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Introduction

The paper deals with the examination of the challenges of the institutional balances in relative powers caused by the enlargement of the European Union. It concentrates on the impact of future enlargement of the current Union (with the negotiating 12 candidats) on power distribution in the European Council based on the decisions taken at the Nice Summit on December 2000. Due to the changes in decision-making regulations for the Council, which make effective the threshold of the population in the decision procedure for getting a bill accepted, the measures of power are re-defined to adjust the respective power indices. The Shapley-Shubik and the Banzhaf indices are used to evaluate emerging power distribution in the European Council. While the Nice Treaty constitues general framework of the changing in the decision-making rules it allows, however, different interpretations of the regulations introduced. This difference arises from different interpretations of majority requirements for passing a bill or proposal by the Council, adopted by the Treaty of Nice. Power of member states of the Council is calculated for different situations and interpretations of rules, representing different quota requirements.  

Power literature

Analysis of power distribution in the European Council have attracted considerable attention. The power distribution of the Council under various majority requirements or hypotetical legislative rules is the subject for analysis in (Bindseil & Hantke 1997; Felsenthal & Machover 1997; Hosli 1995, 1996, 1999; Lane & Maeland 2000; Nurmi et al. 1998;Widgrén 1994, 1995). The future enlargement issues are discussed in the works of Hosli (1999) and Lane and Maeland (2000).  Possible scenarios of the enlargement are envisioned in the works of Rapunio and Wiberg (1998), Winkler (1998), and Nurmi et al. (1998). 

Rapunio and Wiberg (1998) analised a two-wave enlargement scenario, the first wave consisting of Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland, and the second wave containing Cyprus, Estonia, Malta and Slovenia. They concluded that while all member states lose power upon enlargement of the Union, larger states will lose more than the smaller ones, and inferred that the stronger the decision rule is the more the larger states will lose and smaller states gain. Winkler (1998) considered single-stage scenario including Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia as the new members of the European Union. The authors argue that since many coalitions on many different issue areas may exist, there are various voting powers depending on the different issues under consideration.

Nurmi et al. (1998) examined three-stage enlargement inferences for power distribution in the European Council with the first stage consisting of Norway, Malta and Cyprus, the second stage including Poland and the Czech Republic and the third stage containing Hungary and Slovakia. The author infer that the power shares of the current members of the European Union will decrease and the fractionalisation will increase.

Aleskerov et al. (1999) analised four enlargement scenario consisting of different number of waves and different orders of admission. The authors confermed, that there has been a consistent patters of underrepresentation for large states and overrepresentation of small states in the Council and European Parlament which is preserved in all enlargement scenario.  
Aleskerov et al. (2002) considered power distribution in the European Council and the European Parlament based on the decisions taken on the Nice Summit on December 2000. The inferences of the newly adopted threshold in population was analised. It is argued that despite the considerable decline of power of all previous members, the relative power of these members is almost the same, however with very slight relative gain toward bigger states.

The Treaty of Nice:  interpretations of decision-making rules

The Treaty of Nice establishes regulations for the transition of decision-making rules to the enlarged Union. Declaration on the enlargement of the European Union (Declaration 20) sets the number of votes  for each member-state of the Council upon enlargement. For any bills passed through the Council, a representative of the country may vote, putting all the votes assigned to the country for or against the bill. The votes distribution in the European Council for the enlarged Union is presented in Table 2. Declaration 20 also sets the quota requirements for the adoption of the bill by the Council, whether proposed by the European Commission or in other cases.

For the proposal of the Commission:

“Acts of the Council shall require for their adoption at least 258 votes in favour, cast by a majority of members, where this Treaty requires them to be adopted on a proposal from the Commission”.
For the other cases:

“In other cases, for their adoption acts of the Council shall require at least 258 votes in favour cast by at least two-thirds of the members”.

Rule for applying the population threshold:

“When a decision is to be adopted by the Council by a qualified majority, a member of the Council may request verification that the Member States constituting the qualified majority represent at least 62% of the total population of the Union. If that condition is shown not to have been met, the decision in question shall not be adopted”.

Declaration on the qualified majority threshold and the number of votes for a blocking minority in an enlarged Union (Declaration 21) sets the further moving of the quota regulation upon the completion of the enlargement agreed of The Treaty of Nice:

“… When all the candidate countries … have acceded, the blocking minority, in a Union of 27, will be raised to 91 votes, and the qualified majority threshold resulting from the table given in the Declaration on enlargement of the European Union will be automatically adjusted accordingly”. Declaration 21 also states some flexibility for the quota in votes:

“Insofar as all the candidate countries listed in the Declaration on the enlargement of the European Union have not yet acceded to the Union when the new vote weightings take effect (1 January 2005), the threshold for a qualified majority will move, according to the pace of accessions, from a percentage below the current one to a maximum of 73,4%”. 
In the Declaration 20 the main framework for the decision-making rules for the European Council is described. There is a requirement of at least 258 votes and a qualified majority in members (14 out of 27) which is needed to be met to pass a bill proposed by the Commission, and to adopt an act in other cases there should be 258 votes and two-third of the members (18 out of 27). Moreover, any member of the Council may request verification that the member states constituting qualified majority represent at least 62% of the total population of the European Union. Regulations described in the Declaration 21 deal with quota in votes, effectively lowering it till 255 votes and reserving additional changes of it.
Such sets of requirements might be represented in the following table:

Table 1. Interpretations of the procedures declared in The Treaty of Nice.


Quota in votes
Quota in members
Population included

I
258
half (14)
no

II
258
2/3 (18)
no

III
258
half (14)
yes

IV
258
2/3 (18)
yes

V
255
half (14)
yes

VI
255
2/3 (18)
yes

Here:

I, III, V – represents the requirements for the bill to be adopted if proposed by the Commission.

II, IV, VI – represents  the requirements for the bill to be adopted in other cases.

While in both I and II it is assumed that no member states requested population threshold verification, III and IV represent the same sets of requirements with the only exception that the verification of the population threshold requirement is requested. V and VI represent requirements corrected by Declaration 21 in the part that blocking minority is raised to 91 votes (effectively lowering the quota in votes till 255). In both cases it is assumed that the verification of the population threshold is requested.

There is one note which could be made on I and III. One might infer from the table of votes assigned to each member of the European Council (Table 2) that there could not be the case (for I and III) where simultaniously the quota in votes is met, but the quota in members is not met. Any coalition of the members of the Council which constitutes qualified majority of 258 votes consists of at minimum 14 members, so single majority in members requirement has no effect on the rule in I and III.

Power indices applied

To evaluate the power of national actors in the Council for different interpretations of the decision-making procedure the Shapley-Shubik and Banzhaf indices are used. For the classical power indices, the Shapley-Shubik index calculates the share of coalitions which are winning due to the presence of a particular country (pivotal player) in all coalitions and prescribes a weight to a coalition depending on its size. In the Council member states can form coalitions among themselves without any restrictions. The Banzhaf index has a very similar logic as the Shapley-Shubik index. It also aims to calculate the power of individual players by finding the ratio between the coalitions a player can make to win (coalitions in which the player is pivotal) and all winning coalitions. With the Shapley-Shubik power index the coalitions in which a particular player is pivotal are taken into account not in an equal way – the ‘weight’ of a coalition depends on its size. With Banzhaf index this ‘inequality’ is “omitted”.

Since in the European Council the triple-majority rule is applied, the definition of the winning coalition has to be adjusted.

Let 
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 be some coalition of the member states. The coalition 
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 is said to be winning if it can enforce the act to be passed no matter how the countries outside the coalition vote. So all the requirements: quota in votes, quota in members and quota in population should be met by the coalition 
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 (for I and II in Table 1 the population requirement is not included). The coalition 
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 is said to be losing if at least one of the requirements is not met. Formally, let each member state 
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 is assigned two numbers 
[image: image6.wmf]i

v

- number of votes, and 
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- population (in % of all EU population). The coalition 
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 is said to be winning if all the following 1), 2) and 3) holds:
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“Quota in votes” and “Quota in members” are described in Table 1 for different situations. For I and II in Table 1 the population threshold is not required, so only 1) and 2) should be met to make the coalition winning. Let’s also define a zero-one function 
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 is a winning coalition, and it is equal to 0, if  
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 is a losing coalition. A player 
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 is said to be pivotal for the coalition 
[image: image17.wmf]S

, if 
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The Shapley-Shubik index is calculated as follows:
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- is the number of member states of the European Council,
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 - is the size of coalition 
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, i.e. the number of member states in this coalition.

Let’s analyse the example, presented in Aleskerov, F, Ordeshook, P, (1995). Consider three parties, A, B, and C with votes 40, 40, and 20 respectively. Assume that the decision making rule is simple majority, i.e. 51 votes. Then all coalitions A+B, A+C, B+C, A+B+C are winning ones, and each party makes any pair coalition winning. Hence, ((A)= ((B)= ((C)=1/3.

For the Banzhaf index, if 
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 is the number of coalitions in which the player 
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 is pivotal, then the Banzhaf Index 
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 is calculated as follows:
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As an example of multiple majority rule, consider three countries A, B, and C with votes 40, 40, and 20, respectively. Let at the first step the decision rule be a simple majority one, i.e. 51 votes. Let’s take into account only 1) and 3) in the definition of winning coalition (case III of the Table 1)

Let the population of countries be 20%, 20%, and 60%, respectively. And the population threshold is 51%. Now, the winning coalitions are only A+C, B+C, A+B+C. Coalition A+B does not pass the threshold in population (51 %), thus it is not winning if the multiple majority rule is applied. In this case, the Shapley-Shubik index has the following values: ((A)= ((B)= 
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, ((C)= 
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. The values of the Banzhaf index for the countries in this example are equal, respectively, to ((A)= ((B)=0.2, ((C)=0.6.

Power analysis

Table 3 contains Shapley-Shubik index for all six cases (I - VI), the current power distribution (F) and the percentages of gain (loss) of indices compared.

A considerable decline in power after enlargement is observed for all six procedures comparing to the original power indices (Table 3). When contrasting III to F percentage of remaining power (simple majority in votes, population included, to the current power distribution), it can be seen that bigger members of the Council retain more power than smaller ones. If a two-third majority rule is applied (IV to F) then the smaller countries hold more power remaining, comparing to the simple majority rule. The effect of request for population threshold verification yields very small gain to bigger countries (III to I). Under two-third majority rule comparing to the simple majority rule (IV to III) bigger countries lose small part of the power, which is transferred as a substantial gain to the smallest countries. Difference in power, if the quota in votes is changed and the population threshold verification is included, under simple majority rule (V to I), is negligible. As for the Banzhaf index (Table 4), all but one results are the same, taking into account differences in weighting of the Shapley-Shubik and Banzhaf indices formulae. For (IV to F) however, the result is the opposite. This clearly reflects the weighting effect the Banzhaf index causes. Since case IV assumes two-third majority rule, smaller countries make more coalitions winning, with the same weights, assigned to each of them. This causes some ‘overshooting’ for smaller members while using the Banzhaf index. The same effect can be observed in (IV to III), but there it works in the same direction as shown by Shapley-Shubik index.

Conclusion

The challenges in power of the member states of the European Council are analysed. The adjusted definition of winning coalition for multiple- majority rule was used to calculate Shapley-Shubik and Banzhaf indices as a measure of the power distribution in the Council. Different interpretations of the Treaty of Nice were considered and the power distribution reflecting these interpretations was calculated. It was inferred, that after enlargement big members of the Council retain comparatively more power than smaller ones. When two-third majority in members rule is applied smaller countries comparing to simple majority rule hold more power. Request for verification of the population threshold yields very small gain to bigger countries. Simple majority rule in members has no effect on the procedure since it is always held if 258 votes are required. Under two-third quota in members requirement bigger countries lose small part of the power, which is transferred as a substantial gain to the smallest members of the Council. Difference in power distribution when all requirements but the simple majority in members are changed is negligible. 
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Appendix

Table 2. Votes distribution in the European Council in the enlarged Union. (Declaration 20 of the Treaty of Nice)

Countries
Votes in the Council

Germany
29

United Kingdom
29

France
29

Italy
29

Spain
27

Poland
27

Romania
14

Netherlands
13

Greece
12

Czech Rep.
12

Belgium
12

Hungary
12

Portugal
12

Sweden
10

Bulgaria
10

Austria
10

Slovakia
7

Denmark
7

Finland
7

Ireland
7

Lithuania
7

Latvia
4

Slovenia
4

Estonia
4

Cyprus
4

Luxembourg
4

Malta
3

Table 3. Power distribution of the members of the Council (Shapley-Shubik index)

Members of the Council
I
II
III
IV
V
VI
F
III to F
IV to F
III to I
IV to III
V to I

Germany
0.0865
0.0839
0.0868
0.0843
0.0872
0.0839
0.119
72.65
70.82
100.40
97.10
100.90

United Kingdom
0.0865
0.0839
0.0867
0.0842
0.0870
0.0836
0.119
72.65
70.71
100.25
97.09
100.66

France
0.0865
0.0839
0.0867
0.0842
0.0870
0.0836
0.119
72.65
70.71
100.25
97.09
100.66

Italy
0.0865
0.0839
0.0867
0.0842
0.0870
0.0836
0.119
72.65
70.71
100.25
97.09
100.58

Spain
0.0799
0.0775
0.0799
0.0775
0.0800
0.0768
0.093
85.95
83.29
99.95
96.96
100.09

Poland
0.0799
0.0775
0.0799
0.0775
0.0799
0.0767



99.95
96.96
100.01

Romania
0.0400
0.0396
0.0399
0.0396
0.0399
0.0394



99.89
99.07
99.75

Netherlands
0.0369
0.0367
0.0369
0.0367
0.0368
0.0365
0.056
65.91
65.45
99.88
99.42
99.58

Greece
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.056
60.75
60.64
99.87
99.95
99.94

Czech Rep.
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340



99.87
99.95
99.94

Belgium
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.056
60.75
60.64
99.87
99.95
99.94

Hungary
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340



99.87
99.95
99.94

Portugal
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.0340
0.056
60.75
60.64
99.87
99.95
99.94

Sweden
0.0282
0.0285
0.0281
0.0285
0.0281
0.0286
0.044
64.04
64.76
99.85
101.28
99.80

Bulgaria
0.0282
0.0285
0.0281
0.0285
0.0281
0.0286



99.85
101.28
99.80

Austria
0.0282
0.0285
0.0281
0.0285
0.0281
0.0286
0.044
64.04
64.76
99.85
101.28
99.80

Slovakia
0.0196
0.0206
0.0196
0.0206
0.0195
0.0208



99.78
104.95
99.49

Denmark
0.0196
0.0206
0.0196
0.0206
0.0195
0.0208
0.033
59.50
62.31
99.78
104.95
99.49

Finland
0.0196
0.0206
0.0196
0.0206
0.0195
0.0208
0.033
59.50
62.31
99.78
104.95
99.49

Ireland
0.0196
0.0206
0.0196
0.0206
0.0195
0.0208
0.033
59.50
62.31
99.78
104.95
99.49

Lithuania
0.0196
0.0206
0.0196
0.0206
0.0195
0.0208



99.78
104.95
99.49

Latvia
0.0113
0.0128
0.0112
0.0128
0.0110
0.0131



99.62
114.08
98.10

Slovenia
0.0113
0.0128
0.0112
0.0128
0.0110
0.0131



99.62
114.08
97.81

Estonia
0.0113
0.0128
0.0112
0.0128
0.0110
0.0131



99.62
114.08
97.81

Cyprus
0.0113
0.0128
0.0112
0.0128
0.0110
0.0131



99.62
114.08
97.51

Luxembourg
0.0113
0.0128
0.0112
0.0128
0.0110
0.0131
0.021
53.58
60.89
99.62
114.08
97.51

Malta
0.0084
0.0101
0.0083
0.0101
0.0082
0.0105



99.49
121.53
97.67

Table 4.  Power distribution of the members of the Council (Banzhaf index)

Members of the Council
I
II
III
IV
V
VI
F
III to F
IV to F
III to I
IV to III
V to I

Germany
0.0771
0.0675
0.0771
0.0675
0.0778
0.0665
0.112
68.88
60.24
100.00
87.45
100.88

United Kingdom
0.0771
0.0675
0.0771
0.0675
0.0778
0.0665
0.112
68.88
60.24
100.00
87.45
100.88

France
0.0771
0.0675
0.0771
0.0675
0.0778
0.0665
0.112
68.88
60.24
100.00
87.45
100.88

Italy
0.0771
0.0675
0.0771
0.0675
0.0778
0.0665
0.112
68.88
60.24
100.00
87.45
100.88

Spain
0.0737
0.0641
0.0737
0.0641
0.0742
0.0631
0.092
80.14
69.67
100.00
86.93
100.63

Poland
0.0737
0.0641
0.0737
0.0641
0.0742
0.0631



100.00
86.93
100.63

Romania
0.0428
0.0410
0.0428
0.0410
0.0426
0.0407



100.00
95.84
99.58

Netherlands
0.0399
0.0388
0.0399
0.0388
0.0397
0.0386
0.059
67.63
65.73
100.00
97.19
99.60

Greece
0.0371
0.0368
0.0371
0.0368
0.0368
0.0366
0.059
62.87
62.40
100.00
99.26
99.33

Czech Rep.
0.0371
0.0368
0.0371
0.0368
0.0368
0.0366



100.00
99.26
99.33

Belgium
0.0371
0.0368
0.0371
0.0368
0.0368
0.0366
0.059
62.87
62.40
100.00
99.26
99.33

Hungary
0.0371
0.0368
0.0371
0.0368
0.0368
0.0366



100.00
99.26
99.33

Portugal
0.0371
0.0368
0.0371
0.0368
0.0368
0.0366
0.059
62.87
62.40
100.00
99.26
99.33

Sweden
0.0311
0.0324
0.0311
0.0324
0.0309
0.0325
0.049
63.52
66.20
100.00
104.21
99.35

Bulgaria
0.0311
0.0324
0.0311
0.0324
0.0309
0.0325



100.00
104.21
99.35

Austria
0.0311
0.0324
0.0311
0.0324
0.0309
0.0325
0.049
63.52
66.20
100.00
104.21
99.35

Slovakia
0.0220
0.0258
0.0220
0.0258
0.0218
0.0263



100.00
117.57
99.20

Denmark
0.0220
0.0258
0.0220
0.0258
0.0218
0.0263
0.036
61.07
71.80
100.00
117.57
99.20

Finland
0.0220
0.0258
0.0220
0.0258
0.0218
0.0263
0.036
61.07
71.80
100.00
117.57
99.20

Ireland
0.0220
0.0258
0.0220
0.0258
0.0218
0.0263
0.036
61.07
71.80
100.00
117.57
99.20

Lithuania
0.0220
0.0258
0.0220
0.0258
0.0218
0.0263



100.00
117.57
99.20

Latvia
0.0126
0.0190
0.0126
0.0190
0.0125
0.0198



100.00
150.44
99.20

Slovenia
0.0126
0.0190
0.0126
0.0190
0.0125
0.0198



100.00
150.44
99.20

Estonia
0.0126
0.0190
0.0126
0.0190
0.0125
0.0198



100.00
150.44
99.20

Cyprus
0.0126
0.0190
0.0126
0.0190
0.0125
0.0198



100.00
150.44
99.20

Luxembourg
0.0126
0.0190
0.0126
0.0190
0.0125
0.0198
0.023
54.79
82.43
100.00
150.44
99.20

Malta
0.0095
0.0167
0.0095
0.0167
0.0094
0.0177



100.00
175.90
99.03
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