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5 The Administrative Working
~ Procedures of Member States

Introduction

This chapter examines the administrative working procedures -of the
smaller states in the decision-making process of the EU in the areas of the
CAP and the Regional Policy and it establishes the impact which the small
size of the administrations of the smaller states has on their behaviour.
This chapter will test our third hypothesis that: !

the administrative working of the smaller states in the decision-making
process of the CAP and the Regional Policy is characterized by greater
informality and greater flexibility. Also, national officials of smaller
states dealing with issues which are not regarded as being of vital

importance, have greater room of manoeuvre in fegotiations compared.

to the officials of larger states. Because of this the administrations of
smaller states are able to deal with EU demands as efficiently as the
administrations of the larger states.

In order to establish a state’s behaviour in Eo decision-making process
of the BU it is necessary to analyse what impact its administrative
characteristics may have on its relations with EU institutions. This is
particularly important for two reasons. Firstly, state administrations
arrange domestic EU policy-making. Secondly, they conduct state business
in the EU. The question which arises is whether the small size of an
administration affect the state’s behaviour in the decision-making process
of the EU, and if so what distinguishes it from the behaviour of larger
states.  This is very important because we need to examine the
administrative behaviour of smaller states in the EU decision-making
process before moving on to analyse their relations with the European
Commission and their approach towards negotiations in the Council of
Ministers. This is because if the administrative working procedures of the
smaller states in the EU differ from that of larger states, we can expect their

behaviour in the EU decision-making process to differ from that of larger
states.

74

The Administrative Working Procedures of Member States 75

Katzenstein does not look at in detail how the smallness of the
administrations of smaller states may affect their interactions
internationally. He examines the relationship between administrations, the
political elite and interest groups in smaller states but he does not directly
tackle the advantages or disadvantages of a small administration.” He
discusses in general terms the organization in smaller statés: organization
meaning both the state bureaticracy and private institutions.: He argues that
organizations in smaller states, private or public, have a broader function as
they deal with a greater variety of issues than organizations in larger states.
Organizations in smaller states are less specialized: they work more closely
than those of larger states with other national organizations in order to

solve problems. Institutions in small states are selective in problem -

definition, as our evidence suggested in the previous chapter, and they
make interorganizational relations very personal. Katzenstein argues that
there is.a fluidity of relationships in smaller states, together with oligarchic
tendencies within them as decisions are made by few decision-makers.
Centralization of domestic structures in smaller states is a result of their
small size and manonmmsoo on world markets. This in turn impacts on the
policy-process in the smaller states which differs from that of larger
states. 8¢ :

We have to establish ir,o%on these characteristics do exist within the
administrations of the smaller EU states, and if so, to what extent they
impact upon the behaviour of the smaller states in the EU. We need also to
go further than Katzenstein and look more directly and in more detail at the
characteristics of the administration of smaller states. Katzenstein does
briefly mention the relationship: of the administration of the smaller states
with domestic economic policy-making: He argues that smaller states are
statist, for two reasons. Firstly, they accord their administration an
important place in policy-making. Secondly, they are highly selective in
pre-empting the costs of change through intervention, and they undertake
protection in the name of structural transformation.’ On the other hand,
Katzenstein argues that smaller states are also antistatist because they
neutralize their administrations by a lack of autonomy and their own
political interests.'®* However, he does not explain clearly how he comes to
these findings and what implications this has for the international behaviour

of smaller states. We need, EQ&‘QP to examine the characteristics of

smaller administrations and 'see how they compare with those of larger
states if we want to establish their behaviour in the decision-making
process of the EU.
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Our primary aim in this chapter is to analyse administrative working-
procedures of member states in the areas of the CAP and the Regional
Policy. This chapter will, however, only deal with EU domestic policy-
making with respect to the affect the size of their administrations may have
on their interactions in negotiations in EU institutions. We are more
concerned with the impact a small administration may have.on a state’s
behaviour in the EU than how a small state conducts its EU policy.

This chapter is divided into six sections. We will start by looking at
the administrative tasks of participating in the EU decision-making process
and spell out the complexity which administrations face in dealing with the
increasing demands of the EU. The first section will also analyse the EU
policy co-ordination of member states and the important role which the
Permanent Representations play in this co-ordination. The second section
analyses how the administrative working procedures of member states
work out in practice regarding EU matters and their administrative
characteristics. It focus particularly on the working procedures of the
Permanent Representations making a comparison between larger and
smaller states.  Although the Permanent Representations oversee,
coordinate and deal with the day-to-day management of the participation of
states in the decision-making process of the EU, the -national
administrations of member states also have to be taken into account,
particularly in the ministries,
management of EU business. The third section investigates how
administrations cope with the EU demands. The fourth section analyses
Greece’s administrative problems. This is because the administration of
Greece is a special case in the EU and as such needs to be examined. The
fifth section includes a special analysis of the administrative working
procedure of Spain: a week large administration. The sixth section is a
summary of the chapter and will provide an analysis of the response of
states to EU demands. In the conclusion we will look back at the approach
of Katzenstein, particularly his explanation of smaller states international
behaviour. We will argue that his approach misses an important variable,
the size and characteristics of administrations, in explaining their
international behaviour.

as they take part in the day-to-day

—~—
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The EU Policy Co-ordination of Member States and their
Administrative Tasks of Participating in the EU

The co-ordination of EU policies is a huge task for the administrations of
member states. The EU national policy-making co-ordination takes place
at different levels; from local and/or regional administrations and national
administrations, at the domestic level, to the co-ordination in Brussels of
Permanent Representations of member states, The administrations of
member states work at three levels, according to the institutions, in the EU
decision-making process. Firstly, the main aim of the administrations in
the EU is to influence decisions in the Council. They try to influence
decisions in its three decision-making levels: working group meetings;
COREPER meetings and the Special Committee of Agriculture (SCA)
meetings; and the Council of Ministers meetings."” Secondly, national
administrations are in close contact with the Commission before it draws
up proposals and while it is redrawing the proposals while taking part in
negotiations in the Council of Ministers."® Thirdly, national maB_Em:&_o%
also try to influence the European Council.'®

The Single European Act (SEA), and the increased use of qualified
majority voting in the Council of Ministers has speeded up the decision-
making process. The Commission now puts forward more proposals, and
more decisions are made in the Council. This gives national officials less
time to work on each proposal and prepare for negotiations and also
decisions have to be made quicker at the national level as negotiations in
the Council are taking less time. The Maastricht Treaty has added to the
treaty changes and increased further the number of decision processes and
rules. National officials have had to adapt to all these changes and to
understand the complexity of Eo negotiation environment.

National administrations: face several difficulties in managing \%o EU
business negotiations."”® For instance, there is a lack of control over large
areas of agenda setting which’' makes it difficult for administrations to
oversee developments in all of the EU policy-areas and sectors. It is
difficult to manage policy initiatives and innovations because of a lack of a
clearly defined negotiated order which is structured around well-established
and reasonably stable policy networks."” Also, the structural ambivalence
of decision-making in the EU complicates participation. The EU is a
combination: of a federation, a supranational body, intergovernmental
bargaining and an international regime. Decisions are taken by
supranational institutions 'and in intergovernmental bargaining.'*
Furthermore, administrations may be required to co-ordinate in a different
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way at national level and at EU level. The ty i :

( . pes of skills, styles and
resources needed .Em%.&@oﬁ Participation in the EU decision-making
process may require different types of co-ordination ‘which is not only

&Mwn.a:m MSE that prevalent at national level but may even be in conflict
with it’.

The EU policy co-ordination of member states is of key importance wo&,

Eo:.. participation in negotiations in the Council.™ Success iri the decision-
making process, in fact, ‘depends on a country’s capacity to co-ordinate
across the extended policy chain’.'” Co-ordination also requires a thorough
knowledge of issues on the agenda and national policy-makers are only

~ able to draw up adequate instructions with expert knowledge.'” W

. The nature of the domestic EU co-ordination of member states varies
Jzao_%. Some institutional emulation and convergence has taken w_mo,o. for
msmﬁmzomv the creation of the ministries of European Affairs . and
E$&%m£§§§ committees with similar titles, but ‘variety is still the
aoBEE.: feature of national co-operation’.!’ Wright argues that this
<§o€._w determined by the interplay of four major factors: F irstly, it is
%@358. by formal organisations and procedures.  All :mmosm_
administrations, large or small, have a formal procedure. These formal
v.n.oomm:..mw differ, however, between administrations on account of their
Emﬁ.o:ow_ development and different principles. Administrations adapt
their procedures to different environments in order to deliver what is
wxvooﬁma of them. "Secondly, the varity is characterized by internal
E».On.B.»_ :.oﬁio%w. Thirdly, it is determined by internal politico-
meEG#&Ea style and culture.  Administration organisations and
Eoo.m.mcam are characterized by defined values, social attitudes and
traditions."® Fourthly, the varity is determined by the pattern of ambitions
resources and constraints.'? u

,?o.no are, however, some similarities in the domestic instruments of
m.G.no.:.o% co-ordination of member states. ‘Wright gives three major
E?:w::om in his study on the domestic co-ordination of member states
F _wﬂ._v\, heads of government aided by the Foreign Minister and E:m:om
g::maa. deal with major political and constitutional EU issues. Secondly.
the moa_mz Ministries and Finance Ministries in member states have E_Aom
over a.»@: co-ordination link between the domestic capital and EU
institutions in Brussels. Thirdly, in all the member states, most ministries

‘have adjusted their internal organizations to the requirements of EU policy-

making.?®

- Formal EU policy co-ordination in Brussels is similar for all member
states. They are represented by a Permanent Representation’ which is
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headed by an Ambassador. Permanent Representations are serviced by
national officials and diplomats from the Ministries of Foreign Affairs.
Permanent Representations of all the member states were initially mainly
diplomats and officials from Finance Ministries and Agricultural
Ministries, but as the scope of the EU has expanded, the number of other
national officials specializing in particular sectors has increased.”" The
task of the Permanent Representation can be split broadly into six features:
Firstly, the Permanent Representation is responsible for informing the ;i
national government of possible, or impending EU, legislation. This
requires sensitive antennae and an effective information gathering and
transmission service. Permanent Representatives, for instance, send
ministries and other co-ordination bodies the proposals from the European
Commission and inform them about all future reforms and proposals.
Secondly, the role of the Permanent Representation is to defend the
national position in EU institutions. It has to present it in an acceptable
form and at the appropriate moment. Thirdly, the Permanent,<
Representation role is to negotiate the national position. The Permanent
Representation works essentially through COREPER in order to prepare
Council meetings. Permanent Representatives’ work is particularly
concentrated around the working groups of the Council. Their task is to
report back to their national capitals the details of relevant proposals. In
addition, they frequently have to translate government instructions into
bargainable positions within the working groups. Fourthly, The Permanent
Representation task is also, more generally, to inform all the relevant EU
institutions ' in Brussels and member states representatives of its-
government’s position. This is| particularly important in relations with the
Commission and other member states as a state tries to secure a positive
decision-making outcome. Fifthly, the Permanent Represeftations also
reports back to their national administrations and/or organizations
concerning EU decisions and on the repercussions of these decisions for
their national law.*? Finally, the role of the Permanent Representatives is
to participate in the EU domestic policy-making process. They play a
crucial role in the preparation and co-ordination of national positions.*”

These Permanent Representations’ duties have to be successfully
carried out in order to satisfy domestic interests at home. They are at the
centre of communication between national administrations and EU
institutions.” As stated in the handbook of the Belgium Direction of
European Affairs (P.11) which belongs to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs:
‘the Permanent Representation is for the Belgian Administrations the only
statutory channel for all communication with the EC institutions’.** This
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requires a huge effectiveness on the part of the Permanent Representatives
and good co-ordination between Permanent Representatives and officials in
member state capitals. .

Hoscheit argues that smaller states must mobilize comparatively more
administrative resources to overcome EU complexity. They have
developed an adequate strategy of bureaucratic design to compensate for
their relative lack of material input. Their strategy is based upon: | the
precise ordering of priorities, administrative adaptations, and a pragmatic
and informal management of procedures.?” The smaller member states are
caught between the rising demands of the EU and their limited resources.
They have to find a balance between these two factors which leads to
differentiated strategies of institutional adjustment, ‘this is a major
challenge, one that has a direct bearing on the overall performance of a
country in the context of European policymaking’ 2%

Working Procedures of Member States’ Administrations in the EU:
Administrative Characteristics of Smaller States

The Support given by Ministries and Co-ordination Bodies to the
Permanent Representatives and the Pivotal Role played by Permanent
Representatives from the Smaller States

The Permanent Representations of larger states have more support from
their ministries in their capitals than those of smaller states. Larger state
Permanent Representations get direct instruction and information from their
national administrations while Permanent Representatives from smaller
states often have to find their own way of participating in negotiations in
the Council of Ministers. Negotiators from smaller states are rather
satisfied with the EU coordination in their capitals®® but they sometimes
find they lack information and clarity. For instance, the Belgian Permanent
Representatives and other members of the Belgian delegation generally
find that they are not well prepared for negotiations in the Council. They
claim that they do not have the political backing and that negotiators from
other states perform much better in negotiations?® The Permanent
Representatives of France ‘and other negotiators, for instance, get full
backup from Paris. Their guidelines are clear and they know exactly what
is expected of them. In the early 1960s, the Ambassador of the French

Permanent Representation made an particular attempt to let the

administration in Paris deal with the technicalities of the dossiers while the
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delegation tried to get a clear political overview of EU matters instead.
This rhythm of work and the relationship with Paris has continued.?'"
Larger states often send someone from their capital to management
committees meetings while smaller states use their Permanent
Representatives to cover management committees. As a British Permanent

Representatives pointed out: when. asked about the difference between

smaller and larger states’ Permanent Representatives in the field of
agriculture: ‘one difference is that we have considerable backup from the
Ministry of Agriculture in Liondon. They send people to attend all the
management committees while Permanent Representations from the
smaller countries will cover management committees. We have experts in
London who will come from London as often as the management
committee meets’.*!! 3

On the other hand, this gives Permanent Representatives from smaller
states a pivotal role in domestic EU policy process. They cover more
subjects within the EU and their knowledge is essential for EU policy-
makers in ministries. They are more likely to participate directly in the
domestic EU policy-making process, formally or informally?* Our
evidence suggests that officials in the small state- Permanent
Representations tend to be generalists rather than specialists. For instance,
the Belgian Permanent Representatives who come from the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, develop and maintain contacts with officials from many
ministries. They deal with varied policy domains and they have more
contacts with officials in ministries than other Permanent Representatives
who come from other ministries. They tend to limit their contacts with
their own ministries.?® Most Permanent Representatives do not have time
to specialize in particular policy fields as they have to deal with greater

‘variety of subjects than their counterparts from larger states, as stated

above, so in order to fulfil their obligations they have to be in direct contact
with the officials from many ministries. They are in great need of support
from their national administration, in order to be able to take a full part in
negotiations in the Council, but they get considerable backup only in areas
which are regarded to be of importance. The pivotal role of small state

-Permanent Representatives can directly be explained by the small size of

their bureaucracy and the limited number of officials working on EU
matters in their capitals.* , :

Important, as well, is that the Permanent Representatives from smaller
states are not always required to contact their ministries in order to take a
policy stand in negotiations 'in the Council. They do, of course, contact
them frequently during important negotiations but on issues which are not
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related to their country they do not have any contact at &_ in many
instances, such as decisions regarding agricultural products which they do
not produce, Regional Objectives which they do not belong to, or —omz.m to
East-European countries. In contrast, large state woﬁjmso:ﬂ. Wo?om.aam?.\om
always have to refer back to their capitals on every single issue with which
they deal.?” . -

The preparation of dossiers and administrative cooperation are the
tasks of the national bureaucracies. Furthermore, some small state
negotiators are based in the ministries in their capitals, particularly ﬁgwo
who deal with issues which are regarded as being of importance. The H.:.wr
government, for instance, often sends national officials from the Ministry
of Agriculture to Council negotiations in the Council. ,Hro.Zn.w%m:msam
also sends officials from important sectorial ministries to working group
meetings. However, the status of Permanent Wovaa.Ewaéw m.:m 9.@:
inside knowledge ensures that their views are Ewn: into consideration
when strategies for issues of high politics are determined.*'®

The Autonomy of National Civil Servants who are in Contact with
Permanent Representatives

s -
The size of the national bureaucracy determines the autonomy of civil
servants who the Permanent Representatives contact in negotiations. ,Ewa
officials that Permanent Representatives of smaller states can onimoﬁ in
their capitals differ from those of the larger states as they can m.wm__v\ Rwov
high-ranking officials. They are more often in direct ooEm.& with the civil
servants who have the authority to alter the negotiation position of the state
in question?”” This simplifies their domestic EU aoommmos-awism process
and makes it more efficient. It also gives them the opportunity to respond
more quickly to new developments in the Council.** o

The Danish Permanent Representatives are, for instance, in @32
contact with members of the EU Committee which have the authority to
form the Danish policy-position. There is also a direct link vogmos the
Permanent Representative and members of EU Special OOBE.:.Som. ,E.Hov\
are at the lowest level of EU co-ordination and decision-making
procedures. Thirty such committees existed in 1996 and Ew: task was to
co-ordinate the EU policy position of those ministries E.<o_<oa in a
particular policy area, such as agriculture, or, on a single issue. Even
though these EU Special Committees are the lowest level of EU co-
ordination they have a high degree of autonomy. mwov EU m.w@o_m_
Committee is surrounded by an interdependent network which consists of

[
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its core members, ministers and members of the EU Committee. The EU
Committee is the next level of coordination committee and it is composed
of senior officials, and officials from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
These actors can change decisions made by core members of the EU
Special Committee. This, however, happens rarely. The main players in
the network are the chair, the officials and the minister in charge of the
chair’s ministry:?’* Permanent: Representatives are in daily contact with
members of the EU Special Committees’ core networks who have the
authority to alter Danish policy-positions. On the other hand, if the issue
concerned is dealt with by the EU Committee they will get their
instructions from its members.. They are able to contact them directly
which is of practical importance as-the policy-makers will have first hand -
information of the negotiation situation in the Council. They will form
their policy-position from the information which they receive from the
Permanent Representatives.””

The Irish Permanent Representatives have also direct contact with top
officials who have the authority to alter the state’s policy-position. It is
quite common within the Irish administration that ‘upper echelons of the
civil servants’®! form a task force to deal with critical negotiations. Irish
negotiators have direct access to these civil servants which make the
domestic EU decision-making process more efficient and at the same time
informal and more flexible.?> Also, all senior Irish officials in the Ministry
of Agriculture are involved in preparations for the weekly meetings of the
Special Committee of Agriculture in Brussels and they are in direct contact
with Irish negotiators in the Council ** -

In the case of The Netherlands, Permanent Representatives will contact
sectional ministries directly Bﬂrom than the foreign ministry. EU policy
formation takes place in the Dutch sectional ministries and the foreign
ministry does not play an active wo_o in the deliberations. The political
authority lies in the sectional ministries who can determine the extent to
which other ministries should be involved in the deliberations. In addition,
they decide whether Permanent Representatives or officials from the
ministry in question will attend the working group meetings.” There are
direct channels between each of the sectional ministries and the Permanent
Representation. These channels of formal, or more often, informal nature,
ensure that negotiators always get first hand information and guidelines
from the policy-makers themselves. ‘ :

This direct access to the top where decisions are taken makes the EU
decision-making process in the smaller states much smoother and quicker.
Negotiators from smaller states in Brussels ‘do not necessarily have to go

i
i
|
|
|
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to the head of the foreign affairs ministry and the finance ministry and
other ministries which larger states’ Permanent Representatives have to
do’2 This is because middle-ranking officials in the ministries of smaller
states can often decide on their own how to proceed as can the Permanent
Representatives themselves in Brussels. The reason for this is that
ministers in the smaller states often grant their senior. civil servants
considerable autonomy in handling EU issues. Ministers in Belgium, for
instance, give top civil servants considerable manoeuvre with regard to EU
issues. These top officials have the authority to negotiate between
themselves on particular issues and can decide the policy stand at each
stage in the negotiation process. The ministers limit their involvement in
EU issues to highly politicized matters. ‘In all the other cases, ministers
rubber-stamp the compromises that have been reached among civil servants
without giving much political input’  On the other hand, when
negotiations in the EU are regarded as being of vital importance Permanent
Representatives and other negotiators from smaller states can contact their
ministers directly.”’

A survey amongst civil servants, from two larger states, Britain and
Italy, and five smaller states, The Netherlands, Belgium, Ireland, Denmark
and Portugal, who negotiate on behalf of their states in Brussels, came up
with interesting findings. The negotiators of Italy and Britain argued that,
in their countries, politicians predominantly took the initiative regarding
new EU legislation which is then proposed at EU level. The negotiators of
all the five smaller states, however, argued that the initiative to launch
proposals in the EU is predominantly taken by civil servants.® This mros.\m
the important role which civil servants in smaller states are granted in
dealing with EU matters and how they have considerably more autonomy
than civil servants of larger states.

The Permanent Representatives of the larger states do not have direct
access to top officials in their ministries. They have to follow the
hierarchical structure of the administration. They are required to contact
middle-ranking officials who can ‘often dictate what the officials in-
Brussels should say’?® These middle-ranking officials do not have. the
authority to change the policy-position of the state.  Permanent
Representatives are stuck with the same policy position, time after time, not

having any room to even slightly alter the policy in order to secure a -

positive deal. This can make negotiations more difficult as EQ.EE&?:
ranking officials in the ministries either deny or are unable to back down

from the original negotiation position”* As a Commission officials stated

‘in the larger states officials often take a hard line but irg the minister

4
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shows up in the Council they accept the deal’ ' Permanent Representatives
of the larger states and other national officials negotiating in Brussels do’
not get direct instruction from ministers as can happen in the smaller states.

Ambassadors of the Permanent Representations of the smaller states in
Brussels also contact home on a day to day basis and they are usually in
direct contact with ministers. iAmbassadors of smaller states are most often
career diplomats and the states most senior ambassadors. They are well
integrated ‘within the hierarcly of the small administration in the capital.
Ambassadors of larger states.iare also, usually, high ranking officials from
the foreign office but they have greater difficulties in overseeing the whole
national administration. They are in daily contact with ministries back
home and other co-ordination bodies but they will consult ministers only on
very important issues.” ,

The Forms of Contact between the Permanent Representatives,
and between the Permanent Representatives and the Civil Servants in the
Capitals: Their Informality and Flexibility

These direct channels of consultation and information, discussed above,
between smaller states Permanent Representatives in Brussels and their
national officials in ministries are more often on an informal basis than in
the larger state administrations, Officials in smaller. states have adopted a
flexible strategy and informal working procedures in order to cope with the
increasing demands of the EU.** ' The small size of their administrations
has automatically altered the way they function, but they have also had to
use informal ways of communication and had .-to increase their
administrative flexibility in order to deal with all the EU demands. They
do not have enough staff or time to look at all research in detail, to
constantly consult different departments and units about particular issues
and have to avoid overloading their administrations with new questions and
analyses in the middle of negotiation. They use telephone conversations,
internet contacts and informal meetings to take decisions.?*

Furthermore, individual officials and administrative units use their
basic knowledge of what scope they have for action. Officials in the
smaller states usually know each other, particularly the top officials who
have been in their positions for a long time and they know what manoeuvre
they have for action and what is expected of them. High ranking as well as
lower level officials are often granted unofficial autonomy to deal with
issues regarding the EU as trust builds up within the administrations. This
trust is not only built on the mEﬁ: size of the administration as the officials

¥
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get to know each other very well but also upon a network of officials with a
similar background, education and views. A close network between
members of the elite in smaller states makes this possible and senior
politicians and interest group leaders have often known each other since
nursery school.?’ \

There is, for instance, a strong contact between the Belgian Permanent
Representatives and officials in the cabinets and ministries. These contacts
are characterized by informality. Even though ministries do not have any
of their officials working within the Permanent Representation there are
strong direct contacts between officials in the Permanent Representations
and ministries concerned. ‘The need of such contacts is fulfilled by the
establishment of informal coordination networks’.”® The Permanent
Representation has established informal networks in order to handle issues,
particularly those which have to be decided on in a short period of time.
Formal meetings are kept to a minimum and decisions are taken in informal
meetings and over the telephone.” There are also informal co-ordination
procedures in cases of repeated decision-making in, for instance, the policy
areas of agriculture and the environment.*® These informal co-ordination
procedures, or networks avoid an overloading of the Permanent
Representation and other co-ordination bodies and allow for a very quick
co-ordination whenever necessary. .

Smaller state administrations have developed their own informal
specialized working procedures. This informal working procedure consists
of cooperation between the main EU policy co-ordination body, most often
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, other ministries which the case concerns,
sometimes the sub-national governments and/or local authorities and the
Permanent Representation of the member state in question. In Belgium, for
instance, informal co-ordination takes place between the cabinet of the
federal ministry concerned, cabinets of the ministries of the regions, and
the Permanent Representatives who lead the Belgian delegation in the
Council. Sub-national administrations can also be involved, if necessary.
The official co-ordination bodies, the Direction for European Affairs (P.11)
in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and thie Interministerial Economic
Committee (CEI) can sometimes be involved in this informal working
procedure.”* ,

The role of the Permanent Representations is particularly important in
the smaller states. A Belgian study indicates that the role of the Belgian
Permanent Representations in the Belgian EU coordination system is very
important, in fact much more important than its official role indicates. ‘In’
reality, the role of the Belgian PR (Permanent Representation) is much
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more important. It is not just one actor among the others, but functions as
an important informal coordinator besides P.11°.* The official role of the
Permanent Representation is to participate like any other in working
groups, in COREPER I and II and in the SCA. It participates in the.
Direction for European Affairs (P.11 Coordination), the main co-ordination

'body within the Belgian administration and oversees the communications

between Belgian institutions, authorities and EU institutions.

The behaviour of Permanent Representation is built on informal
contacts and informal meetings with the rest of the Belgian administrations
in order to get the quickest and most effective solution. EU issues are
responded to oh a case by case basis. In other words, the Permanent
Representation responds in the way it thinks is going to secure the most
beneficial deal for Belgium. The Permanent Representation even in some
cases oversees the policy-formation. As the study indicates: ‘Many of
Belgium’s positions in the working groups and COREPER are determined
at a meeting organized by the Belgian PR’*'" The key role of the
Permanent Representatives in' the informal Belgian network can be
explained by their important role in the Belgian delegations in the working
groups, COREPER and SCA. An official from the Permanent
Representation will lead the delegation and the Permanent Representatives
will have a good source of information both from the Commission and
other member states, Their expertise and knowledge of how to handle
unpredictable situations in negotiations in the EU decision-making process
gives them a head start. Permanent Representations of the smaller states
have a very good grounding for becoming important members in EU policy
co-ordination at national level.. As the Belgian study concluded:
‘Coordination will take place in the PR meetings anyway’ >

The Belgian Permanent Representation acts as a gate-keeper between
the formal co-ordination system of P.11 and the semi-formal co-ordination
system on specialized issues. It'ensures that there will be co-ordination and
that this co-ordination will lead to a particular policy-position. The
Permanent Representation provides this co-ordination either through the
formal channels or by established informal channels of communication.
This is especially the case when no formal or semi-formal domestic EU
decision-making co-ordination: exists because of the lack of frequent
decision-making in the EU. (It exists also when Belgian formal co-
ordination does not manage to form a clear position on particular issues due
to the complexity of the Belgian EU policy co-ordination resulting from the
new federal structure. ‘In such cases, the gap that exists because of the
absence of a semi-formal system _m, filled by the informal networks that are
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built by and through the Belgian PR’.** The weaknesses of the formal md
coordination system in Belgium has been overcome by ‘a system of semi-
formal and informal coordination’ **

The openness and informality of the Danish administration is a typical

example of an administration of a small state. The Danish administration is

pragmatic and not rigidly bound by law. There are, for instance, no .mojoam_
rules on the sending of proposals for comments:** as a result unwritten
rules have taken over written rules in the field of administrative law.*** The
Danish EU co-ordination process is strongly centralized but is at the same
time flexible and many issues are solved informally.*” Most issues are
decided at the lowest level in the EU Special Committees. However, the
domestic EU policy-process does not start with meetings in the Special
Committees: in fact, the policy-process often ends there. ~Substantial
coordination takes place outside the formal decision-making process. The
most important part of the coordination happens at cave meetings, <<E.o:
are completely secret meetings taking place between the Special
Committee meetings. Cave meetings are attended by the main actors
involved in the policy-process, and these meetings do not have any mozs.m_
connection to Special Committee meetings. Cave meetings have gained in
importance as more members take part in the formal decision-making
procedure in Special Committees. The main negotiation process ﬁw_n.o,a‘
place in these cave meetings and no actor can just appear at the mcmo_&
Committee meetings and start to negotiate. The Special®* Committee

meetings are where single sentences are rephrased as the main agents have

i

already formed the Danish policy-position beforehand.*® o

" The Irish administration facilitates a flexible response to Commission
initiatives due to its small size.*® Ministry departments have considerable
autonomy in making policy stands and responses to the EU. This is
particularly the case for sectional policy issues and low key mmmcom.. A.E_o
way the administration manages the EU policy-process is to a limited
extent institutionalized. Interdepartmental committees are few, and those
which exist do not meet often. Contacts and consultations can be said to be
neither rigid nor bureaucratic. ‘The emphasis is on telephone contact and

written observations rather than formal interdepartmental committees’.”

<«

Laffan argues that elaborate procedures and ‘bureaucratic Jourdeur’ are met .
“with hostility by the Irish civil servants. This can be explained by three

factors: firstly, the small size of the bureaucracy, as we rm<.m already
stated. Secondly, the number of issues that are given high _uaojﬁvv as we
have already shown in the previous chapter. Thirdly, the administrative

culture, as has been pointed out earlier, as a factor for explaining .
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administration interaction. = ‘Personalism is a dominant cultural value in
Ireland arising from late urbanization and the small size of the
population’. " Personalism is found in all small communities. It is
reflected in smaller administrations as contacts between officials are
extensive and- easy to establish. Laffan continues: ‘Irish civil servants
know their counterparts in other departments, state agencies and
representatives of the main interest organizations. The small nucleus of
senior civil servants dealing with Brussels on a continuous basis meet
frequently, either formally or informally, which reduces the need for
formalized committees’.>* ‘

In the Netherlands, the inetwork of national officials who have
considerable autonomy in EU policy-formulation is limited to a small core
number of senior civil servants, They often participate in weekly meetings
together with Permanent Representatives where the main EU policy line is
drawn up for the week to come. They meet separately and the number of
informal contacts between them is uncountable. Furthermore, each of these
officials often has a great deal of manoeuvre in their ministry and can act
independently in co-operation with Permanent Representatives with the
approval of the minister?® Dutch senior civil servants in sectional
ministries not only have considerable manoeuvre to formulate their
government’s EU policy-position, but also some flexibility in deciding the
negotiation tactics used in the Council. This is because of ‘the Dutch
respect for the principle of departmental autonomy’.”* Instructions for
COREPER meetings are first formulated in sectional ministries which are
responsible for the issue stage. They are formulated by officials who have
already taken part in trying to settle the matter in the Council working
groups. The final draft is then written by the Directorate for European
Integration at the Foreign Ministry but neither this body nor "other
ministries tends to intervene if they are not directly linked to the issue. Nor
do they intervene if an agreement has been reached in the Council working
groups. Other ministries do not, in fact, have the opportunity to intervene
in the subjects of other ministries until COREPER instruction meetings,
which officials from all ministries attend, and where coordination of the
national position takes place.”*;

This important role of the wwzsm:oi Representations of the smaller

states and their informal co-ordination system can be explained by the fact

that administrations have constantly had to adapt to the increasing agenda
of the EU. This has been a huge task for the smaller administrations. They
have had to increase their capacity without any substantial increase in their
resources: staff, expertise and money. Because of this they have been less
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prepared to deal with the increasing demands than larger administrations.
This is reflected in their flexible working procedure and informal methods.
It is also reflected in the ad hoc adaptations of their different ministries to
the changing EU. :

Permanent Representations are the first to notice the burden of the
increased EU agenda due to their role as negotiators in the Council and
their close relationship with the Commission. They have to respond’ to
these changes in an efficient manner if they are not to be accused of
inefficiency in dealing with the EU. The Permanent Representation cannot,
however, establish their own formal EU co-ordination mechanism as it is
the role of governments, head of ministries or administrations back in the
capitals. As a result the only way for the Permanent Representatives of the
smaller states to cope with the increasing scope of EU policies-and its new
policy-areas is to establish informal channels of communication. ~ Their
informal working procedures make it possible for them ‘to perform their
role as is expected of them. This gives them greater autonomy in domestic
EU policy-coordination. Also, more importantly, this gives them greater
manoeuvre in dealing with EU institutions than large state Permanent
Representations. This is particularly the case when handling issues in
negotiations which are not regarded as being of vital importance for the
state in question. : ,

The administrative working procedures of large states are characterized
by more formal mechanisms than smaller states. Decisions regarding their

negotiating position before a particular negotiation process starts is taken

through their formal decision-making system. This is also the case for
decisions which are taken during negotiations. They all have to go through
the formal hierarchy in the national administration.*®  The German
administration, for instance, operates somewhat stiffly within the EU
framework. It is, in fact, inflexible in dealing with EU matters. This is
partly because the federal system leads to delays in the mandates given to
negotiators and also because the German administrative approach is often
focused on procedures.?”” The large size of the German administration and
its formality restricts its flexibility in handling EU issues. Belgium,
meanwhile, which is also a federal state, is able to overcome the
complexity of the federal. structure in negotiations, by informality and

. flexibility, as stated above. .
The administrations of larger states lack the quick response, made

possible by informal decision-making, which the administrations of smaller

states can provide. It is, for instance, ‘difficult’ for the German

administration: ‘to develop a broad all-encompassing strategy quickly’ >

~ They tend however to be about future issues.
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.>m a German Permanent Representative said: ‘formal working procedure
in the Permanent Representations of the larger states is the norm. We have
more formal arrangements’.>® There are also, of course, informal
consultations within the larger administrations concerning EU matters.

Decisions about the
government’s position in negotiations are not taken on an informal basis as
happens in the smaller administrations.*® As a British official stated: ‘we
spend some of our time talking informally to people in London about issues
which are coming up, future issues’.*!

Y

The .N:&x:.o:c:m of Governments and Guidelines to Negotiators in EU
Institutions: Negotiators Manoeuvrability

N

The mommqm_ working procedure for the Permanent Representatives in
negotiations is to state their government’s policy-position and to report to
the ministries and/or other coordination bodies back home the views of
other member states and the Commission. As an official in the European
O.o::swmmmo: stated: ‘when we (officials in the Commission) have raised a
kind of agreement they will have to go back to their governments and come
back to us’*? Official instructions to and guidelines for the Permanent
Womaowoam%om and other national officials taking part in negotiations
varies, however, according to the importance of the issue concerned and the
size of state’s administration.?* ‘

If a smaller state regards an issue as not being of vital importance, it
will give its officials some room for manoeuvre. ‘As a Portuguese
Permanent Representative stated: W“oE (smaller states) instructions are not
as clear cut as the larger states’’.?* Belgian negotiators claim, for instance
m,rmﬁ they lack clear instructions. They do not have the initiative as they Edu
just supposed to wait for the ideas of the Commission.?®® In the case of
Denmark, the :Emasoo of the Danish parliament (Folketing) and the
general political system vanishes when political issues of low importance
are on the agenda. ‘The administrative-corporative network’s influence
prevails’®® and officials’ scope for manoeuvre increases. This is
particularly the case as the number of EU directives have increased.®” The
margin for manoeuvre for Irish Permanent Representatives is also wide.
They ‘often mould the instructions to the interests of a consensus . in
COREPER’*®  This is because there is direct contact between -the
Permanent Representative, who oversees the particular issues in question,
m:@ the main policy-makers in Dublin. Also, Ireland has a limited number
of interests in the EU.*® A survey amongst civil servants dealing with EU
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matters and EU negotiators from five smaller states based in their capitals:
The Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, Ireland and Portugal, found that they
regarded their mandate as being reasonably open. The officials of Belgium
and The Netherlands are particularly of that opinion as they argue that their
instructions give them leeway.  Furthermore, officials from The
Netherlands, Belgium and from Portugal claim that they take the initiatives
themselves even though their higher officials do not suggest Emﬁ 5@% do
SO. 270

On the other hand, Permanent Representatives from the mBm:o_. states
have strict instructions in negotiations which concern their state’s interests.
‘On those subjects they will not have very much flexibility because they are
politically sensitive at home’*”" In Ireland, for instance, officials
manoeuvrability is wide, as stated above but: ‘almost the only exception is
agriculture. Instructions here are much more strict and a Brussels-based
official deviates from them at his peril’ 2 Irish Permanent Representatives
follow very closely their government’s instructions in the beef and milk
sectors, and in the Regional Policy.”” Greek officials have little flexibility
to move away from their government’s position on tobacco, wine, fruit and
vegetables” ‘Sometimes small member states have much stricter
instructions about what they can say yes or no to’.*”* In Greece ‘recently
tobacco was a very sensitive issue because Greece has a new government
and tobacco growers were threatening to demonstrate in the street. So
Greece had very strict instructions on what they could accept in the tobacco
regime’?”®
The manoeuvre of Belgian Permanent Representatives dealing with the
Regional Policy is a typical oxm:%_o of how Permanent Representatives of

smaller states have strict guidelines in policy areas which are important for

their state. The Regional Policy has become a more important policy area
for Belgium, as more money has been allocated to it at the Union level and
the competition between the Flemish and the Walloon regions has,
intensified. And as the Regional wo:o% has gained in importance stricter
governments guidelines have to be given to officials in negotiations.””” As
a Belgium Permanent Representative stated: ‘the Permanent
Representatives have nothing to say, we have no influence over the demand
itself. We are only the post office for the Flemish and Walloon regions’.?”®
This is because of the institutional structure in Belgium and the increased
power of the regions. The regions regard the EU Regional Policy as a very
important policy area and try to maximize their benefits from it. Asa result
Permanent Representatives ‘just send to the Commission letters from the
Regional governments®*® They can comment on positions of the regions

<
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but they have to follow their views. However, Belgian officials stated that
they have some flexibility in negotiations when the regions want to obtain
more assistance from the Regional Funds but were not in danger of losing
any money already provided. The officials were, however, reluctant to
admit that they had gained this flexibility because: ‘we have got some
flexibility from the regional mo<o§5a5m without a formal yes from
everybody’ . S

This again confirms the EmSBm:Q of the working wwoooaca of small
administrations. Officials are granted manoeuvre without formal decisions
or procedures when trying to secure more assistance from the Regional
Funds. Belgium’s regions gave strict guidelines to officials dealing with
sensitive issues but as the opportunities increased for more benefits and the
possibility - of losing decreased officials gained more freedom in
negotiations.®' Belgium Permanent Wo?mmmam:ém do, however, exercise
more freedom in negotiations concerning the CAP. 95@: issues on the
agenda are not regarded as being of much importance for Belgium interests,
and are dealt with by the federal government, they have some manoeuvre in -
negotiations.®> Where the interests of small states are not affécted their
officials have greater freedom than officials from the larger states. As a
British Permanent Representative pointed out, on products where the
smaller states interests are not at stake: ‘they (governments of smaller
states) may be less concerned”™ As a consequence officials mm_z some
flexibility in negotiations. .

However, the instructions 'to negotiators of larger states are aém%w
fairly strict. Permanent Representatives have little freedom as they have
strict guidelines from their capitals on all occasions. It does not matter
whether an issue is regarded as being of importance for domestic groups in
a larger state: officials always maﬁ clear guidelines regardless. Instructions
from Paris, for instance, to :mmo:mﬁoa are clear and they have to follow
them strictly. Permanent Wovz.\moam:ém have little room for manoeuvre.?
A German Permanent Wonqmmaﬁmﬁ:\o also pointed out: ‘we do generally
tend to have fairly strict instructions’? The same can be said about
instructions from the administration in Rome, however, Italian negotiators
find that their mandate is often not clear enough. They argue that this lack
of clarity and limited room mon manoeuvre results from the large size of
their administration. They felt that large states suffer from disadvantages
because of their large administrative size.?*

Large administrations always try carefully to predict how particular
negotiations may develop. Capital-based ministries and other co-ordination
bodies form a strategies concerning how negotiators should respond to
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particular situations or developments in negotiations, which negotiators
have to follow.?®” The French EU decision-making is, for instance, Emr_%
centralized and Permanent Representatives do not have to participate in the
necessary inter-ministerial co-ordination, which EU dossiers require and
which is the norm in the small administrations.® On the other hand, the
Italian administration is likely to suffer from the prevailing domestic
political climate. Italian negotiators usually have good support from their
ministries but it is sometimes difficult for them ‘to place a well coordinated
standpoint on the negotiating table in Brussels’? Preparation for
negotiations in the Council requires good co-ordination, a ::Bg_, of
officials and experts, and the time for officials to carry out research m:m
suggest new ideas. All the five larger states have this capacity, SO_cQEW
Italy and Spain. Spain has overcome its administrative weakness in dealing
with EU matters, as will be described below, and the good diplomatic
tradition in Italy®® makes it possible for the national administration in
Rome to participate efficiently in EU negotiations.

Briefings to Permanent Representatives and officials from the national
capitals demonstrate particularly well the informality of small
administrations working procedures and the formality of procedures of the
larger states. They also show the different scope of manoeuvre which
Permanent Representatives are granted from their national administrations.
Permanent Representatives from all the larger states confirmed that they
had written briefings from ministries in their capitals before meetings. As a
British Permanent Representative stated: ‘we have a formal briefing from

London before all meetings, that is a written briefing, which is declared

with finance ministry colleges’.*' Furthermore: ‘one of our counterparts
from a small country in the Special Committee of Agriculture said once
with me: you are so lucky to have this written briefing which tells you
everything you are m:EEmoa to say. I have to deal with this by ringing up
somebody in the morning of the meeting at home’?® Whether this was
said to justify the British formal decision-making mechanism as it lacks
flexibility or to show that this administrative working procedure is more
efficient does not matter. What does matter is that there seems to be.a
fundamental difference in the smaller and larger states’ administrative
working procedures. As a French Permanent Representative pointed out:
‘I suspect that larger countries have perhaps a more formal mechanism’.*”
'‘As a result, Permanent representatives of smaller states have considerably
more scope for manoeuvre than their counterparts from the larger states.
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The Capacity of Administrations to cope with the Increasing Demands
of the EU

v

It takes some time for any administration to adapt to EU negotiations after
their entry into the EU. Administrative adaptation does, however, put a

“particular constraint on a small administration. This was the case of all the

smaller states, which, were included in this research, which have entered the
EU: Ireland, Denmark, Portugal and Greece. In all the four states,

- particularly Ireland, Portugal and Greece, the civil service was not well

prepared for the intense EU negotiation process. They have not, however,
all faced the same difficulties. - Also, the time which it had taken them to

“adapt to the EU system varied." The Danish administration seems to have

been the quickest to adapt to the system, as its organizational structure was
already efficient and reliable. ‘There did however take place within the
Danish administration, as in the other four states, a battle between
ministries about which of them should take over the primary responsibility
for EU policy co-ordination and this took up considerable time and effort.
Today, things have changed for the better. Three of the states, Denmark,
Ireland and Portugal face no administrative problems in dealing with the
EU. They have adapted relatively easily to the EU demands. They are
aware of the constraints E%o%m by their resources and their limited
personnel due to their small size oovaRm with the larger states. They
have overcome. these a_mmaa\mimmom by :E:m flexible working methods,
informal methodsof ooEE:Eom:oz and given greater manoeuvre to their
officials.

However, EU EaE_uoﬂmr% can require more than an efficient
administration, and a small me_Em:.m:os may face difficulties in putting
forward new ideas: ‘Size and _E:SQ staffing resources reduced the scope
for reflective position papers and the development of a strategic view of the
EU’* The Irish administration depends on severely overworked officials
in the Permanent Representation, Foreign Ministry and .some other
ministries. This can have several implications due to the increased agenda
of the EU. ‘The expansion of the reach of EU policies and the growing
complexity of BEU regulations may leave Ireland exposed in areas where the
system lacks technical depth and expertise’.*® The question which we now
need to answer:is whether small administrations have the capacity to cope
with the increasing demands of the EU. We also have to analyse how their
capacity compares with that of the larger states.

An analysis of the capability of smaller states to cope with the new
Regional Policy structure will give us a good understanding of how smaller
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" states are able to deal with the EU’s increasing demands. We will analyse
their administrative working procedure within the Regional Policy by
focusing on their behaviour within the Partnership Principle which was
introduced in the 1988 Regional Policy reforms. The Partnership Principle
introduced a decision-making procedure which places
responsibility on member states. It requires national governments to co-
operate closely with regional and local authorities. Thus, the Partnership
Principle not only requires administrations to examine, analyse and propose
efficient measures to reduce regional disparities, it also requires them to
work closely and efficiently with the Commission. In the Partnership
Principle, each of the member states has to submit to the Oo.BEwmmwo: a
Development Plan where it spells out its priorities within the EU Regional
Policy. Then the Commission, in consultation with the member state,
draws up a Community Support Framework which demonstrates how the
assistance through the structural Funds should be allocated within the state
for the next five years. Firstly, we will analyse whether the smaller states
submitted satisfactory Development Plans and whether they spelt out their
priorities in an efficient way. Also, how their Development Plans compare

" with those of the larger states. Secondly, we will examine what impact the
administrative characteristics of the smaller states, discussed above, have
on their interactions in dealing with the Development Plans and whether
these interactions differed from these of the larger states.

The quality of the Development Plans The Development Plans of the
smaller states were all well analysed and professional. They spelt out
clearly and efficiently their main priorities. The smaller states were
capable of fulfilling all the criteria and they did not have to rely on
assistance from the Commission, except for Greece.®® The small size of
their administrations did not in any way affect their ability to draw up
satisfactory Development Plans. The Irish and the Portuguese
Development Plans, for instance, included considerable consultation with
local governments which did not reflect the lack of sub-national authorities
within them. The Irish government invited seven sub-regional reviews
committees to present their opinions on the forthcoming Development Plan.

The government then tried to include their views into the Plan if they were

not consistent with the national objectives of maximizing sustainable
employment and growth*” ‘There is now a stronger planning focus’.**®
There is also considerable internal specialisation in the Structural Fund
coordination unit in the Department of Enterprise and Employment which

is responsible for the most complex and technical areas of the EU Regional

a heavy
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Policy. In addition, the political priority which the Irish government gave

the EU Regional Policy was simplified by its formation of a joint

Committee of Ministers and Secretaries in 1988. The committee met on a
weekly basis to prepare the first Irish National Development Plan.*”

. The Development Plans were also a good negotiation base for the
smaller states.’™ This is very'important as the Development Plans are the
basic documents for member states in their negotiations with the
Commission. Development Plans have to be very well prepared, justified
and professional in order to satisfy the Commission obligations. This is
because a, member state has to negotiate with the Commission before the
Commission, in consultation with the particular member state, draws up the
Community Support Framework.: If a member state cannot provide a solid
Development Plan it cannot expect to have much influence on its
Community Support Framework. The Commission is then in an ideal
position to demand that the state follows its suggestions. That is exactly
what happened with the Greek government.*” .

The Commission has had difficulties in working with the Greek and
Portuguese administrations in the area of the Regional Policy. This can to
some extent, be explained by their administrative weakness, structure and
small staff. However, the main reason was that the Greek and Portuguese
administrations were not well'prepared for dealing with all the EU demands
when they entered the Community in 1981 and 1986. The Portuguese
administrative difficulties have now been overcome. The administration
was lacking in experience and it was not able to produce and submit the
necessary documents and to oo-oww&:mﬁo EU business at home.** Today, the
administration of Portugal is very active in dealing with EU matters: It
prepares its work thoroughly and it knows how to represent Portuguese
interests effectively. And civil servants and EU negotiators in Lisbon argue
that their ministries and their Permanent Representation work well together
in preparing for negotiations in Brussels.’® :

Officials in the Commission dealing with the Development Plans and
taking part in negotiations with member states before drawing up the
Community Support Frameworks stated that the Development Plans from
the smaller states, Denmark, Ireland, Belgium, The Netherlands,
Luxembourg and Portugal, were much better prepared compared to these
from the larger states, Germany, Britain, France, Italy and Spain. The
Development Plans of the smaller states were better for two reasons:
firstly, their priorities were: described in detail. Secondly, the plans
provided a better negotiation base. Britain, for instance, was very reluctant
to give information on how it was planning to use the money from the

i
i N
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Funds. The Development Plan for Northern-Ireland did not even have a
financial plan. Tt was not possible to see where the money was supposed to
be used’® It took the Commission almost four months to obtain the
financial plan, only then could negotiations take place. The German
Development Plan was also very poor. The German government wanted
the Commission to give it its share of the Funds without excessively long
negotiations.>® In contrast, the smaller states, apart from Greece, felt that
they had to be professional in order to satisfy the Commission. ,;ov\
thought that they needed to. prove their ability to work QE:: the
Partnership Principle.

The reasons Jor the high quality of the Development Plans of the smaller
states We have to consider, administrative characteristics of member
states, to explain that not only were 6 out of 7 smaller states able to draw
up fully satisfactory Development Plans, but they were, in fact, able to
draw up better plans than the 5 larger states. The main explanation for the
quality of Development Plans of the smaller states is that a small size of an
administration makes relations easier. Officials dealing with the Regional
Policy are fewer, they know each other and their working procedure is
characterized by informality. The reduced formality in decision-making
and the fewer steps within the administrations’ decision-making system,
compared with the larger states, contribute towards making the preparations
for the Development Plans an easier task. These characteristics of
informality and flexibility work against the disadvantages of the smallness
of their administrations. This directly affects their preparation for EU
business and documents which they have to submit to EU institutions.
Another explanation for the better Plans of the smaller states is that the
small size of their national administrations made it less difficult for them to
interlink the relevant bodies, required by the Commission. It was easier for
them, compared with the larger states, to oversee workshops between
regional administrations and authorities, interest groups, ministries and so

on, in order to produce the Development Plans. Smaller administrations -

had less difficulty in co-ordinating all the necessary administrative work.
This was, for instance, the case for both Denmark and Belgium. In
Denmark, there are a limited number of officials dealing with the EU

Regional Policy and it has been relatively easy for them to oversee and -

" organize policy-formation as well as policy implementation.’® In Belgium,
now a federal state, regions have taken over the responsibility of the EU
Regional Policy. Even though conflicts over Belgium EU Regional Policy
formation have occurred, they have been able to coordinate their different
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emphasis. This is not because there is a clear formal coordination structure
to solve disputes but, more importantly, conflicts have been solved by
informal meetings.*”’

Furthermore, the great emphasis which smaller mo<m~.=aoim put on the
Regional Policy provides an explanation, as Chapter 4 demonstrated. For

"example, this emphasis in Ireland can been seen by the fact that the

Department of Finance is largely responsible for drafting and implementing
the Development Plan. The regional review committees are served by the
department and it evaluates the dperational programmes.**®

What also makes policy fotmation and the day to day working
procedures within the administration informal and flexible is that there is

often no clear-cut divide between policy formation and implementation in

the smaller states. It is often the'same official who is involved in the state’s
policy formation, who attends the Working Groups meeting in the Council,
advises the minister for the Council of Ministers meetings and subsequently
implements the:directive. Thus; the consequences of the small size of the
administration are clear: the same. official is responsible for negotiating a
directive in the Council and incorporating that directive into law. It is often
only one or two officials who assume primary responsibility for a series of
directives. Furthermore, these same officials also deal with the EU policies
which involve grants and other payments. Implementation may mean that
they make the rules for eligibility within Community guidelines, select
which projects go for oosmaogﬁop in the EU, set the criteria and standards
needed to qualify for vmv;:ai and decide who qualifies.’® The

- Netherlands administration has, mg instance, made particular efforts to

involve implementing officials, especially the legal experts of ministries, in
the earlier stages of EU aoo_m_o:-Em_n:m Officials who were mo::oa%
exclusively involved with _Ew_mBme:o: now both participate in the
preparations for EU negotiations and negotiate on behalf of their country in
the Council. These changes have been made to shorten the implemention
process®®  While this has simplified the Dutch EU policy-making and
implemention processes, in the larger states, negotiations are exclusively in
the hands of policy-experts and implementation is a responsibility of
vmﬁoc_ﬁ. officials*'' These links between policy formation, negotiations
in Brussels and _Bv_oémimros simplify the administrative working
procedure, making it more adaptable to change and easier for the smaller
states to oversee the relations' with the EU institutions. Also, smaller
administrations. seem to be as capable as the large administrations in

_EEoEo:::mmG_oma_m:o: HEEmEoEm:oz Eoc_oamm_dzo:_anoaﬁo
small member states.'? ,
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-Administrative Constraints: The Special Case of Greece

The Greek administration was not prepared for joining the EU in 1981.
The administration had to undergo a process of adaptation in order to cope
with EU demands. This process has however been slow and the
administration has not yet attained the same capability as the other member
states in dealing with the increasing scope of the EU. The' institutional
changes in Greece have been slow, complex and demanding. - The
Commission had reservations about Greece’s membership, particularly on
economic grounds, however, it has not only been its economic situation
which has been of concern within the EU. In fact, Greece has had to adapt
to the EU at all levels: political, governmental, administrative and social.
Slow administrative adaptation and poor capacity have been as great
drawbacks as bad economic performance?® Officials in the European
Commission and Permanent Representatives sometimes find that Greek
negotiators are not very well prepared for participating in negotiations.’"
‘Greece has adapted faster politically than administratively... This" is
exactly the opposite of the case of w:a:: which adapts faster
administratively than politically’ >* :

There ‘have, however, been a considerable number of positive
developments in Greece’s administrative attempts to work within the EU
system. These developments have resulted from two interrelated elements.
Firstly, the administration has adapted to its increasing workloads by:
informal working methods; flexibility in handling EU issues; and it has
given its officials considerable scope for manoeuvre in areas which are not
regarded as being of vital interest to Greece. This last point is in direct
connection with Greece’s prioritisation within the EU, as our evidence
suggests in the last chapter. These working procedures of informality,
flexibility and manoeuvrability are even more evident in the case of Greece
than for other countries. This is because the administration has been slow
to develop a formal efficient structure for handling EU issues. The only
way for Greek Permanent Representatives to deal with EU issues in time
has been by informal communications between themselves and officials
back home. The Greek Permanent Representation, as other Permanent
Representations of small member states, ‘plays an important information-
and ‘intelligence’ -gathering role’ in the EU. Greek Permanent -

' Representatives have adapted their own strategy for exerting influence on
The Greek EU administrative working

decision-making in Brussels.
procedure is characterized by flexible decision-making when responding to
issues which are not regarded as being of importance for domestic interests.

.
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Decisions are omo: made in informal meetings - w:a Emo::& contacts
between officials.*"

The requirements of the EU Regional Policy provide a good example
of how the administration is not capable of implementing EU policies
efficiently because of its lack of administrative resources. It also shows us

" that while its inefficient domestic administration does not cope with the EU

Regional Policy, the administration can participate successfully in
negotiations at EU level. This paradox can be explained by the high
priority which Greek governmeénts put on securing positive deals in EU
Regional Policy. The priority of the administration is to obtain influence
from the EU Regional Policy and, in order to do so, it has trained experts
and gathered enough resources to participate in the EU negotiations. A
formal EU policy-making process has been established but, more
importantly, the administration uses its flexible and informal characteristics
to participate successfully in the negotiations. Negotiators’ only objective
is to secure a positive deal. They get strict instructions from the
government and have to follow them carefully.  However, the
administration can respond quickly to new developments in the Council in
particular because of the small network of officials responsible for Greek
EU Regional Policy formation.. Their working procedure is characterized
by informal contacts and flexible forms of decision-making. On the other
hand, the implementation of the Community Support Framework requires
om._o_oi formal working procedure in order to fulfil all the requirements of
the Commission and the Greek administration can not cope with that. It
faces huge administrative - EoEoEm working within- the Partnership
Principle. The: Greek government and the administration itself realize this
and they have accepted a considerable amount of help from the
Commission services. The Commission has given the administration
technical assistance to help it to put together programmes and define
strategies.’® In the period of the Community Support Framework, 1989-
1993, the Greek administration handled its work very badly. The
administration 'was incapable of proper planning and did not manage to
deliver what was required of it under the Partnership Principle. The
administration has now agreed to receive assistance from the EU
Commission by allowing special project managers to oversee some of the
projects.’”® But ‘There are still administrative problems affecting the
capacity for absorbing the funds available to Greece from the EU, and in
properly following up the implementation of the EU programmes and the
proper channelling of the related funds’** This has caused a major
problem for the Greek government since they do not wished to lose the
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money which is vital for the local economy. They are in danger of being
accused of mismanagement, not only by the EU Commission and other
member states, but more importantly by the government opposition parties
and interests concerned. Losing out on finance purely because of low
administrative omwmo:u\ damages a government’s credibility. This is
particularly the case in a small country where additional funds to ?:E up
the infrastructure are widely visible.

The second positive administrative development in Greece has coos
the establishment of a formal administrative structure to cope with EU
demands. EU policy co-ordination has become much more efficient c% the
creation of administrative bodies in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs which
coordinates EU policy positions between sectional ministries. The Z_Em:.v\
of Foreign Affairs has established a special bureau, the Special Legal
Service for the European Communities (ENYEK) to handle all EU affairs.
ENYEK ‘is during a very good job’**' because it employs a large number of
analysts and experts on EU matters. Their expertise has particularly
developed from having had to face and to resolve all the problems
connected with running the Council Presidency. It has enhanced the role of
ENYEK and maximised its effectiveness. However, lack of formal
administrative procedure due to political considerations and personal
priorities of officials do limit the use of the officials of ENYEK. They may
serve for three or four years in Brussels but are then transferred back to
Greece to positions not at all relevant to their knowledge and experience.’”
Also, a newly elected Greek government changed nearly all of its
Permanent Representatives in Brussels just days before it took over the
Council Presidency, as it felt the need to replace all of its diplomats with
members of the new political party in office. Therefore, part of the
problem which the administration of Greece faces in the handling of EU
issues seems to result from political conflicts due to the special nature of
Greek politics.*® The Greek government has in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, as have the other smaller states in various forms, established a
small network of core civil servants, ministers and external experts, such as
university professors, to co-ordinate EU affairs. However, membership of
these groups of experts has varied due to changes in leadership in the
ministry and because of political conflicts. They also have the tendency to
vanish after a short time for the same reasons. Politics based around

" personalities, which characterizes Greece politics has lead to other

administrative problems which have had a detrimental effect on Greek

interests. For instance, the junior minister of Foreign Affairs represents
Greece in the Council of General Affairs while for other member states the
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minister represents them. This has led to two problems, one internal and
another external: the problem of coordination between the minister and the
junior minister, and the fact that the junior minister takes decisions with the
other foreign ministers in thei Council, while at the other international
meetings the Greek foreign minister represents the country. This has been

* detrimental to Greece’s interests in the EU, but has persisted because of the

strong personality of the junior minister of Foreign Affairs, who held the
post for most of the 1980s. Financial resources have also constrained the
Greek administration. ENYEK and other bodies dealing with the EU are in
financial difficultiés and need an increase in order to deal efficiently with
all demands.®®* The Greek administration is, however, developing in the
same direction as the other small administrations as sectional ministries
gain more authority to handle EU issues on their own. The Ministry of
Foreign Affairs is the main coordination body but there is an increasing
tendency for sectional ministries to communicate directly with the
Permanent Representations and EU institutions. “There is a strong
tendency for further specialization in the sectional fields of the EC, so that
the new officials will need to possess appropriate expertise and be well
prepared for the negotiations within the Community context’ **

From 1988 to 1989, all ithe principal ministries established new
directions and departments or reshaped existing units in order to deal with
the EU’s increasing demands. Regulations to carry out the single market
and the broader scope of cooperation forced the Greek government to
proceed with a major reshaping of its administration. These changes were
necessary to make it possible for Ea administration to deal effectively with
the EU’s new challenges.””®

A Week Large Administration: The Case of Spain

The administration in Spain provides an interesting insight into how a
relatively weak administration, compared to other large states, at the time
of entering the EU, has adopted some of the smaller administrations’
solutions for coping with EU membership. The administration of Spain has
a good diplomatic tradition, a long tradition similar to the French
administrative style”” The wvawr administration has, however, made
successful attempts at increasing the informal ways of communication in
order to %ooa up the EU domestic decision-making process and to
35938 in EU negotiations:;; More informal contacts between officials
have, in fact, made the maE_Em:m:o: more efficient in coping with EU
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~demands. This informality has, however, been established without giving
room for a more flexible decision-making process within the
administration. Also, the informal networks have been created without the
negotiators in Brussels being given more scope for manoeuvre in

negotiations. There is, therefore, a fundamental difference in the Spanish

administrative working procedure and the smaller states’ EU administrative
working procedures. The Spanish administration has opted for informal
working methods between officials without loosening up its formal EU
policy-making structure and its instruction to negotiators in Brussels.””® On
the other hand, Permanent Representatives do take an active apart in policy
formulation due to the administration’s informal ways of handling some
EU issues. The Spanish government has, for instance, established a special
body, the Interministerial Committee for Economic Affairs related to the
EU (CIEA-CE), to improve intragovernmental coordination on an informal
basis. The functions of CIEA-CE are to establish ways for informal
communications between the ministries and the different administrative
departments and units. Its objective is to achieve short-term consensus on
pending issues*” Decisions on the Spanish position are often made in
informal meetings of experts from ministries and the Permanent
Representatives, either in Madrid or in Brussels. This procedure has not
been institutionalized and informal working methods are the norm. In the
absence of formal procedures, Permanent Representatives sometimes
formulate Spain’s position. The Permanent Representation is, however,
closely linked to the sectional ministries which restricts its scope for
independent action. Furthermore, room for manoeuvre of the Permanent
Representatives is limited by the fact that instructions from the central
government are channelled through the Secretariat of State for the EU
(SECE), which is in charge of the coordination of the Spanish position, in
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Furthermore, sectional ministries usually
send their own officials to working group meetings in Brussels and take
instruction from their own ministries while the Permanent Representation
has to follow instructions from the SECE** The autonomy of the
Permanent Representatives in handling EU issues in negotiations has, in
fact, decreased over the years.”® The final decision on a particular issue is
made by the minister involved and the Permanent Representation is more
like ‘a kind of mechanism for informal inter-ministerial coordination’.*
The relationship between the SECE, the CIEA-CE, the ministries and the

Permanent Representation is characterized both by formal decision-making

procedures as well as informal decision-making mechanisms. By adopting

B .
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more informal .imu\m of handling EU issues, the relationship between these
institutions has improved in recent years.*”

~

P

)3 . : e
A Flexible Strategic Adaptation

None of the smaller administrations have made any major organizational
adjustments to meet the EU demands. They have all adapted to the
increasing demands of the EU by ad hoc responses. Even the SEA and the
Maastricht Treaty did not in' any way result in a centrally directed
adjustment. Administrative adjustments were made in an incremental way.
Administrative traditions and arrangements which were already in place
were used to cope with new'challenges. In Ireland and Greece, for
instance, EU matters are dealt with in the same manner as purely domestic
issues. The Danish administration has gradually adapted to the EU system
and the Netherlands has kept the same administrative procedures in dealing
with EU matters as it had in the late 1950s.*** This has given the Permanent
Representatives and other officials scope to form their own way of
handling EU matters. They are the first to notice the increasing demands of
the EU and they have sometimes had to cope with them on their own.
Permanent Representatives and civil servants in ministries do not, however,
have the autonomy to create new forms of formal procedures to handle EU
issues. As a result, they have developed informal working procedures.
They have taken up a flexible strategic adaptation in response to the EU
decision-making process. Relationships between national civil servants,
and between Permanent Representatives and national civil servants are
characterized by informality and flexibility in the handling of individual
issues in negotiations. Formal procedural channels, of course, exist and are
frequently used, particularly when handling sensitive political issues. But
the forms of contacts of policy-makers and negotiators are determined by
frequent and informal methods' of communication. This is a result of the

- smallness of small bureaucracies as informal contacts and flexible

procedures automatically developed within a small administration.
However, small administrations have made an attempt to enhance a flexible
strategic adaptation to the EU in order to cope with its increasing demands.
Scholars have also suggested that the politics in smaller states are
based on more informal channels of communications than in larger states.
Decisions in Belgium, for instance, tend to take place outside the existing
formal institutions’®  Political consensus in Belgium is built within
networks which operate outside the formal circuits, Formal organizations



106 The Role of Small States in the European Union

exercise their power officially but decisions are made by informal
contacts.” The only way for a small administration to cope with the
complexity of the EU has been to respond to events with a flexible strategy.
Daily, national officials have to respond to proposals of the Commission or
new developments in working groups. They have to formulate the national
position and prepare strategies to get it through the Council. New
situations have to be responded to without a delay and new approaches
used. To cope with this, civil servants, dealing with EU matters, wwsm
Permanent Representatives have been granted considerable manoeuvre to
formulate domestic EU policies and to handle negotiations in the Council.
This is particularly the case when dealing with issues which are  not
regarded as being of primary importance for the state in question. When an
issue become politically important, negotiators receive instructions instead
of guidelines. There also prevails in small states, autonomy of the
ministers®” which brings policy-makers in the ministry concerned near to
Permanent Representatives and other negotiators. Negotiators are in direct

informal and formal contact with policy-makers which can grant them
some scope for manoeuvre.

Conclusion

Our evidence suggests that the size of a state’s administration plays an
important part in a state’s behaviour in the decision-making process of the
EU. The advantages and disadvantages of small administrations have to be
.taken into consideration when explaining the behaviour of small states in
the EU context. A small administration is able to cope with the EU
demands because of its special characteristics and because it makes a
particular effort to enhance these characteristics. The administrative
working procedures of smaller states are characterized by informal
communications, flexible decision-making, greater manoeuvrability of
officials, and by guidelines rather than instructions to negotiators when not
dealing with important issues. These features make it possible for a small
administration to participate successfully in the EU decision-making
system. The Greek administration is the only exception as it does not have
the capacity to fulfil all its functions. But its weakness has more to do with
its history and tradition than its small size. The administration is
characterized by the same informality, flexibility and manoeuvrability as
the other small administrations, and it can take an efficient part in
negotiation at the Council level. Spain, due to its weak administrative

‘administration copes with EU demands.

a
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structure at the time of entry compared to other larger states, has adopted
some of the working procedures of the small administrations. However,
Spain is a long way from having the same amount of decision-making
flexibility and freedom for its negotiators as is the norm for smaller states.

.The public policy literature distinguishes between active and reactive
administrations™® and our evidence suggest that the small administrations
use all their capacity to deliver positive deals in beneficiary policy-sectors
while they systematically limit their role in others. The public policy
literature also distinguishes between formal and informal administrative
working procedures®® and our'evidence clearly demonstrates that small
administrations’ informal methods in handling EU matters are the norm
rather than the exception, as opposed to large administrations.
Furthermore, the public policy literature distinguishes between vertical and
horizontal approaches.’® The Permanent Representations are formally
auxiliary branches of the national administrations in the capitals of member
states.**' However, the smaller states Permanent Representations operate
using a horizontal approach within their national administrations. They
operate at all levels within the administration. Permanent Representatives
are, for instance, in direct contact with the main policy-makers ‘situated at
the highest level of policy-making in the administration. This horizontal
nature of their working procedures is a direct consequence of the
administrations’ small size. i ,

Looking back at the approach of Katzenstein regarding small states,
our findings, in the previous chapters, concerning the fewer economic
interests of smaller states in the EU compared with the larger states,
coincide with his findings on ‘the narrower economic interests of small
Western-European states. Katzenstein does, however, fail to take into
account the administrative size and characteristics in explaining their
behaviour. Our evidence in this| chapter suggests that the behaviour of
smaller states in the aoowwmon-EmEvm system of the EU, in the areas of CAP
and the Regional Policy, are influenced by their administrative small size.
A small administration is characterized by particular features, discussed
above, such as: informality; flexible decision-making; a greater scope for
manoeuvre for officials; and by guidelines to negotiators instead of
instructions. These features are key factors in explaining how a small
Furthermore, they provide
explanations for a state’s approach within the EU decision-making system.
Katzenstein’s failure to take into account what impact a small
administration has on a small state’s behaviour internationally means his
approach only explains half of 'the picture regarding their behaviour.
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Katzenstein’s examination of the relationship between the political elite,
interest groups and administrations does not overcome this problem. This
is because he does not analyse directly, or in detail, the advantages and
disadvantages of small administrations. He is, however, right when stating
that institutions in smaller states are selective in problem definition and that
interorganizational relations are very personal. He .also comes to the
conclusion that organizations in smaller states have broader functions
because they deal with a greater variety of issues compared with
organizations in larger states. Furthermore, he is correct when stating that
decisions in smaller states are made by few decision-makers and there is a
fluidity in their relationships while at the same time there being o:mmﬁzo
tendencies. He also claims that the centralization of domestic structures in
smaller states is a result of their small size. However, Katzenstein comes to
these conclusions by providing an external explanation: a dependency on
the world market,
forefront of his explanation for the smaller states’ distinguishing policy-
process. He does not, as stated above, analyse directly the small size of
administrations and their resulting characteristics and therefore what impact
they have on their international behaviour. Our evidence shows that this is
an important variable missing in his analysis. It is mentioned, but not dealt
with, properly and, therefore, he leaves out an important link which
explains the behaviour of small states. He is, in fact, partly right and partly
wrong. Smaller states’ behaviour needs a much broader explanation than
the number of their economic interests. Their behaviour is characterised by
their small administrations, including lack of access to experts in some
policy sectors, and lack of other resources. We would have reached the

wrong conclusion if we had not concentrated on the administrations of
states.
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