability of the theory of 

Chisholm in daily practice. Does this study have any other theoretical implications? 
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5.3 Theoretical implications: new modes of governance and non-central coordination are no 

panacea 

 

In this section we will link the empirical results to the section on theoretical relevance, to see to what 

extent this study contributes to the filling of gaps in the existing literature. 

First of all, based on this study, we can point out that both new modes of governance (TRNs), as well 

as non-central coordination are no panacea for coordination- or steering problems in multi-

organizational systems. New modes of governance are often presented in the literature as a way to 

compensate for a loss of grip, power and sovereignty by governments.
206

 Similarly, non-central 

coordination is seen as the alternative for central control or hierarchy. They are presented as the 

solution for problems we face in the new world order
207

. However, to prove the value of these two 

solutions, most studies conducted on this topic, use (empirical and theoretical) arguments based on 

cases where coordination is obvious because of the high level of interdependency of those involved. 

Think for example about the cases in the works of Lindblom, Chisholm and Haas. All participants that 

non-centrally coordinate their efforts in governance networks in those examples, have needs or 

incentives to cooperate. This study, on the contrary, has worked with multi-organizational networks 

were interdependency is less obvious and has shown that in these cases, the effectiveness of new 

modes of governance and non-central coordination is limited. Furthermore, the empirical data 

indicated that in new modes of governance interdependency, intrinsic incentives or needs are 

necessary to non-centrally coordinate their activities. This means that new modes of governance and 

non-central coordination, although they can be highly successful under some conditions, are no 

general panacea to fix problems in the new world order. Consequently, future research on those 

topics should focus more on the conditions under which new modes of governance and non-central 

coordination can be successful, to enlarge the usefulness in daily practice of these theories. 

Secondly, the results in this study have improved our understanding of policy coordination in 

general. This study has shown that coordination is difficult, that different methods can be used to 

coordinate, that it interdependency is a precondition for coordination success and that informal 

relations and uncertainty are two factors that are involved in the relation between interdependency 

and coordination. These insights probably do not limit themselves to the case of TRNs and can be 

used in coordination outside the EU. However, coordination in other contexts should be studied to 

empirically prove the value of the results of this study for questions concerning policy coordination in 

general. 

Thirdly, although we didn’t want to take a stand in the debate between legal pluralists and legal 

centralists
208

, we did add an empirical angle to the debate. After all, the results in the chapter above 

showed us that TRNs contribute to a process of harmonization by trying to coordinate the practical 

implementation of directives, but that total standardization is never reached in daily practice. There 

will always be some differences. This means the debaters should step away from their theoretical 

black and white stands, because the reality is much greyer. This study has showed that the 

theoretical debate is not founded in daily reality.   

And last, contrarily to most studies that focus on implementation of legislation, this study has shed 

light into the black box of practical implementation, instead of looking only at transposition. It has 
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showed us that the practical implementation of directives in daily practice is not very consistent. 

Countries can differ to a great extent in the way they inspect and enforce compliance with 

legislation. This means that authors that limit themselves to a focus on the consistency of the 

transposition, for example when trying to explain asymmetries in rule application, miss out a very 

important part of the implementation process of directives, a part in which countries can severely 

differ and that might explain a lot of the asymmetries. Future research should not overlook this 

important implementation phase. However, to shed even more light into the black box, it might also 

be advisable to look deeper into the reasons why member states differ and on what grounds.  

Summing up: this study has implications for several theories, for example on policy coordination, 

new modes of governance, the practical implementation of regulation, interdependency and on the 

debate between legal pluralist and legal centralists. However, the implications shouldn’t end here. 

After all, we also wanted to give insight into topics that have every-day relevance in the EU. The next 

section will pay attention to these practical implications of the study at hand. 

 

5.4 Practical implications: TRNs are only useful for coordination in the case of interdependency 

 

In this section, I will show you that this study has practical use for everyone who wants to coordinate 

its activities. 

But we will start with the practical implications of this study for the way the European Commission 

can reach its goal of unification. I will point out that the Commission should tune its goal-attaining 

strategies to the need and incentives of those involved. Otherwise, coordination might be 

undesirable and unattainable. 

However, the European Commission should, in the first place, realize that at this point compliance 

with EU directives is not always consistently supervised and enforced in the EU. Both the quantitative 

as the qualitative data indicated that there exist quite a lot of differences in the practical 

implementation of the same directive in different member states.  This means the status quo, 

doesn’t fall in line with the objectives of European integration of the European Commission.
209

  

To make sure European regulation is implemented as uniformly as possible, the Commission 

designed the TRNs. They were given the task of coordinating and increasing consistency of regulation 

across Europe
210

. However, the empirical data indicated that TRNs, although they try, do not always 

reach the goal envisaged by the European Commission, namely consistency in the practical 

implementation of EU legislation via non-central coordination. This study has also shown why this is 

not surprising. 

After all: different levels of interdependency have consequences for the way the participants  

interact with each other and the result they can achieve. And the four EU directives happen to 

incorporate significantly different levels of interdependency. We have concluded that non-central 

coordination in TRNs only works in the EU when participants have sufficient incentives and needs to 

coordinate. This means the European Commission should adapt its harmonization strategy to the 

level of interdependency around the topic at hand. For example: if they want to increase consistency 

of the practical implementation of a directive that incorporates high interdependency, non-central 

coordination in TRN is a good way to let those involved align their activities. However, if there is a 

lower level of interdependency, non-central coordination is a less attractive alternative to central 
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coordination. In that case, central coordination could be more useful to increase consistency of the 

practical implementation of an EU directive. If member states resist this, the European Commission 

should deliberate on the options to use a binding regulation instead of a directive or to design a 

central EU agency to do the job. Although, we might ask ourselves how desirable harmonization in 

the EU is when participants do not have intrinsic incentives or needs to coordinate and cooperate? A 

qualitative study in the desirability and attainability of a level playing field of practical 

implementation in the EU can be useful to answers questions like that. Both Commission officials as 

representatives of member states should be interviewed when studying this case.  

Other possibilities for further research that could help the European Commission in attaining their 

goal are (1) to include more directives in the research to get more insight in the scope and the 

consequences of the phenomenon of asymmetries in the practical implementation of EU directives, 

(2) to study other multiorganizational networks to see if the fact that the directives are discussed in 

an European context influences the level of interdependency present. After all, we have seen that, in 

all four cases inside the two TRNs in this study, NRAs are never totally independent from each other. 

There always is some level of dependency. We might ask ourselves if it is the context of the EU in 

which these multiorganizational networks can be found, that makes them always slightly dependent? 

And thirdly it might be useful for the European Commission to conduct further research on the exact 

added-value of TRNs to the level of consistency of the practical implementation of EU directives, 

compared to other possible factors, like bilateral coordination. After all, TRNs might not reach this 

goal, but it is possible that TRNs do increase the consistency significantly. Plus, they might have other 

possible benefits for the EU, which give them extra value for the Commission. Think for example 

about the exchange of expertise and information between participants. And finally, based on the 

qualitative data, we concluded that informal factors and uncertainty are two important factors for 

coordination in the EU. However, based on nine interviews, we cannot know for sure what their 

exact role is, why they are so important in the EU and how the Commission can use them for the sake 

of coordination? To understand this more thoroughly, more interviews should be conducted. 

However, not only the European Commission can use this information to attain its goals, anyone who 

wants to coordinate his efforts with others can learn something from the lessons drawn from the 

empirical data. The first lesson is that you always have to start with the question: is it the 

coordinated end result which I aspire, the process of coordinating or both? This realization can help 

to see your goal more clearly and decide on the most appropriate strategy. The second lesson is that, 

in both cases, you have to decide on your own incentives and needs for coordination, plus the 

incentives and needs of the other parties. Do they experience a certain level of interdependency as 

well? If that is the case, you can try to coordinate in a non-central, multilateral way. A closer look at 

the informal relations and the possible feelings of uncertainty might help to find weak and strong 

links in this chain. Use this knowledge to tie up stronger relations with some, this makes coordinating 

easier. If interdependency is absent, you might have to take it to a higher level and see if central 

control is possible. Either way: the question ‘how interdependent are we?’ should be asked by every- 

and anyone involved in coordination, inside and outside the European Union! 

These implications indicate that this quest, on which we embarked together, has both theoretical as 

practical relevance. Now it is time to step on the quayside, we have come to the end of our journey, 

this is where I will leave you as your guide. The only thing left to do is to decide if we have reached 

our final destination? Is our quest completed? Or will the road take you even further along? 
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5.5  A quest completed? 

 

“A desperately tricky area”, is how European Commissioner McCreevy called the topic of more 

central financial supervision in the EU. In the aftermath of the financial crisis, he had to account for 

the lack of oversight in the supervision and the enforcement of the European financial market. 

However, he was caught in a situation where he was depending on the Member States for inspection 

and enforcement of EU legislation, but lacked resources to supervise them. Plus the Member States 

differed from each other in approach, were primarily concerned with their own interests and resisted 

centralization
211

.  How could McCreevy escape from this impasse? How can coordination of 

inspection and enforcement be reached in the EU?  

In this study we have answered those questions by giving insight in the efforts and activities of 

coordinating inspection and enforcement of four EU directives. We have identified the conditions 

under which non-central coordination of the inspection and enforcement of EU legislation in TRNs 

can be effective, namely interdependency, intrinsic needs or incentives.  

However, in daily practice of MCCreevy’s work, this probably will not be as straightforward. After all, 

Member States will keep opposing to centralization, plus cultural differences will make a complete 

harmonized level playing field seem unlikely and we might even ask ourselves if harmonization is 

desirable, when those involved do not experience a need or incentive to it. Further research can give 

more insight in those precarious subjects and in the tenability of the identified conditions in other 

multiorganizational networks. Hence, the quest for coordination is not completed yet. The odyssey 

will have to continue both inside and outside the borders of the EU. 

Although the quest is not completed, we did lend McCreevy a helping hand in escaping his impasse 

by finding conditions and mechanisms that play a part in his quest for coordination of financial 

supervision. He can use them to his advantage. Because, even though a central European financial 

authority is highly controversial in the EU, it might prove to be the most effective approach when 

aiming at harmonized supervision on the single European market. Nevertheless, for McCreevy, it will 

probably remain ‘a desperately tricky area’! 
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Appendix 1 

 

Organizations that have participated in the ‘pilot interview phase’: 

• De Autoriteit Financiële Markten 

• Het College ter Beoordeling van de Geneesmiddelen 

• Het College van Toezicht op Kansspelen 

• Het Ministerie van Volkshuisvesting Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieubeheer 

• De Nederlandsche Bank 

• Het Rijksinstituut voor Volksgezondheid en Milieu 

• De Voedsel en Waren Autoriteit 
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Appendix 2 

 

More information on the four selected directives 

 

The Market Abuse Directive (2003/6/EC) is a directive concerning insider dealing and market 

manipulation. These two categories of market abuse were previously dealt with by the Insider 

Dealing Directive (89/592/EEC) and the Investment Services Directive 93/22/EEC. They both served 

the objective of ensuring the integrity of European financial markets and to enhance investor 

confidence in these markets. However, the feeling existed that the legal framework for protecting 

market integrity was incomplete. At Member State level, the rules varied greatly and there were no 

common provisions at the European level. At the same time, new products and technologies 

emerged that increased cross-border trade and the development of interconnected markets plus the 

opportunities for market manipulation. It was therefore felt that a common legal framework should 

be instituted, covering both insider dealing and market manipulation. This Market Abuse Directive 

(MAD) is not only confined to "regulated markets" but also takes in other types of market (such as 

Alternative Trading Systems (ATS)), as these can be used for insider dealing or market manipulation 

in connection with financial instruments negotiated on regulated markets. Topics this Directive are 

concerned with are, amongst others: definitions of what constitutes market abuse, requirements for 

Member States to combat market abuse, the requirement for each Member State to designate a 

single regulatory and supervisory authority with a common minimum set of responsibilities and to 

determine sanctions or measures to be applied for market abuse
212

.  

From: http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l24035.htm 

 

The Markets in Financial Instruments and investment services Directive (MiFID) (2004/39/EC) 

concerns markets in financial instruments. In accordance with the Financial Services Action Plan, the 

EU has designed this Directive to strengthen the Community legislative framework for investment 

services and regulated markets to reach two objectives: (1) to protect investors and safeguard 

market integrity by establishing requirements governing the activities of authorised intermediaries 

and (2) to promote fair, transparent, efficient and integrated financial markets. The Directive 

requires the Member States to harmonise the rules governing investment services and activities. To 

that end, the Member States must set up an authorisation system enabling investment firms to 

operate throughout the EU. In other words: the Directive allows investment firms, banks and stock 

exchanges to offer their services across borders on the basis of the authorisation issued by the 

competent authority of their home Member State. This Directive also intends to establish the 

harmonisation of the assessment rules of procedure and criteria for the acquisition of a qualifying 

holding. In addition, the Directive considerably enhances investor protection by setting minimum 

standards for the mandate and powers that national competent authorities must have at their 

disposal and establishing effective mechanisms for real-time cooperation in investigating and 

prosecuting breaches of the rules. Plus, the Directive creates an obligation to safeguard market 

integrity, to report transactions and to keep records. In short: the Directive is designed to improve 
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the Community rules on securities markets. It therefore sets out the general obligations which 

Member State authorities must enforce and investment firms should obey.
213

 

From: http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l24036e.htm 

 

The IPPC Directive, Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control Directive, (2008/1/EC), requires 

industrial and agricultural activities with a high (cross-border) pollution potential
214

 to have a permit. 

This permit can only be issued if certain environmental conditions are met, so that the companies 

themselves bear responsibility for preventing and reducing any pollution they may cause. In order to 

receive a permit an industrial or agricultural installation must comply with certain basic obligations, 

for example to prevent all large-scale pollution and to ensure accident prevention and damage 

limitation. In addition, the decision to issue a permit must contain a number of specific requirements, 

including emission limit values for polluting substances, any soil, water and air protection measures 

required. The Directive furthermore contains the requirements for all permit applications and the 

notion that the Member States are responsible for inspecting industrial installations and ensuring 

they comply with the Directive.
215

   

From: http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l28045.htm 

 

The Landfill of Waste Directive (1999/31/EC) contains strict requirements for waste and landfills to 

prevent and reduce as far as possible the negative effects on the environment from landfilling, in 

particular on surface water, groundwater, soil, air and human health. It defines the different 

categories of waste and applies to all landfills, defined as waste disposal sites for the deposit of 

waste onto or into land. In addition, a standard waste acceptance procedure is laid down so as to 

avoid any risks. The Directive also sets up a system of operating permits for landfill sites and the 

requirements for the applications of those permits. Plus, it contains the responsibility for Member 

States to ensure that existing landfill sites may not continue to operate unless they comply with the 

provisions of the Directive. Related to this Directive is Council Decision 2003/33/EC of 19 December 

2002 establishing criteria and procedures for the acceptance of waste at landfills. 
216

 

From: http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l21208.htm 
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 Markets in Financial Instruments and investment services Directive (MiFID) (2004/39/EC) and 

http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l24036e.htm 
214

 as energy industries, production and processing of metals, mineral industry, chemical industry, waste management, 

livestock farming, etc. 
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 Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control Directive, (2008/1/EC) and 

http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l28045.htm 
216

 The Landfill of Waste Directive (1999/31/EC), Council Decision 2003/33/EC and 

http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/l21208.htm 
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Appendix 3: Quantitative methods 

 

The questionnaires (one specified for IMPEL and one for CESR) began with two introducing questions 

concerning the background of the respondents (Questions 1-2). The shift into the research topic was 

made by addressing three general questions on the NRAs as organizations in the EU (Question 3, 4 

and 5). After that, respondents had to indicate their opinion on eleven statements concerning the 

level of uniformity of the practical implementation of each directive (Questions 6-16). To find out 

what coordination-methods were used in the two TRNs, 8 statements were included in the 

questionnaire (Question 17-24). The respondents were then asked to indicate to what extent they 

agree with 6 statements on the level of interdependency for each directive (Question 25-30). To 

conclude, the questionnaire finished with two general questions on the level of interdependency and 

the level of uniformity (Questions 31 and 32).  
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Appendix 4: Qualitative methods 

 

The qualitative data is gathered by means of oral open-ended in-depth interview questions. The 

exact questions posed differed to some extent with every interviewee. 

Before posing the question below, I always started with some introducing questions on the 

background of the interviewee, the TRN, their NRA and the directives. After the introduction, the 

following questions were generally posed: 

 

1. Do you feel like the securities regulators/environmental authorities are comparable in the 

way they are organized internally? 

2. What are the differences/similarities? 

3. What are the consequences? 

4. How can we explain that? 

 

5. Are securities regulators/environmental authorities just as strict in inspecting and enforcing 

of MAD/LOW
217

?  

6. What are the differences/similarities? 

7. What are the consequences? 

8. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 

9. What are the consequences? 

10. How can we explain that? 

 

11. Do securities regulators/ environmental authorities inspect roughly the same amount of 

cases concerning MAD/LOW?   

12. Why (not)? 

13. What are the consequences? 

14. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 

15. What are the consequences? 

16. How can we explain that? 

 

17. Do securities regulators/ environmental authorities use the same inspection/supervision 

plans concerning the daily practice of MAD/LOW?  

18. What are the differences/similarities? 

19. What are the consequences? 

20. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 

21. What are the consequences? 

22. How can we explain that? 

 

23. Do securities regulators/ environmental authorities use the same enforcement instruments 

in the case of non-compliance with MAD/LOW?  

24. What are the differences/similarities? 

25. What are the consequences? 

26. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 
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 MAD and MiFID are the two directives in CESR and LOW (Landfill of Waste) and IPPC in IMPEL 
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27. What are the consequences? 

28. How can we explain that? 

 

29. Did you have to negotiate in CESR/IMPEL during decision-making on MAD/LOW?  

30. How did that go? 

31. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 

32. How did that go? 

33. How can we explain that? 

 

34. Were decisions in CESR/IMPEL on MAD/LOW taken by consensus?  

35. How did that go? 

36. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 

37. How did that go? 

38. How can we explain that? 

 

39. Do you think the members of CESR/IMPEL feel like they have a common responsibility? A 

sense of communality?  

40. How does that show in the case of MAD/LOW? 

41. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 

42. How can we explain that? 

 

43. Is consistent inspection/supervision and enforcement of MAD/LOW a precondition for the 

functioning of your NRA?  

44. Why? 

45. Is that the same for your counterparts? 

46. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 

47. Is that the same for your counterparts? 

48. How can we explain that? 

 

49. Does consistent inspection/supervision and enforcement of MAD/LOW lead to advantages 

for your NRA?   

50. Why and How? 

51. Is that the same for your counterparts? 

52. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 

53. Is that the same for your counterparts? 

54. How can we explain that? 

 

55. Is your NRA dependent on the other securities regulators/environmental authorities in the 

EU in the day-to-day inspection and enforcement of MAD/LOW? 

56. Is that the same for your counterparts? 

57. And what about MiFID/IPPC? 

58. Is that the same for your counterparts? 

59. How can we explain that? 
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60. To what extent does a higher level of interdependency lead to more consistent day-to-day 

inspection and enforcement?  

61. How does that relate to similarities/differences between the consistency of day-to-day 

inspection and enforcement of MAD/LOW and MiFID/IPPC? 

 

62. Are CESR/IMPEL activities on more consistent day-to-day inspection and enforcement 

successful? 

63. Which mechanisms decide if activities are a success?  

 


