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1. Introduction

When the European Communities were founded in the 1950s, a consid-

erable effort was made to allow the small Benelux (Belgium, the Nether- -

lands and Luxembourg) member states to feel at ease with the larger
members (Germany, France and Italy). The institutional structures of
the Communities bore the hallmark of a balanced decision-making sys-
tem between the small and large states. It took account of the small
states’ fear that their larger partners might try to control the agenda and
become dominant within the new institutions. The small states, propor-
tionally,! gained a bigger voice within the decision-making system
compared to the larger ones. This was enshrined in the Treaties and
mainly took the form of each member state’s right to veto within the
Council of Ministers, equal access to the policy-making structure of the
European Commission and a proportionally higher number of repre-
sentatives from the small states in the European Assembly. In addition,

1 According to the number of inhabitants, GDP, terrltonal size and potential military
capab111ty

330

Can small states-influence policy in an EU of 25 members?

the fact that the new institutions of the Communities were mainly locat-
ed in small member states (Belgium and Luxembourg) further strength-
ened their position. Thus, the original institutional arrangement gave the
small member states a flying start within the Communities. They not
only gained a considerably voice within the new institutions but also
influenced their powerful neighbours in the creation of a supranational
institutional framework where the interests of small states would be
taken account of. Powers were transferred from member states to the
new institutions set to govern policy areas mentioned in the Treaties.
This framework gave the small states the possibility to influence policy
at European level to an extent never seen before.

However, it would have been unrealistic not to expect the large
states to have a greater say in the Communities than their smaller part-
ners. The large states had more resources? and were therefore bound to
try to guarantee their interests and exercise their influence within the
Communities. France and Germany soon took the lead and became the
vehicle for steps towards further European integration. The creation of
an informal European Council and later a formal one gave national lead-
ers an increased possibility to influence the scope of the integration
process. The European Commission, which was supposed to be at the
heart of the Communities and lead the way towards greater integration,
had gained a challenger for this role, the European Council. The three
initial larger members of the Communities, joined by Britain in'the 1973
and Spain in 1986, increasingly took the lead either by advocating closer
integration or halting its development.

Between 1986 and 1994, the European Union (EU) consisted of
five large states (Germany, France, Italy, Britain and Spain) and seven
small ones (the Benelux, Ireland, Denmark, Greece and Portugal). The
small states were able to guarantee their interests within the framework
of individual policy sectors, largely created by the large states and the
Commission.? Thus the two.groups of member states were at ease with
each other. Alliance formations in EU policy-making were built on
political and economic interests in individual policy sectors irrespective
of the size of the member states. The small states only formed a stable

2 E.g., financial and administrative capaclty at home and abroad.
3 Thorballsson, The Role of Small States in the European Union, 2000.
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alliance over treaty reforms, where their common interest was to keep
the structure in their favour, as set in the original Treaties.*

The enlargement in 1995 brought three small states (Austria, Fin-
land and Sweden) into the Union. As the date of the 2004 enlargement
eastwards and southwards approached, the large states became increas-
ingly more worried about their position as nine small states (except Po-
land) were about to enter the EU. The large states feared that the power
balance might shift to the group of 19 small states. The growing anxiety
of the large states as to their ability to influence EU decisions came to the
fore at the Nice Summit (December 2000). The treaty reform at Nice,
seen from the large states’ perspective, was of key importance since it was
their only chance to shift the balance of power towards the group of large
states before enlargement in 2004. The Jarge states wanted to secure their
influence in an enlarged Union,’ bearing in mind that the small states
stick together in defending their position in treaty reform. Dealing with
19 small states instead of 10 in treaty reform is bound to be a bigger
challenge.

It is, however, debatable as to what extent the large states managed
to strengthen their position at the Nice Summit. The media portrayed
the outcome of the Nice Summit as being in favour of the large states.
However, more careful analysis of the final outcome of the Summit indi-
cates that small states did not lose out in the new institutional arrange-
ment. Firstly, each of the large states lost one of their two Commission-
ers while each of the small states managed to hold on to their Com-
missioner. Secondly, the change in the weighting voting system in the
Council of Ministers at Nice did not involve any excessive loss of voting
strength for the small states, particularly bearing in mind that member
states had already accepted in principle a weighting loss in the Treaty of
Amsterdam as compensation for the larger states’ abandonment of their
right to nominate a second Commissioner. Thirdly, the large states,
except for Germany, lost a similar percentage of seats in the European
Parliament as the small states.¢ It would be simplistic to argue that the

4 Tbid, p. 40-43.

5 See, for instance, Gray/Stubb, Keynote Article: The Treaty of Nice— Negotiating a
Poisoned Chalice? In: Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 39, Annual Review,
September 2001, p. 5-23.

6 Galloway, The Treay of Nice and «Small» Member States’. In: Current Politics and
Economics of Europe, Vol. 11, No. 1, 2002, p. 11-29.
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position of the large states must be better after the Nice Treaty. The small
states stood their ground in the negotiations leading to the Treaty and at
the Summit itself. They may have failed to form a coherent coalition to
protect their interests in the negotiation process’ but, at present, there is
nothing that indicates that the small states are in a worse position to in-
fluence decisions within the EU after the Treaty. For instance, Wessels
argues that EU policy formation will continue (to remain and) evolve
according to the present decision-making processes of the EU. Decision-
making in the Union will continue to be consensus-oriented. More
actors than ever before are involved in the decision-making process and
member states avoid creating a situation that would lead to fundamental
cleavages. The Treaty of Nice succeeded to provide a framework where
consensus is the decision-making norm.8 Nonetheless, it remains uncer-
tain as to what extent this decision-making procedure can function in a
Union of 25 states. Some member states might be tempted to establish
permanent blocking minorities or permanent coalitions based on reg1o—
nal or socio-economic interests.? ]

The EU is now a Union of (mostly) small states. Table 1-demon-
strates that a state is considered small or large, depending on whether its -
population is below 17 million or 38 million and above, according to its
territorial size, Gross Domestic Product (GDP), military expenditure
and the number of people working in its foreign service, with oily few
exceptions.

It is particularly useful to consider the administrative capacity of
member states since national administrations most often represent states
within EU institutions particularly in the day-to-day policy making of -
the Union. In order to be more specific on the capacity of national
administrations to work within EU decision-making processes, infor-
mation on the number of people working in-each member state’s foreign
service has been gathered. The fourth row in the table shows the number
of employees in each member state’s foreign service, excluding personnel
employed locally by missions abroad.

7 Gray/ Stubb, Keynote Article, Ibid., p. 19.

8 Wessels, Nice Results: The Millennium IGC in the EU’s Evolution’. In: Journal of
Common Market Studies, Vol. 39, No. 2, 2001, p. 214-15.

9 Ibid., p. 206.
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Table 1: Member States of the European Union: Size Index

States Population Surface GDP (in . Number of Military

(in millions) area(in thousands people working expenditure

1January thousands of millions in the foreign (in millions

2004 of km? of euros: service: © US$:

2003 April 2001* 2003

Small States:
Malta 04 03" 4 256
Luxembourg 0.5 3 23 206
Cyprus 0.7 9 11 231
Estonia 1.4 45 8 479
Slovenia 2.0 20 24 451
Latvia 23 65 10 455
Lithuania 34 65 16 440
Ireland 4.0 70 132 820
Finland 5.2 339 143 ~ 1642
Denmark 5.4 43 188 © 1663
Slovak Republic 5.4 49 29 931
Austria 8.1 84 267 1397
Sweden 9.0 450 224 1500
Hungary 10.1 93 73 1923NB
Czech Republic 10.2 79 76 2165
Belgium 10.4 31 267 2103
Portugal 10.5 92 131 2038
Greece 11.0 132 153 1810
Netherlands 16.3 34 454 3 050
Large States:

Poland . 38.2 324 185 2730 3235

Spain 41.0 507 743 2619 7325

Ttaly 57.5 302 1.301 4688 20811

United Kingdom 59.5 245 1.589 5500 37137

France 59.9 552 1.557 9 800 35030

Germany 82.5 357 2.129 6515 27169

Excluding personnel employed locally by missions abroad.
** Figures are in millions US dollars at constant 2000 prices and exchange rates. The
figure from Sweden is estimated. NB: March 2004.
Sources: number of inhabitants and GDP: Eurostat (2004), Enrostat news, monthly news,
& June 2004. Available online: http://europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat (Accessed 3 July 2004);
surface area: Institut national d’érudes démographiques, The population of the world
(2003) (ed.) by Pilson G. in Population & Societies (monthly newsletter), No. 392, July-
August 2003, France: Institut national d’études démographiques; number of people work-
ing in the foreign service: the Foreign Ministry in each country; military expenditure:
Information from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRE), (2004).
Available online: http://first.sipri.org/non_first/result_milex.php?send (Accessed 3 July
2004). ‘
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There is a growing tension within the EU between the small and
large states. This became manifest in the negotiations leading to the
Treaty of Nice and the European Constitution. For instance, foreign
ministers from fourteen small states, along with the Polish foreign min-
ister, met in Prague, ahead of the Intergovernmental Conference which
started in Rome in October 2003, in order to prevent the large EU
countries to dominate the new Union built on the Constitution. The
group was lead by the Czech Republic and Austria. It wanted to pre-
serve each member’s right to have a representative in the European
Commission, a rotating presidency and a double majority system of
both states and populations. However, the small states within the Union
were not united on these issues as the Benelux failed to send
representatives to the Prague meeting.!® Moreover, representatives of
sixteen small states!! sitting in 105-member Constitutional Convention
often got together and in spring 2003 signed a letter to European
Convention president Valery Giscard d’Estaing protesting against Whgt
they saw as an attempt of the large states to gain more power in the
Union. The letter argued for retention of the rotating presidency and for
a Commissioner for each member state.!?

Groups of small states will to stick together to defend their posi-
tion in treaty reform. Their views may differ on the increased role of the
European Parliament and what should be included in the European
Constitution since their policy on these issues largely depends on their
elite’s view on the supranational character of Union. On the other hand,
they will try to guarantee their proportionally higher number of votes in
the Council of Ministers, proportionally higher number of representa-
tives in the European Parliament, access to decision-making within the
Commission, i.e., a Commissioner per member state, and ensure that
there is, as far as possible, equality between them and the larger states in
the European Council. The interesting question is how the small states

10 BBC news, (1 September 2003). Available online: http://news.bbe.co.uk/go/pr/ir/-
/1/hi/world/europe/3197635.stm (Accessed 29 June 2004). ]

11 The group consisted of representatives from Austna., Denma..rk, Finland, Irelaqd,
Portugal, Sweden, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Slovakia and Slovenia. Representatives form the Benelux countries
did not join the group. )

12 BBE news, (16 May 2003). Available online: http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/ fr/-/1/hi/
world/europe/3035231.stm (Accessed 29 June 2004). :
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can best guarantee their interests within an enlarged Union. How can
small states guarantee success in the institutional debate and individual
policy sectors? What procedures and tactics are best suited for small
states to maximise their capacity of influence within the EU? It has to be
borne in mind that influencing day-to-day EU policy-making, in par-
ticular sectors, may be as important as influencing in treaty reform.

Small states are said to be more vulnerable than large states in
political, economic and strategic terms.!3 They are vulnerable to interna-
tional pressure and have to adjust domestically in order to cope with
political and economic international consequences.!* Also, small states
are seen to have fewer economic, military, administrative and diplomatic
resources as regards influencing decisions made at the international
level.’s Thus, small states cannot be expected to be able to exercise as
much influence in international institutions such as the European Union
as large states. The key question for all small states is how to overcome
the vulnerability associated with their smallness. Representation of EU
member states in the Union’s day-to-day decision-making processes,
like in other international institutions, is mainly by national administra-
tions. Politicians may take the final decisions and represent their nation
in particular forums within international organisations. However, it is
the bureaucrats who are most often responsible for the daily work with-
in international forums. The EU is no exception. It is of fundamental
importance that national administrations are capable of working effi-
ciently within EU institutions.

It takes time for all national administrations, small and large, to
adapt to EU membership. The ability of small administrations to partici-
pate in the Union has often been put in doubt and policy-makers within
the EU have been sceptical about the capacity of new small members to
engage in the complexity of EU business. The EU, for instance, put

13 For instance, see Archer/Nugent, Introduction: Small States and the European
Union. Current Politics and Economics of the European Union, Vol. 11, No. 1,
2002. Commonwealth Secretariat, A Future for Small States. Overcoming Vul-
nerability. Report by 2 Commonwealth Advisory Group, 1997. Commonwealth
Secretariat, Vulnerability: Small States in The Global Society, Réport of a Common-
wealth Consultative Group, 1985.

14 Katzenstein, Small States in World Markets: Industrial policy in Europe, 1985. Ihid,
Corporatism and Change: Austria, Switzerland and the Politics of Industry, 1984.

15 For instance, see Handel, Weak States in the International System, 1981; Thor-
hallsson, 2000; Archer/ Nugent, 2002. ‘
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considerable emphasis on the need for the states that entered the Union in
2004 to have appropriate administrative capacity. The national admin-
istrations of the new member states were examined in detail by the Com-
mission and recommendations made on how to increase their capacity to
engage in EU decision-making and implement EU decisions. Efficient
administration capable of working within the EU was made precondi-
tional to membership. For instance, Malta had to make conisiderable
changes in its administrative structure in order to qualify for member-
ship.16 Historically, new small member states such as Ireland, Greece and
Portugal faced difficulties in working within the EU framework. Whereas
Ireland and Portugal have overcome these difficulties, Greece has not yet

" because of its traditionally weak administrative structure.

The ability of a state to influence the decision-making processes of
the EU may have as much to do with skilful and efficient domestic EU
policy-making, negotiation tactic and contacts in the EU institutions and
other member states as it has to do with the exact number of votes in the
Council of Ministers, the right of veto in particular policy sectors and in
the European Council. Small states are caught between the increased
complexity of the EU decision-making structure and their limited ad-
ministrative resources. Small administrations must find a way to partic-
ipate efficiently within the Union in order to defend their national
interests. They must be able to be as successful in EU decision-making
as the larger administrations. This major challenge has led small member
states to adapt strategies that differ from those of the larger members.
There is a fundamental difference between the working methods of small
and large states in the EU’ decision-making processes, as discussed
below. The research on which these findings are based covers the period
1986 to 1994 and the seven small member states at the time: Luxem-
bourg, Ireland, Denmark, Portugal, Greece, Belgium and the Nether-
lands. It compares their behaviour with that of the large states in two
policy areas, i:e., the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and Regional
Policy.”

16 Commission of the European Communities, Enlargement Strategy Paper: Report on
progress towards accession by each of the candidate countries, 2000, Available
online: http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/report_11_00/pdf/strat_en.pdf
(Accessed 16 May 2003); Thorballsson, Iceland and European integration: On the
Edge, 2004. ‘

17 See Thorballsson, 2000, ibid.
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If the new small member states are able to adopt similar working
methods in order to deal with EU business, they should not have major
difficulties in defending their national interests. For instance, Finland,
whose working methods concerning EU affairs are typical of those used
by small states, as described below, has been particularly successful in
promoting its interests within the EU. The following characteristics of
the administrative working procedures of small states in the EU in the
period 1986 to 1994 may provide the key to the successful participation
of other small states within the Union. The discussion is divided into
four parts: decisive administrative characteristics, little division between
policy formulation and implementation, relationships with the Commis-
sion and negotiation tactics in the Council.

¢

2. Decisive administrative characteristics

There are four main ways in which small administrations handle EU
affairs:

Firstly, small states tend to prioritize within the Union to a much
greater extent than large states. As they are highly aware of their limita-
tions in terms of administrative capacity, small states tend to concentrate
on policy sectors which they gain direct benefits from. Moreover, they
have to focus on particular issues within these policy sectors in order to
guarantee their interests. For instance, Ireland has put most of its admin-
istrative capacity to securing positive outcomes in the negotiations with-
in the CAP and Regional Policy. The Irish administration has, more
specifically, paid most attention to two of the agricultural products
under the CAP, i.e., beef and milk, and left the others on the sidelines.
Ireland simply has not had the administrative capability to engage in de-
tailed discussion on all products within the CAP. The same can be said
of the country’s participation in the Regional Policy since it has paid
most of its attention to the Objective 1 aspect of the policy.

Small states can allow themselves to prioritize to a much greater
extent than the large ones because they have a narrower range of inter-
ests within the Union. The economies of small states rely on fewer ex-
port products than those of the large states. Also, the range of interests
of small states in export sectors is narrower than that of the large states.

In 1994, for example, the shares of two or three agricultural products in
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the small states accounted for much more in their final agricultural pro-
duction compared to the large states.

However, the narrower range of interests of small states within the
Union only partly explains the prioritization. They are also forced to
prioritize because of the smallness of their administrations. Small states
can formally take partin the daily tasks of the Union and are represented
in most Commission and Council meetings. However, they have to miss
a number of meetings due to the limited number of staff. This is parti-
cularly the case with preparatory panels, experts and comitology
committees in the Commission.!8 To counter this problem, Luxembourg
has an arrangement with Belgium — the only such arrangement - to be
represented by Belgium in a number of meetings. :

Furthermore, officials of small states often attend meetings simply
to observe the ongoing debate without any intention to influence it. They
either do not have the time to prepare for the meeting or a policy stand on
the issue under discussion. On the other hand, the large states tend to
take an active part in all meetings, as shown in greater detail below.

Secondly, small states have developed informal and flexible
domestic working procedures for handling EU business. The procedure
is characterized by informality and flexibility. This response can be
considered as a flexible strategic adaptation to the increased demands of
the EU. Officials of small states are the first to feel the increased
demands and often have to fend for themselves. They have to use the
existing models of administration!® because no major organizational
adjustments have taken place within the member states in order to cope
with the growing demands of integrating EU policy. Additionally, the
Union has not put any formal constraints on national administrations in

 this regard.° The only way for officials of small states to cope with the

18  Leagreid, Implications of Europeanization on Central Administration in the Nordic
Countries. Paper presented at IASIA Annual Conference, Beijing 10-13 July 2000,
Working Groups II: Public Service Reform, p. 11-12.

19 For instance, see Bulmer/Bursch, Organizing for Europe: Whitehall, the British
State and European Union. Public Administration, Vol. 76, No. 4, 1998, p. 601-28.
Hanf/Soetendorp, Adapting to European Integration: Small States and the Euro-
pean Union, 1998; Harmsen, The Europeanization of National Administration: A
Comparative Study of France and the Netherlands. Governance, Vol. 11, No. 1,

1999, p. 81-114. -

20 Page/Wounters, The Europeanization of National Bureaucracies. In: Pierre (eds.),
Bureaucracy in the Modern State, 1995; Veggeland, Delegering, lzring and politisk
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increased amount of EU legislation has been to adopt informal working
methods outside the formal hierarchical structure of the administration.
Domestic EU policy-making and handling of negotiations within EU
institutions is determined by frequent and informal methods of com-
munication. The small states have tried their utmost to enhance these
informal contacts and flexible working procedures, which tend to be
typical of small administrations. The officials tend to know each other
and have to deal with a variety of issues due to the smallness of the
administration. This creates a situation where decisions are made over
the phone, by e-mail and in informal meetings except on sensitive issues.
These informal working procedures ease the workload of officials. On
the contrary, all decisions in the large states are reached through formal
decision-making mechanisms. Formal rules and not informality and
flexibility have to be followed in the handling of EU matters.

Thirdly, officials of small states have been granted a considerable
level of autonomy to formulate the national position and prepare strate-
gies within EU institutions. These officials work at the domestic level,
within ministries and their departments and in permanent representa-
tions in Brussels. High-ranking civil servants or ministers grant their
colleagues at lower or middle-ranking levels unofficial autonomy to for-
mulate domestic policies, deal with the Commission and negotiate in the
Council.2t Officials working within EU decision-making processes re-
ceive guidelines rather instructions except where direct national interest
is at stake. The guidelines are more often verbal than not and officials
only receive written instructions in cases of real importance.

Moreover, officials from the small states are more likely to be in
direct contact with their decision-making colleagues at the domestic
level than those from the large states. Most officials from the small states
taking part in negotiations in Brussels can directly contact heads of
department in ministries who can decide whether a national position can
be altered or not. Officials on the ground, in Brussels, can even, when
dealing with important matters, directly contact the minister responsible

kontroll i EQS-arbeidet: Norsk deltakelse i EU-komiteer pa veterinzr- og nerings-
" middelomradet. In: Internasjonal Politikk, Vol. 5, No. 1, 1999, p. 81-112.
21 See Thorhallsson, 2000, ibid, and Meert, Negotiating in the European Union. Dis-
cussion Papers Diplomacy. University of Leister: Department of Politics: Study of
Diplomacy, 1995, p. 8-10. .
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for the issue in question. Also, if necessary, they can without difficulty
contact the head of their Permanent Representation and the head of their
ministry. These working procedures of small administrations are in
direct contrast with the formal hierarchical structure of large administra-
tions. In the latter case, officials receive written instructions on nearly all
occasions and are given very limited scope of manoeuvrability to handle
EU matters. ‘ )

Fourthly, permanent representatives of small member states to the
EU in Brussels play a particular role in their states’ working procedures
relating to EU affairs. Their task is unique compared to that of their
counterparts from the large states. There are two reasons for this. Firstly,
permanent representatives of small member states take an active formal
and informal part in EU policy formation at domestic level and play a
crucial role in the co-ordination of the national position. They become
experts in their area and have a particularly good overview of the de-
velopment of the EU. This is because they have to handle a greater num-
ber of issues and attend a greater number of meetings than their counter-
parts from large states. Secondly, permanent representatives of small
states, while working in EU decision-making processes, sometimes
experience a lack information and clarity from their ministries, especially
when dealing with issues that are not of direct national interest. They are
supposed to find their own way and handle matters without knowing
exactly what is expected of them. As a result, they feel that their counter-
parts from the large states perform'better in EU policy-making than

them. .

¢

3. Little division between policy formulation and implemen-
tation :
Implementation of EU law can be very time and résources-consuming.
A small administration is particularly vulnerable in this respect. How-
ever, small member states have been as efficient as the large members in
implementing EU law.22 Small administrations have made a particular

22 Soetendorp/Hanf, The Netherlands: Growing Doubts of a Loyal Member. In:
Hanf/Soetenforp (eds.), Adapting to European Integration: Small States and the
European Union, 1998.
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attempt to break down barriers between the EU policy-making process
at domestic level and the implementation process of EU law. The same
officials may be responsible for policy-making, negotiations in Brussels
and policy implementation. There are often only one or two officials
assuming primary responsibility for a series of directives within the
small states. It is common forthe same official to be involved in policy-
making at domestic level, attend committee meetings in the Commis-
sion, attend working group meetings in the Council, advise the minister
in the meetings of the Council of Ministers and subsequently be respon-
sible for the implementation of the directive. Moreover, the same official
may deal with grants and other payments relating to EU policies. The
officials may also establish eligibility criteria in conformity with the
Commission’s guidelines and take part in the selection of projects to be
funded by the Commission. This working procedure makes it much
easier for small states to oversee EU affairs than if they had a structure
where officials had clear separate tasks. They are able to respond more
quickly to new developments in the EU and implement EU law without
more difficulties than the large states. Officials of the EU and from other
national administrations are also more likely to know the person respon-
sible for a particular subject in a small state than in a large one. They may
know that the person is responsible for the entire process from policy-
making to implementation and can respond without much delay to their
requests. This is an advantage for the small states in negotiations with the
Commission and the Council, as demonstrated below. The Dutch
administration, the biggest of the small administrations, has made partic-
ular efforts to lessen the clear-cut division between policy formation and
implementation in order to shorten the implementation process. Offi-
cials who are traditionally solely responsible for implementation have
additionally been given the task of participating in the early stages of EU
policy-making at home. They also participate in the preparations for EU
negotiations and negotiate in the Council.

23 Ibid. and Thorhalisson, 2000. ibid.
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4. Relationships with the Commission

The small member states have always demanded that the Commission
act as a mediator between their interests and those of the large states.
Small states have for a long time been seen as defenders of the role of the
Commission in the Union. This is manifested in the emphasis that they
put on the continuing role of the Commission in treaty reform. They
often find it easer to get their ideas accepted within the Commission’s
committees than in the Council, where they face a heavier challenge
from other member states.* However, small states do not get anything
for free from the Commission. They, like their bigger partners, have to
convince the Commission before it can support their stand.

In order to succeed in influencing EU decision-making, small states
need to be able to secure the support of the Commission in the initial
stages of negotiation. As a result, small states try to get their ideas ac-
cepted in the early stages of policy-making within the Commission.
They use the smallness of their administrations to develop a routine
working process with the Commission in order to get the Commission
on their side. A few officials, often just one or two, in a small state are in
direct contact with Commission officials for each EU policy sector.
Often, there is only one rapporteur for the Commission’s proposals.
This small number of staff both in the small state and in the Cormission
simplifies contact. These officials are likely to know each other and it is
often easier for the rapporteur to understand the problems which a small
state faces because of it narrower interests. Moreover, it is particularly
relevant for the Commission to develop a good relationship with offi-
cials from the small states since they tend to be involved at all levels of
EU affairs. These national officials can make an important contribution
to the drafting of proposals within the Commission. They often respond
more swiftly to new developments in negotiations and make decisions
autonomously. The flexibility and informality of small administrations
facilitates mutual understanding between the officials of the small states
and those of the Commission. Thus, a routine working process between
each of the small states and the Commission is created, whereby the
small states increase their chances of getting their views incorporated in

24 T/aor}}ﬂll;son, 2000. ibid.
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policy proposals and the Commission gets a special insight into the
situations of the small states and potential support for its proposals. The
increased comitology procedures in the Commission have further
enhanced the routine working process.?s
The small states tend to rely on the Commission to a much
greater extent than their larger counterparts. This is both in connection
with their work within the Commission itself and in the Council. Small
states do not have the capacity to gather all the necessary information in
policy sectors of limited importance. As a result, they rely on the Com-
mission’s sources to take a policy stand in those sectors. On the other
hand, small states do not rely on the resources of the Commission in
sectors of key interest since their administrative capacity is used exten-
sively in the presentation of their own information. However, the small
states are in greater need of support from the Commission in the
Council than the larger ones. This is particularly the case with the work-
ing groups in the Council because permanent representatives, who often
attend these meetings on behalf of their administrations, may rely on
information provided by the Commission, while experts from the capi-
tals of the large states attending the same meetings do not. Furthermore,
a small state also relies on the Commission in the Council of Ministers
because it has no chance of succeeding on its own, while a number of
cases indicate that a large state in the same position can press its views.
A small state that is able to state that the Commission is on its side is in
a much better position than on its own. As a result, small states try to
avoid confrontation with the Commission and instead emphasize co-
operation with it.
Nevertheless, it has to be kept in mind that the Commission is not
a defender of the interests of small states. The small states’ tactic is to
negotiate a favourable deal with the Commission in order to better their
chances of succeedmg in the Council. Moreover, small states would pre-
fer to negotiate bilaterally with the Commission instead of multilaterally
in the Council. This is, for instance, the case with the negotiations lead-
ing to the creation of the Community Support Frameworks of Regional
Policy. The small states prefer this form because they are more likely to
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succeed in bilateral negotiations with the Commission than in the Coun-
cil where they face all the other member states.?

5. Negotiation tactics in the Council

The negotiation tactics of small states in EU decision-making processes
are influenced by the smallness of their administrations and their special
characteristics, as discussed above. Small states cannot expect to become
active participants in all EU policy sectors. Their limited resources,
compared to those of their larger partners, restrict their scope of action
in the policy-making process. The negotiation tactics of a small state can
be flexible or inflexible” depending on whether it regards an issue to be
of great or little importance.

This is contrary to the negotiation strategy of the large member
states, which tends to be inflexible on all occasions. They have a wider
range of interests within the EU, among them, controlling the EU’
expenditure and securing their international position. They also have the
administrative capacity to focus on all sectors of EU policy and tend to
be proactive.

The small states only become proactive in the policy-making
process when issues of direct national interest are on the agenda. This is,
for example, the case of Greece, Portugal and Ireland in relation to
particular aspects of Regional Policy and Luxembourg in negotiations
on its tax privileges and banking sector. All the administrative capacity
of small states is devoted to guarante¢ing a positive outcome in sectors
of direct national interest. As a result, small states are reactive within the
EU policy-making process in areas of little national interest.?s

Although the bargaining behaviour of the Union’s members is
influenced by national preferences, the personalities and negotiation

26 Ibid.

27 The flexibility of states in EU decision-making processes is defined according to
whether they change their original policy position presented at the EU level. A state
is regarded to have a flexible negotiation tactic if it alters its original policy stand
during the negotiation process. A state is regarded as inflexible if it adheres to it
original policy stand to the very end of the process.

hi 25  Ibid., p. 114-160. , 28 Tborhallsson, 2000. ibid.
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skills of civil servants are also important factors.?? Small states try to use
their special administrative characteristics, such informal ways of
communicating, to enhance the possibility of a favourable outcome in
negotiations and stick firmly to their position when their interests are
threatened. However, they try to avoid isolation in negotiations.
Alliance formation is crucial for them in the Council. It is particularly
important because as a number of cases indicate, small states are not
regarded as having a veto in the Council while Britain, France, Germany
and Spain, have a potential power of veto.3 The assertiveness of Poland
in a number of cases in EU decision-making both on treaty reform and
individual policy sectors further demonstrates the proactive nature of
the negotiation tactics of large states and their use of their right to block
decisions.?! Small states have to be aware of their limitations because of
the small size of their administrations compared to those of the large
states. They risk minimizing their ability to influence EU policy in
sectors that are most important to them if they do not limit their scope
of action to areas of direct national interest.

6. Conclusion
An enlarged Union, consisting of 25 members, poses a considerable

challenge for the national administrations of all the member states in
general and the small ones in particular. The member states that entered

29 Hosli, The Balance between Small and Large: Effects of a Double-Majority System
on Voting Power in the European Union. In: International Studies Quarterly, Vol.
3, No. 3, 1995, p. 255-256.

30 See detailed discussion in Thorballsson, 2000, ibid., 185-208.'Also, Moravcsik, Prefe-
rences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal Intergovernmentalist
Approach. In: Bulmer/Scott (eds.), Economic and political integration in Europe.
Internal Dynamics and Global Context, 1994, 54; Moravcsik, Negotiation the Single
European Act: National Interests 'and Conventional Statecraft in the European
Community. In: International Organizations, Vol. 45, No. 2, 1991, 25; Henig,
Power and Decision in Europe. The Political Institutions of the European Commu-
nity, 1980; Wallace, Bilateral, Trilateral and Multilateral Negoti?.tions in the Euro-
pean Community: In Morgan/Bray (eds.), Partners and Rivals in Western Europe:
Britain, France and Germany, 1986.

31 Forinstance, Poland stuck firmly to its position in the negotiations on the European
Constitution in 2003 and its demands delayed the signing of the agreement on the
extension of the EEA Agreement to the new member states in 2004.
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the EU before the millennium will have to build up contacts with the
new member states in order to increase their possibility to influence EU
decisions. The older members will have to seek consultation and co-
operation with the newcomers to earn the latter’s support for their

policy stands in EU negotiations. They will need their support in’

alliance formation in different EU policy sectors. This is also the case
with the new member states. It will be a demanding task for the small
member states. The large states should not have much difficulty in
engaging in such activity and many of them have already established
solid contacts in all the new member states. Then again, the informality
and flexibility associated with small administrations should compensate
for the lower administrative capacity for coalition-building. The small
states are bound to make the most out of their informal ways of handling
issues in order to get other states to support their cause.

The small member states of the Union in the 20t century managed
to guarantee their key interests within it. They should not have more
difficulties in succeeding in the first decades of the 215 century if they
can prevent the large states from changing the institutional structure, set
up in the Treaties, to their advantage. Institutional arrangements do not
simply change with new members. Changes will have to occur in treaty
reform for formal decisions to be taken through different methods from
those used today. Informal procedures outside the formal EU decision-
making structure are of course important and may increase in impor-
tance if the present structure encounters difficulties in handling 25 mem-
bers. However, small states have solid ground to build on. Their flexible

decision-making and informal ways 6f communicating with officials of -

the EU and of other member states are already a considerable part of

_ their operational tactics.

347




Zum Ausklang




