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Preface

The first edition of this book was only the second to appear in the Oxford Univer-
sity Press ‘New European Union’ series, after Helen and William Wailace's milestone
in the EU literature, Policy-Making in the European Union. The shelf on which these
two books once sat alone now groans under the weight of no fewer than five other
volumes, including a new (2005}, fifth version of Policy-Making. Whereas we once faced
‘only’ the (already daunting) task of living up to the high standards set by Wallace
and Wallace {recently joined by Mark A. Pollack), we now find ourselves having to be
good enough to avoid letting down a stable of other authors and editors who together
have made the ‘New Furopean Union’ series an essential set of works for any stu-
dent of European integration. Quite a lot of the blame for putting us under so much
pressure lies with Professor Helen Wallace, the series co-editor, whose energy, enthu-
siasm, razor sharp mind, and all-around good citizenship never cease to amaze us.

We owe a large debt to our colleagues at Oxford University Press for helping to
keep the project on track. Miranda Vernon's professionalism in seeing the book
through the production process was exemplary. Ruth Anderson has worked hard to
ensure that this book, along with others in the series, finds the audiences it deserves.
John Peterson wishes to make it clear that the past efforts of Ruth’s predecessors, Sue
Dempsey and Angela Griffin, have not been forgotten. Michael Shackleton wishes to
make clear that the views expressed in chapters he has authored are purely personal
and do not necessarily reflect the position of the European Parliament.

Our authors have almost invariably worked to a high standard, while patiently cop-
ing with our active editorship and constant urgings to respect the next deadline. We
have learned much from them and are enormously grateful to each for the part they
played in making this project a success. We also are in debt to Craig Stewart, Natasa
Zambelli, and Kath Francis for their crucial help in preparing the final text.

Our final expression of thanks is to our families: Elizabeth, Miles, and Calum in
Edinburgh and Katie, Lucy, and Jan in Brussels. They have now put up with literally
years of the two of us neglecting them while we conferred, debated. and cajoled each
other and our authors about this project. Their support was especially appreciated in
2005 after French and Dutch voters kicked us (along with their own governments) in
the shins by voting down the Constitutional Treaty just as we thought this book was
done. We dedicate the final product to them.

JP, MS
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Editors’ Note

We have had to make decisions on a number of presentational issues and adopted
the following conventions:

o the book follows the numbering of the Treaty articles that emerged from the Treaty
of Amsterdam and was maintained in the Treaty of Nice;

e we use the initials ‘TEU’ to refer to articles in the Treaty on European Union, or
those which lie outside the scope of the European Community Treaty (notably
the provisions on a common foreign and security policy—and more recently the
European security and defence policy—as well as police and judicial cooperation
in criminal matters, the so-called second and third pillars). The initials ‘TEC’ are
used to refer to first-pillar articles within the Treaty establishing the European
Community;

o the book refers consistently to the ‘Constitutional Treaty’ rather than the ‘Consti-
tution’. The former title seems to us to correspond more correctly to the nature
of what member state governments agreed to in 2004. Irrespective of its fate, the
Treaty remains an important part of the analysis in most chapters. References are
made to the different articles in the three main parts of the Constitutional Treaty's
text, distinguished by ‘T, ‘I', or ‘III' before the number of the article.

o shortly before publication we learned that from May 2006 the website addresses
of all of the institutions will be changed (to take account of the adoption of the
.eu domain). Each institution will have a new address based on that of the main
portal www.europa.eu. The European Parliament’s site, for example, will be re-
named www.europarl.europa.eu. Internet users will, however, be redirected automat-
ically from the addresses found throughout this book.
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The EU’s Institutions

An Overview

John Peterson and Michael Shackleton
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Summary

The European Union (EU) straddles accepted categories of political organization. It is
neither a state nor an ‘ordinary’ international organization. What sets the EU apart,
above all, is its unique institutions: they resemble no other bodies found at the na-
tional or international levels. Now, perhaps more than ever, Europe’s institutions are
Europe’s politics. The point was illustrated dramatically in 2005 by the political crisis
over the EU’s Constitutional Treaty, designed to reform the Union's institutions to cope
with the Union’s enlargement, following its rejection in two referendums in France
and the Netherlands. This chapter introduces contending definitions of *institution’ and
approaches to studying them. It argues that understanding politics always begins with
understanding institutions, not least in the EU.

{0
Introduction
The EU remains one of the most elusive of all subjects of study in the social sciences.

It is neither a state nor an ‘ordinary’ international organization (see Peterson 2001;
W. Wallace 2005). Rather, it is a unique experiment embedding the national in the
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European and the European in the national (Laffan et al. 2000). What distinguishes
the EU above all is its institutions: they have no close analogues at either the national
or international levels.

The EU exists to provide collective goods—such as an internal market, a single cur-
rency, and international power—which the Union’s Member States cannot deliver
(or not as well) on their own. The EU's institutional system is both the central mech-
anism for achieving those goals and the locus of disagreement about the future de-
velopment of the Union, as was illustrated dramatically by the crisis that followed
rejection of the EU’s ‘Constitutional Treaty’ in referendums held in France and The
Netherlands in 2005. Now, perhaps even more than when Ludlow (1992} first made
the argument, Europe's institutions are Europe’s politics: battles over the political
direction of the EU are inevitably clashes about how its institutional system can and
should work. For example, the Constitutional Treaty—a traditional Treaty between
EU member states but meant to be more permanent than its predecessors—was por-
trayed by its supporters as simply a pragmatic attempt to rationalise the EU system
to cope with its radical enlargement. Yet, it became a lightning rod for Eurosceptics
opposed to closer European integration.

Most academic work on European integration highlights the highly variable ca-
pacity of the EU to govern effectively in the different phases of its development.
The standard version of that development suggests that Europe integrated surpris-
ingly rapidly in the 1950s and early 1960s. Then, in the 1970s and early 1980s,
the Community became immobilized by economic crisis and a set of rules that
made effective decision-making almost impossible. During this period of so-called
Eurosclerosis, it seemed the Community could accomplish nothing very important.
Then, dramatically, European integration was given fresh impetus by the so-called
single market project, which sought to transform {then) twelve national econom-
ies into a single, seamless European one. Before the project’s 1992 target date
for completion, even more dramatic changes were unleashed by the collapse of
the Warsaw Pact and Soviet Union in 1989-91. West European governments re-
sponded by agreeing the Maastricht Treaty, which contained bold commitments to
economic and monetary union, a ‘common’ European foreign and security policy.
and a political union. Suddenly, it seemed the EU could accomplish anything {Laffan
et al. 2000: 4). Twelve years after Maastricht was ratified, the turmoil surround-
ing the Constitutional Treaty raised questions about whether the EU would again
become immobilized, and perhaps as never before.

These perceptions of total breakdown and dramatic advance are both products
of failed imagination: lack of it during the Eurosclerosis period, overactivity in the
1990s, and a failure to imagine that the EU might, as it always had in the past, eventu-
ally recover from its constitutional crisis of 2005. The EU has always been somewhere
between inert and ideal. In the past decade, it has successfully introduced the euro,
thus reinforcing the identity of the Union in the minds of millions of Europeans (if
not always positively?). It has also negotiated the entry of ten new member states,
thus exporting its liberal democratic habits to Europe's east and south. At the same
time, it has made few strides towards the goal it set itself in Lisbon in 2000 to make
the Union the most dynamic economy in the world. It was entirely unable to agree a
common European response to the 2003 war in Iraq.
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What spans the EU’s successes and failures, its potential and shortcomings, its
state-centrism and European-ness, is its institutions. There is no one single, uncontro-
versial definition of ‘Institution’ but rather a variety of contending ones. Article 7 of
the EU’s Treaties follows the European tradition of defining institutions as organiza-
tions which enjoy special legal status, and designates five: the European Parliament
(EP); the Council of Ministers; the European Commission; the European Court of
Justice (EC]); and the Court of Auditors. Article 19 of the Constitutional Treaty also
lists five but substitutes the European Council for the Court of Auditors. If we used
either of these definitions, this book would be much shorter and narrower in focus
than it is.

Yet, institutions are often defined in a far broader sense in the study of politics, as
‘extending beyond the formal organs of government to include standard operating
procedures, so-called soft law, norms and conventions of behaviour’ (Bulmer 1994:
355). According to this perspective, ‘institutions do not think, have preferences or
act, but are sets of commonly accepted formal and informal norms that constrain
political actors’ (Marks 1996: 22). In this sense, virtually anything that is accepted as
‘normal’ could be considered institutionalized. Coverage of all that fits under this
definition in the EU would result in a book far longer than this one.

This book takes a sort of middle way. First, we conceive of institutions as arenas
where power and influence are exercised, regardless of the precise legal status of
the organizations that preside over them. Second, we invite our readers to think of
institutions not just in terms of specific people and premises but also as rules and
practices.

We begin by explaining why the study of institutions has been brought ‘back in’
to the study of politics in recent years. We then develop the argument that the EU's
institutions provide an essential and revealing window into Europe’s politics (see
Exhibit 1.1). Our next task is to consider how and why the Union’s institutions have
changed yet endured over time, Finaily, we set out some of the book’s major themes,
and conclude with advice on how this book might be read.

Each man begins the world afresh. Only institutions grow wiser. They store up collective ex-
perience . .. From this experience and wisdom, men subject to the same laws will gradually
find. .. not that their natures change . . . but that their behaviour does.

Source: Jean Monnet (1950)

The fusion of interests in the European Community is being achieved through a new mech-
anism of institutions which it is only slight exaggeration to call a constitutional framework.

Source: Walter Hallstein (1962)

What a model our institutions, which allow every country irrespective of its size to have its
say and make a contribution, offer the nations of Eastern Europe.

Source: Jacques Delors (1989)

continves
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Exhibit 1.1 continued

Supranational institutions — above all, the European Commission, the European Court, and
the European Parliament —have independent influence in policy-making that cannot be
derived from their role as agents of state executives.

Source: Gary Marks, Liesbet Hooghe, and Kermit Blank (1992)

All along [the] road, the European institutions — the Council, the European Parliament, the
Commission, and the Court of Justice—have provided steriing service, to which we must
pay tribute. At the same time . . . the process of European union is showing signs of flagging.

Source: Valéry Giscard d'Estaing (2002)

Like other reformers, political leaders in the EU try to make institutions more rational and
efficient, more humane, representative, responsive, transparent and accountable . .. The
motivations of EU reformers are complex and shifting. They want many, different and not
necessarily consistent things.

Source: Johan Olsen (2003)

[P e

Why study institutions?

The social sciences came of age in the early twentieth century by focusing intensely,
often exclusively, on institutions. In political science, the overwhelming emphasis
was on formal structures of government and systems of law-making. Political ana-
lysis began—and often ended—by describing institutions in great detail. Methodo-
logy was generally not a matter for debate nor was the behaviour of political leaders,
officials or citizens. As Rhodes {1995: 42) suggests, ‘the focus on institutions was a
matter of common sense, an obvious starting point ... and therefore there was no
need to justify it’.3

Everything changed in the 1950s and early 1960s. First, the so-called behavioural
revolution was unleashed (see Sanders 1995). Behaviouralists condemned the tradi-
tional emphasis on institutions as too narrow, unscientific, and atheoretical. Tra-
ditional institutionalist analysis not only failed to explain policy or power. It also
suffered from ‘*hyperfactualism’: reverence for ‘facts’ amounted to theoretical mal-
nutrition (Easton 1971}.

For behaviouralists, institutions were relatively uninteresting compared to the be-
haviour of political actors. Institutions had no political interests or personalities of
their own. In a sense, behaviouralism assumed that an institution was just a car wait-
ing for a driver. What was far more interesting than studying the car was studying
the behaviour of the agents—political leaders, parties, voters—competing to seize
power, control institutions, or drive the car. Behaviouralists sought to make political
science a true science, often through the use of statistics and quantitative analysis.
Institutions— leaving aside some notable exceptions (see Allison 1971)—more or less
disappeared from the radar screens of most political scientists.
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The second big change was a shift in the study of international relations.
Traditionally, scholarship had focused mostly on competition {especially military)
between sovereign states in what was assumed to be a Hobbesian and anarchic inter-
national system {see Morgenthau 1948). However, the post-war creation of the United
Nations (UN) and the Bretton Woods institutions (the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade, the World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund, or IMF) led to a
blossoming of scholarship on international cooperation. In time, Europe became the
primary focus of this scholarship as the continent embarked on ambitious experi-
ments in {especially economic} integration. ‘Neofunctionalists’ theorized that modest
steps towards cooperation would lead to more ambitious moves in a process that was,
in many ways, self-sustaining (see Haas 1958; Lindberg 1963).

Yet, the dawning of the so-called Second Cold War (Halliday 1983), a period of
heightened international tension in the early 1980s, made most international or-
ganizations (10s)—including the apparently Eurosclerotic Community—seem too
weak to foster much meaningful cooperation. The focus shifted towards explaining
renewed contlict, especially between the United States and Soviet Union (see Waltz
1979). Europe was politically and—along with institutionalism —academically
marginalized.

Then, beginning in the mid-1980s, institutions began to be rediscovered. A
groundswell of academic momentum developed behind the idea that institutions
were important but neglected, and it was time to bring them ‘back in’ to the study of
politics (see Skocpol 1985; March and Olsen 198g). In some respects, the ‘new institu-
tionalism’ was a rebellion against behaviouralism. Neoinstitutionalists insisted that
political behaviour was determined in fundamental ways by the nature of political
institutions, how they are constructed and how power is distributed between them.

The basic neoinstitutionalist argument is that institutions matter. They define
group loyalties in any political system and help determine how political debates are
structured. They are not just cars waiting for drivers. In particular, institutions, even
ones that are formally apolitical, can develop their own interests, agendas and prior-
ities and act with considerable autonomy despite being formally controlled by polit-
ical actors, such as governments. Actual policy outcomes can reflect the agency —the
determined pursuit of favoured choices—of institutions more than of the prefer-
ences of governments. One reason why is that the policy priorities of governments
are often disputed or vaguely defined, thus allowing scope for formaily apolitical in-
stitutions to set the agenda.

The new institutionalism is more a perspective on politics than a fully developed
theory. Still, neoinstitutionalism has emerged as a leading, even (arguably) dominant
perspective on European integration and politics (Pollack 2004; Cowles and Curtis
2004). If nothing else, it is accepted as a viable alternative to state-centric or intergov-
ernmental approaches derived from the study of international relations (see Grieco
1995; Moravcsik 1998). The latter assume, reasonably, that the EU has a strong in-
tergovernmental backbone and that policy debates are mostly debates between na-
tional actors pursuing national interests. Yet, battles over EU policy are mostly fought
out far from national capitals and governments. Nearly all actors in EU politics have
multiple identities and mixed loyalties, to their member state, political party, or the
interests of the policy sector in which they work. Institutional affiliations thus give
actors a sort of anchor or orientation that may override others. Neoinstitutionalist
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treatments argue that EU politics have to be understood in terms of institutional com-
petition {and cooperation) between, above all, the Council of Ministers, the European
Commission, the European Parliament (EP), and the European Court of Justice (ECJ),
and not just in terms of intergovernmental competition (and cooperation).

There are at least three main variants of institutionalism (see Hall and Taylor
1996; Peters 1999; Pollack 2004). Historical institutionalists focus on how EU gov-
ernance has evolved over time (Bulmer 1994; Armstrong and Bulmer 1998; Lindner
and Rittberger 2003). This work highlights the importance of emergent institutional
norms, such as the Council’s engrained habit of seeking unanimity on any meas-
ure regardless of whether qualified-majority voting (QMV) applies (see also Golub
1999). Such norms can constrain political decision-making and produce ‘path de-
pendence’ —a concept central to all variants of institutionalism—because ‘initial
policy choices may restrict subsequent |[policy] evolution’ (Armstrong and Bulmer
1998: 55). Path dependence is particularly powerful when consensus is required to
change an existing policy or institution. Historical institutionalists, as neofunction-
alists before them, insist that European integration must be studied as a historical
process, in which actors often apply a high ‘discount rate’ to the future. Thus, today’s
decisions often are taken with little regard for tomorrow’s consequences. In these cir-
cumstances, member governments can become ‘locked in’ to policy paths on which
they have set the Union, with its institutions becoming guardians of long-established
poiicies and ‘not simply passive tools of the member states’ (Pierson 1996: 132; see
also Pierson 2004).

A second, sociological variant of institutionalism shares with the historical ver-
sion a preoccupation with the Union’s ‘uneven institutional history’ (Fligstein and
McNichol 1998: 88; see also Fligstein and Brantley 1995; Fligstein 1997). Yet, sociolo-
gical institutionalists assign even greater weight to norms, conventions, and ideas.
For example, Parsons (2003: 1) argues that the EU ‘stands out as the major excep-
tion in the thinly institutionalized world of international politics’ because certain
ideas about how solutions could be connected to problems became institutionalized
in postwar Europe. The political effects have been powerful, since the ‘institutionaliz-
ation of certain ideas gradually reconstructs the interests of powerful actors’ (Parsons
2003: 6}. Sociological institutionalists share important analytical assumptions with
constructivists, who insist that preferences in EU policy debates are ‘constructed’
through the social interaction of actors in Brussels and Strasbourg as much (or more})
than they are determined prior to such interactions (see Christiansen et al. 2001}.
More generally, sociological institutionalism holds that institutions matter because
they determine what is considered appropriate behaviour by actors, which itself has
powerful implications for political and policy outcomes.

A third variant of institutionalism builds on rational choice theory (see Farrell and
Heritier 2005). Rational choice institutionalists argue that institutions matter most
when they become subject to what economists call ‘increasing returns’: that is, they
generate sufficient benefits that member governments, who themselves rationaily
calculate their own interests, face disincentives to abandon or reformulate them.
Thus, the European Court of Justice has been able to pursue legal integration even
beyond the collective preferences of member governments because of the high costs
to member states of seeking to overrule it or failing to comply with its judgments
(Garrett 1995). Rational choice institutionalism sometimes draws on principal-agent
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theory, which seeks to explain how and why governments, or ‘principals’, solve col-
lective action problems by delegating functions to international institutions which
then act as their ‘agents’, although usually with a variety of mechanisms put in place
to control or monitor their behaviour (see Majone 2000; Pollack 2003).4

The point here is not that neoinstitutionalism, in one or more of it variants, is the
only, or even best, way to study the EU’s institutions. In fact, the contributors to this
volume deploy a range of different theoretical approaches. The point is rather that
institutions are worth studying because, as is now widely acknowledged across all
the social sciences, institutions matter.

M

Why study the EU’s institutions?

If institutions matter, they may matter even more in the European Union than in
other political systems. Why? We can think of at least eight reasons.

First, the EU is probably the most powerful non-state actor in the contemporary in-
ternational world (see Josselin and Wallace 2001}. its institutions generate a wide ar-
ray of policies that impact directly upon EU states and their citizens (as well as many
beyond Europe) and in ways that are unmatched by any other international organiz-
ation. Every day, EU citizens in 12 states use the currency that was adopted as a result
of a series of decisions taken by EU leaders meeting in the European Council. Air
passengers in Europe whose flights end up being cancelled are now often entitled to
generous compensation mostly due to the stubborn insistence of the European Par-
liament (EP) that they should be. One of the largest proposed corporate mergers in
history, between the American firms General Electric and Honeywell, was scuppered
by a decision of the European Commission. In short, the European Union is enorm-
ously powerful, and not only because it combines the power of twenty-five (as of 2006)
European states, including several major powers. Much of the EU’s power is vested in
its institutions.

Second, the EU’s institutional structure has uniquely blended continuity and
change. The institutions established in the 1950s (see Table 1.1} have retained many
of their essential characteristics, revealing how deeply engrained established institu-
tional norms and cultures have become. In most policy areas, the Commission retains
to this day a monopoly right to present legislative proposals, a power it has held since
the origins of the European Economic Community. For its part, the European Parlia-
ment has evolved from a mostly toothless body to an effective co-legislator with the
Council in many areas. Meanwhile, there has been a remarkable burgeoning of new
bodies starting with the European Council and European Court of Auditors in the
1970s and continuing with a seemingly endless array of decentralised agencies that
have sprung up in the last decade (see Table 1.1).

Third, the EU's institutions matter because they are the vehicles used by the
Union’s member governments to enforce the terms of the bargains they make with
each other (see Moravcsik 1998). But they are more than just passive instruments,
or cars waiting for drivers. The powers they have accrued over time —arising from
the acquis communautaire, or the full set of rights and obligations deriving from EU
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Start of Title of institution Location
activities
1950
1952 Council of Ministers Brussels/Luxembourg
1952 £CSCHigh Authority Luxembourg
1952 European Court of Justice Luxembourg
1952 ECSC Parliamentary Assembly Strasbourg/Luxembourg
1958 European Commission Brussels/Luxembourg
1958 Economic and Social Committee Brussels
1958 European Investment Bank Luxembourg
1958 Committee of Permanent Representatives Brussels/Luxembourg
(Coreper)
1960
1962 European Parliamentary Assembly changes StrasbourgfLuxembourg/
its name to European Parliament Brussels
1965 Merger Treaties create a single Commission Brussels/Luxembourg
1970
1974 European Council (formally established by
Paris Summit)
1975 European Centre for the Development of Berlin (since 1995
Vocational Training Thessaloniki)
1975 European Foundation for the Improvement Dublin
of Living and Working Conditions
1977 European Court of Auditors Luxembourg
1980
1989 Court of First Instance Luxembourg
1990
1994 European Environment Agency Copenhagen
1994 Committee of Regions Brussels
1994 Office for Harmonization in the Internal Alicante
Market
1994 Translation Centre for the Bodies of the Luxembourg
European Union
1995 European Ombudsman Strasbourg
1995 European Training Foundation Turin
1995 Community Plant Variety Office Angers
1995 European Agency for Safety and Health at Bilbao
Work
1995 European Medicines Agency (EMEA) London
1995 European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Lisbon
Drug Addiction
1998 European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Vienna
Xenophobia
1998 European Central Bank Frankfurt
1999 European Anti-Fraud Office {OLAF) Brussels
1999 Europol The Hague
2000
2000 European Police College {CEPOL) Bramshill
2000 European Agency for Reconstruction Thessaloniki
2001 European Data Protection Supervisor Brussels
2002 Eurojust The Hague
2002 European Maritime Safety Agency Lisbon (since 2004)
continues
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Table 1.1 continued

Start of Title of institution Location
Activities
2002 European Aviation Safety Agency Cologne (since 2004)
2002 European Food Safety Authority Parma (since 2004)
2002 European Institute for Security Studies Paris
2002 European Union Satellite Centre Torrejon de Ardoz
2003 European Communities Personnel Brussels
Selection Office (EPSO)
2004 European Network and Information Heraklion
Security Agency
to be established  European Railway Agency Lille, Valenciennes
European Centre for Disease Prevention Sweden
and Control
European Chemicals Agency Spain
Community Fisheries Control Agency Helsinki

Note: (institutions in bold are designatedin the Treaties as ‘EU institutions”.)

treaties, laws and regulations—give the Union’s institutions substantial autonomy.
For example, the ECJ has had an intensely powerful impact on the shape and direc-
tion of Furopean integration both through its own judgements and its integration of
national courts into a single system of judicial review (Weiler 1999; Alter 2001). More
generally, the EU’s institutions are an important reason why European states con-
tinue to respond to their interdependence by cooperating (while competing, some-
times fiercely, over the details).

Fourth, the Union's institutions not only manage but also provide direction. More
than the international secretariats of any other IO, the EU's institutions possess
rational-legal authority to make rules. They also create social knowledge in less
formal ways: defining shared European tasks. creating new categories of actors (such
as refugees or ‘EU citizens’), forming new interests for actors or reshaping old ones,
and transferring new models of political and administrative organization across
Europe (see Barnett and Finnemore 1999). Of course, political direction comes mostly
from member governments and is channelled via the Furopean Council and Council
of Ministers. But there is scope for agency by the Commission and Parliament, each
of which has its own political agenda and priorities which cannot be reduced to the
sum total of those of the EU’s member governments.

Moreover, the Commission, Parliament and other EU institutions also act to integ-
rate interests, including those of actors who either oppose or act independently of
their ‘home’ government. Certainly, it is easy to overestimate the EU as a Brussels-
based system of politics in which national interests or institutions are marginalized
or blended together. As Helen Wallace (2000: 7) argues:

much of EU policy is prepared and carried out by naticnal policy-makers and agents who
do not spend much, if any, time in Brussels. Rather what they do is consider how EU re-
gimes might help or hinder their regular activities, and apply the results of EU agreements
on the ground in their normal daily work. If we could calculate the proportions, we might
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well find that in practice something like 8o per cent of that normal daily life was framed
by domestic preoccupations and constraints.

At the same time, the EU has given rise to a multi-level polity in which the boundary
between politics in national capitals and Brussels has become blurred. The Union’s
institutions have aided and abetted this blurring by providing opportunities for
interests, including ones that lack influence at the national level, to join their coun-
terparts across Europe in pursuing common objectives. Many truly pan-European in-
terests have been nurtured, sometimes manufactured, by the Union’s institutions,
Some lobbies have been energised by their perceived need to respond to agency
on the part of the EU’s institutions. Witness, for example, the resolute lobbying ef-
fort of the European chemicals industry in response to the Commiission’s proposed
REACH (Registration, Authorization, and Restriction of Chemicals) Directive, which
threatened the industry with significant new costs.

Fifth, the EU’s institutions are worth studying because they are powerful yet often
unloved or misunderstood by European citizens. Arguably, popular disillusion with
the EU’s institutions is no more severe —some evidence suggests less—than is disillu-
sion with national institutions and politics.5 Still, the EU’s institutions are clearly not
as accepted or respected as national institutions are by European citizens. Average
voter turn-out in EP elections has fallen with each successive poll. After the French
and Dutch voted against the Constitutional Treaty by surprisingly large margins in
the 2005 referenda, one seasoned observer detected a "collapse of self confidence and
general morale in the EU institutions’, and especially in the Commission which was
‘close to an institutional nervous breakdown’ (Palmer 2005; see also Tsakatika 2005).
However, its President, josé Manuel Barroso, fought back by urging member govern-
ments to break their habit of blaming all of Europe’s iils on the EU: 'If you attack
Brussels six days of the week, can you really expect citizens to support it on Sunday?’

Sixth. the EU’s institutions not only link Brussels to national EU capitals. They also
link Europe to the wider world of international politics and, particularly, an extens-
ive network of 10s. As the world’s largest trading power, the EU is a crucial player in
the World Trade Organization (WTO). The creation of a European Security and De-
fence Policy (ESDP) has required extensive interaction with the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). As the Iraq war illustrated, the EU continues to disappoint
those who wish to see it become, in Tony Blair's memorable phrase, ‘a superpower,
not a super-state’. Yet, the Constitutional Treaty foresaw the transformation of the
post held by Javier Solana, of ‘High Representative’ for the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP), into an outright EU Minister for Foreign Affairs. Whatever
the move’s future prospects, political agreement on it by twenty-five member gov-
ernments illustrated a remarkable depth of will in Europe to make the EU a more
effective global actor.

More generally, the Union’s institutions are increasingly more powerful actors in
the so~called ‘international community’, a world once almost exclusively dominated
by sovereign states. One effect is to allow Europe {sometimes, at least) to wield its for-
midable, collective power. lronically, in an era when the US often seems unrivalled
in international politics (Ikenberry 2002), and with the EU apparently at its weak-
est given the crisis over the Constitutional Treaty, a surfeit of works has piled up
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predicting that the twenty-first century will be one of European dominance (Kupchan
2003; Haseler 2004; Reid 2004; Rifkind 2004; Leonard 2005).

Seventh and somewhat paradoxically, EU politics are largely a product of compet-
jtion between its institutions, but the Union’s institutions are inescapably interde-
pendent. The EU’s decision rules are designed to foster collective responsibility for
the Union's policies. Little of importance may be agreed without the joint consent of
the Commission, EP and Council—with appeal to the EC] always likely when such
consensus is not achieved. Regardless of its fate, the Constitutional Treaty speils out
far more explicitly than ever before aims that all of the EU’s institutions share col-
lectively: to advance the EU’s objectives, promote its values, serve the interests of the
Union, its citizens and member states, and ensure the consistency, effectiveness and
continuity of its policies. It explicitly states that all EU institutions should work in
‘full mutual cooperation’.

Thus, our understanding of the Union runs up against hard limits when we study
them as separate and autonomous entities. In practice, they form a series of net-
works, differing in structure and membership in different policy sectors, with each
bound together by both formal and informal rules (see Keohane and Hoffmann 1991).
Even an institution that is formally designated as independent, such as the European
Central Bank (ECB), cannot be understood without reference to the decisions taken
by the European Council and the Council of (Economic and Finance) Ministers at
its inception. In line with institutionalist assumptions, these decisions have heavily
structured the kind of decisions the ECB can now take.

Institutional interdependence is clearly uneven across policy sectors. For example,
the EP has little power to determine the CESP. The Commission acts with consider-
able independence in competition policy. There exists no single mode of EU
policy-making (see H. Wallace 2005), and the traditional Community method —which
gives distinct and exclusive powers to the Commission, EP and Council—has often
been found inappropriate for new policy tasks, such as freeing labour markets or cre-
ating the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). These and other objectives
have been pursued via some variant of the so-called Open Method of Coordination
{OMC), which usually involves peer review of national policies as a way to dissem-
inate best practices, with policy change occurring voluntarily (as opposed to being
imposed by new EU rules) when it occurs at all.

The early record of the OMC was, at best, mixed. More generally, it was easy to con-
clude that the EU is suffering from ‘a crisis of governance’ {Eberlein and Kerwer 2004:
135}, given its radical enlargement, attempts to tackle problems that were not read-
ily soluble by traditional methods, and the turmoil surrounding the Constitutional
Treaty. Whether or not new policy modes such as the OMC are just stages on the way
towards the embrace of the tried and true Communitarian model (see Wessels 2001),
the trend is towards finding new, non-traditional ways to encourage collective action
on the part of multiple EU institutions. Good examples include the EU Minister of
Foreign Affairs who (if the post were ever created) would be a European Commis-
sioner yet chair the Council when EU foreign ministers met, or the European data
protection supervisor, who both oversees how the institutions apply the EU’'s own
privacy rules and coordinates a network of data protection officers appointed by each
EU institution.
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Last but not least. the Union’s institutions are worth studying because they are a
testing ground: they will go far towards determining history's verdict on the EU’s
success in managing enlargement. Since the first edition of this book was published,
10 new states have joined the EU, bringing with them nine new official languages and
increasing the number of language combinations from 110 to 380. No other IO has
ever had to face this kind of challenge on this scale. To illustrate the point, trade of-
ficials stressed the gravity of China’s accession to the World Trade Organization in
2001. Yet, even admitting a state with a market of 1.3 billion consumers whose lan-
guage was not an official WTO working language did not come close to posing the
challenges posed by the EU’s 2004 expansion: mathematically, the WT'O would have
to have admitted around go new states alongside China to stand comparison to what
the EU did on 1 May 2004. The possible institutional effects of EU enlargement are a
central theme of this volume.

M
‘Frustration without disintegration’—the persistence
of the EU system

We have argued that the EU's institutions are both important and essential to under-
standing the European Union. It also must be acknowledged that the EU is home to
considerable institutional weakness and dysfunction. By no means is the Union alone
amongst international organizations in having institutions that sometimes appear
obsessed with their own internal rules or neglectful of their missions (Barnett and
Finnemore 199g). Yet, European citizens who express stronger support for a united
Europe in the abstract than for the EU in practice” exhibit a sort of collective, com-
mon sense. It is perfectly plausible to be pro-European but to believe that the EU’s
institutional system does not work very well: apparently, the European Union flag
was widely displayed at many ‘non’ rallies during the 2005 French referendum cam-
paign on the Constitutional Treaty {Palmer 2005).

Part of the problem may be historical. Many of the EU’s institutions were created
for a Community of six states, not a Union of rwenty-five plus. Even in the original
EEC, very different ideas about what kind of polity the EU should be created scope
for weak compromises and institutions that were dysfunctional alimost from the mo-
ment of their creation (see Lindner and Rittberger 2003). In these circumstances, it
could be argued that the EU’s institutions have adapted remarkably well to success-
ive enlargements. Yet, the 2004 enlargement clearly marked a step-level change. The
Constitutional Treaty was intended to be a quasi-permanent solution to the problem
of modernizing the EU’s institutional system so that it could cope with enlargement.
The Treaty’s rejection by French and Dutch voters revealed that Europe remains far
from a consensus about what kind of polity the EU should become. Arguably, it has
relied for far too long on an institutional system that is long past its sell-by date.

Another part of the problem is political. Without a government (or opposition), the
Union often seems unable to steer the European project. For one thing, the project
has always depended for its sustenance on appearing to be apolitical, consensual, or
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uncontroversial. For another thing, the capacity of the EU’s institutions—with the
arguable exception of the European Council—to give political impulses to the Union
are strictly limited. For all of the capacity of the EU’s institutions for agency, political
leadership of Europe must inevitably come mostly from national capitals.

A third and related problem is managerial. The 1980s saw the Commission under
the Presidency of Jacques Delors show (unusually) genuine political leadership. How-
ever, Delors and his college of Commissioners took little interest in efficient manage-
ment. Amidst charges of mismanagement and nepotism, the collective resignation
of the Commission under Delors’ successor, Jacques Santer, in March 1999 was a low
point in the institutional history of the EU. It illustrated that the EU’s lack of hier-
archy and reliance on informal networks had serious costs. For students of public
management, it was axiomatic that ‘pluralistic policy networks are undermanaged
because the constituent organisations do not invest in the capacities needed to man-
age their mutual interdependence’ (Metcalfe 2000: 13). For students of the EU, it was
hard to resist Metcalfe’s (zooo: 13} conclusion that ‘the substandard performance of
the system is everyone’s problem and no-one’s responsibility’.

Yet, there was little question that the Commission was far better managed (if not
necessarily better led) by the end of Romano Prodi’s Presidency in 2004. Prodi’s Vice-
President and Commissioner for Administrative Reform, Neil Kinnock, piloted an
ambitious programme of reforms (see Spence 2000; Kassim z004). Meanwhile, the
Council was taking its own steps to better manage its agenda and make itself more
transparent. The Court was revamping itself to cut down on its backlog of cases.

One view of these developments is that they reflect the steady maturation of the
EU’s institutions into modern, high-performance bodies as the Union itself slowly
but steadily comes of age politically. This view focuses more on long-term process
than short-term crises. It assumes that no Constitutional Treaty was ever going to
be greeted with universal enthusiasm. It also reminds us that, after all, the version
rejected by the French and Dutch in 2005 had been agreed within a broadly in-
clusive constitutional convention that produced the most transparent and readable
European treaty in modern history {see Norman 2003). Implicitly, this view assumes
that political consensus on institutional reforms, as reflected in the Constitutional
Treaty, means that most of its provisions that advance or consolidate the position of
the EU’s main institutions will eventually be implemented. For example, the rotating
Council Presidency system (a source of discontinuity in the work of the Council) will
be abandoned. The Commission will keep its monopoly right of legislative initiative.
One day, perhaps sooner rather than later, the European Council will have a sitting
President.

These two portraits that we have painted—of institutional weakness and fresh
dynamism—are less incompatible than they appear. First, consider how one of the
primary functions of the EU’s institutions, integrating political interests, has often
not been abetted and sometimes has been actively resisted by member governments.
Naturally, perhaps, EU governments wish to retain their own, favoured, primary re-
lationships with voters and interest groups. The resuit is that the EP and Commis-
sion lack their own, independent sources of authority and support. They also lack
resources. The EP has nothing approaching the resources of say, the US Congress
(with its large Congressional Research Service, General Accounting Office, and so
on). The Commission has one official per 10,000 EU citizens, while national civil
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services average 300 per 10,000 (Leonard 2005: 15). There are clear limits to the will-
ingness of the Union's member governments to delegate control of the European
project.

Second, the EU almost never makes a hard decision today that can be put off un-
til tomorrow. Barroso was explicit in stating that making a success of the so-called
Lisbon process of economic reform would be one of the priorities of his Commission.
Yet, its fate clearly would be overwhelmingly determined by difficult decisions that
had to be taken at the national level, most of which had been avoided thus far {see
EU 2004).

Third and finally. it is impossible to banish path dependency from EU governance.
Even after attempts to constitutionalize the EU seemed to go so badly wrong in the
mid-2000s (Skach 2005), ‘frustration without disintegration’ remained an apt descrip-
tion for how the EU’s institutional system remained sub-optimal but never stopped
working (Scharpf 1999). The desire amongst European governments to make the
Union work better, but to avoid a genuine process of state-building, were both time-
honoured impulses, however contradictory they sometimes seemed to be.

The EU’s institutions have always, from their earliest origins, operated in a highly
contested environment. There is no universal agreement about what the European
Union is or ought to be, and never has been. Is it a particularly elaborate IO that en-
ables states to achieve certain goals more efficiently than they could otherwise do?
Or does it now transcend the state, in some areas emerging as more than the sum
of its parts? Since academics as well as practitioners (see Exhibit 1.1) give different
answers to these questions, they inevitably disagree as to what the Union’s institu-
tions—individually and collectively —exist to do.

One thing should be clear from our analysis thus far: the EU’s institutions cannot
simply be seen as a purely functional set of bodies designed to achieve certain com-
mon purposes. If they were, they could be judged purely on the basis of efficiency.
Yet, the EU's institutional system no longer rests ‘on a single principle of legitimacy,
but several’ (Lord and Magnette 2004: 199). European integration has become a highly
political exercise, and the EU's institutions have evolved into highly political anim-
als. Arguments about how to make the EU more efficient often ignore widespread
doubts about the legitimacy of the Union as a whole.

Thus, we encourage our readers to look beyond debates about what each institu-
tion should do. Can the EU withstand new demands to be more open and transparent
even as it digests radical enlargement? [s the EU a model for the world or a one-off?
Are its best days behind it? Answering each of these questions begins, inevitably, by
understanding its institutions.

Conclusion

Most leading texts on the EU offer a straight review of what the Treaty designates as
institutions, with one chapter each on the Council, Commission, EP, and so on. Less
weighty institutions, such as the Court of Auditors and Committee of the Regions, are
covered in a composite, ‘lest we forget’ chapter. This book does not present a simple,
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standard, one-institution-per-chapter dash across the EU’s institutional landscape.
Instead, after an overview {in Chapter 2) of the EU’s, tortured attempts at insti-
tutional reform, we offer three grouped sections of chapters that examine how
different institutions provide political direction, manage the Union, and integ-
rate interests. Each of these chapters begins with an analysis of the origins and
development of the institution specified, followed by an overview of its structure and
functions. Each author then reflects on ‘their’ institution’s powers, before consider-
ing how it fits into the EU’s wider institutional system. All consider which theories of
European integration and EU governance help us best to understand the institution.
None ignores the crucial questions of how their institution is likely to be changed by
enlargement or by the debate surrounding the Constitutional Treaty.

Some EU institutions— particularly the Commission, Council and EP—perform
more than one function, and thus analysis of them is spread across more than one
chapter. The reader who wants to understand the institutions ‘one by one’ {or teacher

who wants to teach them that way) should not hesitate from reading, say, Chapter 5
on the college of Commissioners together with Chapter 8 on the Commission’s ser-
vices. But we encourage the reading of chapters together in the sections into which

ect, we hope, is to help our readers to come to grips with
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An informal meeting was called at Ghent on 1g October 2001. Foreign ministers were not
invited. Normal rules implied that no conclusions would be drafted, no statements issued.
However, heads of government decided that they wanted to issue declarations on terror-
ism, the economic situation, and the introduction of the euro. These declarations are en-
titled ‘Declarations by the Heads of Government and the President of the Commission’, a
formulation which acknowledges the fact that the composition of the meeting is notincon-
formity with Article 4 TEU (no foreign minister) and that therefore itis notlegally a European
Council. However in the text of these declarations it is the European Council that ‘states,
confirms, takes note, is determined, will continue, invites member states etc’. In other
waords, although the meeting should not issue declarations it does do so, and although it
is not a European Council it takes positions and issues instructions as if it were one ... And
nobody complains!

institutions (Council, Commission, and Parliament) have to take into account and
respect.

o Informality: The European Council has always attached the highest importance
to the informality of its meetings. It works on the basis of restricted sessions
where heads of government and foreign ministers sit alone, face to face, fre-
quently addressing each other by their first names. In the seventies the Chancellor
of West Germany, Willy Brandt, wanted summit meetings to be like a fireside
chat (Kamingesprdch). Roy Jenkins considered the European Council as ‘a surpris-
ingly satisfactory body. mainly because it is intimate’ (Jenkins 1989: 74). With
time, and as a result of enlargement, meetings have tended to become more
structured and more formal. Specific papers are, in practice, actively debated.
But the principle of privacy and direct contact, quite frequently confrontational,
remains,

e Flexibility: Rules of procedure have been gradually adopted over the years, but the
fact is that they remain highly flexible. European Councils do not hesitate to depart
from rules they have themselves formulated, as indicated in Exhibit 3.2.

o Unequal relationships: In the abstract all heads of government are equal, just
as their states have equal status in international law. But because the European
Council is a locus of power, the fact that some participants have in fact more
power (because they represent a bigger country) is immediately apparent and
implicitly understood by all. Put simply, ‘the intergovernmental nature of the
European Council is more marked than that of the sectoral Councils’ (Hayes-
Renshaw 1999: 25).

e Seniority: Because participants are relatively few in number and personal rela-
tions important, the balance of power in the European Council is influenced by
seniority. Newcomers will not be able to pull their full weight at first meetings.
Heads of government of smaller member states can expect to exert more influence
after several years of being present, particularly after they have led a successful
Presidency. The case of Jean Claude Juncker, Prime Minister of Luxembourg since
1995, is an example of the representative of a small member state exercising
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considerable influence, certainly due to his personal qualities but also because of
his seniority.

e Ambivalence: Finally, viewing the European Council as a locus of power helps
explain its ambivalence in institutional terms. Without the Constitutional Treaty
its powers, procedures, and decision-making process are not determined by legal
texts. It deals with whatever problem it wants to deal with, in the manner it
judges most appropriate. Nowhere is its role clearly defined, yet that role is
fundamental to the life of the Union. It can live with that ambivalence because
it is bent on the exercise of power de facto and not on legally binding decision-
making.

Because the European Council stood apart from the institutional framework of the
Union it has generally been considered strictly intergovernmental, except when it
acts formally as a Council. However, it has been known to vote (in Milan in 1985 to
call the intergovernmental conference that was to lead to the Single European Act,
with Britain, Denmark and Greece opposing). Moreover, the President of the Com-
mission is de jure a member of the European Council and highly important decisions
concerning the Community are taken at that level.

Perhaps because of this ambivalence, theories of European integration have some
difficulty in accommodating the role of the European Council. Its composition and
the power it wields would seem at first sight to confirm liberal intergovernmentalist
(LI) theory, best developed by Andrew Moravcsik. LI explains European integration
as a succession of bargains between the bigger member states, based on national
interests, domestic politics, and the constraints of the world environment. Accord-
ing to this view, ‘the creation of the European Council was explicitly designed to
narrow rather than to broaden the scope for autonomous action by supranational
actors’ (Moravcsik 1998: 488). ‘Its major consequence was to transfer policy initiat-
ive away from the more rule governed Commission and Parliament’ (Moravcsik 1998:
310). ‘Bargaining outcomes reflect the relative power of states rather than suprana-
tional entrepreneurship’ (Moravcsik 1998: 485).

One may indeed consider, with Moravcsik, successive intergovernmental confer-
ences as ‘bargains’ concluded by member states at the highest level. However the
fact is that the Union has obviously more supranational elements today than it did
in 1974. If supranational actors ‘have only a rare and secondary impact’ on negoti-
ations (Moravcsik 1998: 485), how is this transfer of power to be explained?

Historical institutionalism, on the other hand, considers that institutions, by
themselves, ‘structure political situations and Jeave their own imprint on political
outcomes’ (Thelen and Steinmo 1992: 9). According to this view, actors are assumed
not to be entirely aware of, or concerned about, the long term institutional con-
sequences of the decisions they take. To explain in this way the integrative impact
of the European Council over a quarter of a century presupposes, however, a last-
ing degree of political naiveté not normaily associated with Heads of Government.
The European Council, unlike other institutions, is not bound by strict rules and pro-
cedures. It is master of its own agenda and can quite easily change one of its own
decisions if unforeseen consequences become apparent

The fact is that theoretical models have difficulty reconciling the different and
sometimes contradictory aspects of the European Council. That difficulty might be
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settled by the Constitutional Treaty, if it came into force, as it includes the European
Council in the institutional framework of the Union, thereby putting an end to thirty
years of ambiguity.

M
Functions

According to the existing Treaty, the role of the European Council is defined as fol-
lows: ‘it shall provide the Union with the necessary impetus for its development
and shall define the general political guidelines thereof’. It has a specific role in
foreign and security policy, and in the definition of broad economic guidelines.
The treaty reserves to the heads of government certain specific decisions in the
field of economic and monetary union® and the appointment of the President of
the Commission. These texts are partly based on a document adopted as a ‘Sol-
emn Declaration’ (therefore not legally binding) at Stuttgart in 1983 {see Exhibit 3.3)
which is, historically, the first tentative description of the role of the European
Council.

The Constitutional Treaty would bring some clarification by saying that the
European Council shall provide the Union with the necessary impetus for its develop-
ment and shall define its general political directions and priorities. The formulation
is certainly closer to political reality than the present one, but it still does not ad-
equately reflect the role of ultimate negotiator and at times detailed decision-maker
which is so frequently that of the European Council.

The fact is that functions of the European Council go well beyond the official texts.
They are described hereafter under the following headings:”

2.1.2 Inthe perspective of European Union, the European Council
 provides a general political impetus to the construction of Europe;

o defines approaches to further the construction of Europe and issues general polit-
ical guidelines for the European Communities and European Political Cooperation;

» deliberates upon matters concerning European Unionin its different aspects with
due regard to consistency among them;

e initiates cooperation in new areas of activity;

¢ solemnly expresses the common position in questions of external relations.
2.1.3 When the European Council acts in matters within the scope of the European Com-

munities, it does so in its capacity as the Council within the meaning of the treaties

Source: Bulletin of the European Communities, 1983 n° 6
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o strategic guidelines;

¢ decision-making;

» open method of coordination;
« foreign policy;

¢ amending the treaties;

o simplified treaty revision.

Strategic guidelines

The most traditional function of the European Council is to provide political guidance
and impetus across the whole spectrum of Union activities. This was indeed the main
reason given for its creation. It is mentioned both by the Tindemans Report® (1976)
and by the Stuttgart Declaration (1983) and is the sole function clearly described in
the Treaty. In the early texts the accent was put on ensuring consistency between
Community affairs and other forms of European activity. At a time (before the Treaty
of Maastricht) when these branches were completely separated, the European Council
was indeed the only place where some form of consistency could be ensured.

This task implies the right to launch new fields of activities. In Rome, in December
1975, the European Council decided to initiate cooperation in the fight against terror-
ism and organized crime. In Hanover in june 1988 it appointed a group to look into
economic and monetary union. At Lisbon in March 2000 it opened up a new field of
action in social affairs and economic policy. Gradually it has acquired a sort of mono-
poly in this respect: ‘Nothing decisive can be proposed or undertaken without its
authority’ (Taulégne 1993: 481).

Basically, the European Council fixes the agenda of the European Union and is the
place where strategic orientations are given. This is true for all fields of activity. It is
the European Council which approves common strategies in the framework of CFSP,
as it has done vis a vis Russia and Ukraine. As far as the Community is concerned, ori-
entations leading to the completion of the internal market and to monetary union
were defined at that level. One example of political guidance can be seen in the en-
largement process. Momentous decisions were taken at Copenhagen in December
1993 on Central and Eastern European countries and in Brussels in December 2004
on Turkey (see Exhibit 3.4). They could not have been taken at any other level.

... The European Council welcomed the adoption of the six pieces of legislation identified
by the Commission. it decided that, in the light of the above and of the Commission report
and recommendation, Turkey sufficiently fuifils the Copenhagen political criteria to open
accession negotiations provided that it brings into force these specific pieces of legislation.
Itinvited the Commission to present to the Council a proposal for a framework for negoti-
ations with Turkey, on the basis set out in paragraph 23. It requested the Council to agree
on that framework with a view to opening negotiations on 3 October 2005,

Source: European Council, Presidency Conclusions, Point 22
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Decision-making

It was certainly not the initial intention of the member states that the European
Council should serve as ultimate decision-taker, a court of appeal for settling prob-
lems too complex, or too politically sensitive to be resolved at the Council level.
Quite the contrary: both the Tindemans Report on European Union (1976) and the
Dooge Report? on institutional reform (1985) stated that this should not be the case.
Official texts, such as the Stuttgart Declaration (1993), steer clear of giving to the
European Council a decision-making capacity. But in fact, over the years, that is
exactly what it has acquired and exercised.

Examples abound. Successive European Councils wrestled in the early 1980s with
the intractable British budgetary problem until a solution was finally found at
Fontainebleau in June 1984. ‘Virtually every decision that affected the development
of the internal market since the early 1980s was taken by the European Coun-
cil’ (Sbragia 1991: 63). The ‘packages’ around the financial perspectives of the Union
(Delors 1, Delors II, Agenda 2000), which involve an element of distributive bargain-
ing between member states, have always been settled at the top level (see Exhibit 3.5).
The same is true of decisions concerning the seat of European institutions: Edinburgh

The Berlin European Council settled the financial perspectives (Agenda 2000) for the period
2000-06. The following table {one of several} is indicative of the detailed decisions such an
exercise implies.

. An indicative financial framework for £U-21 as set out in Table B attached should accompany
the financial perspective. It should include additional own resources resulting from the acces-
sion of 6 new Member States, and set out in an additional heading 8 (enlargermnent) the total cost
of enlargement for each of the years 2002-2006, expressed as maximum amounts in appropri-
ations for commitments for agriculture, structural operations, internal policies and administra-
tion, as follows:

Heading 8 (Enlargement) (appropriations for commitments) (Million £1999 prices)
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Heading 8 (Enlargement) 6.45 9.03 11.61 14.20 16.78
Agriculture 1.600 2.03 2.450 2930 3.400
Structural op. 3.750 5.83 7.920 10.00 12.08
Internai policies 730 760 790 820 850
Administration 370 410 450 450 450

Source: Berlin European Council, Presidency conclusions, Partt
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in December 1992; Brussels in October 1993; and December 2003. It also applies to the
appointment of the President of the Commission.

The reason generally given for this evolution is the incapacity of the General Af
fairs Council to coordinate the activities of other Councils. This failure compels the
European Council to step in as arbiter. However, it is also the case that heads of gov-
ernment, though accepting in principle that their role should be one of mere guid-
ance, have not in practice refused to deal in substance with the growing number of
problems coming on to their agenda. After all, decision-making is a sign of power,
and power is not something successful politicians tend to eschew.

Open method of coordination

This process was established by the European Council at Lisbon in March 2000
(and is generally known as the ‘Lisbon brocess’). In essence it aims at generating
agreement among governments to move together towards tackling a range of so-
cio-economic challenges, where the policy powers remain located at the level of
national or sub-national government in the member states, and where the scope
for agreement depends on soft prescriptions rather than hard law. The approach
adopted lies somewhere between classical intergovernmental cooperation and the
Community methed, and provides for a central role of the European Council. It has
been called intensive transgovernmentalism in which ‘the primary actors are lead-
ing national policy-makers, operating in highly interactive mode and developing new
forms of commitment and mutual engagement’ (H. Wallace 2002: 341). As far as ques-
tions of economic reform are concerned, the European Council should become a
forum, even a kind of ‘seminar’, for comparing different national experiences and ex-
periments, with the detailed work to be taken forward over the year. It should make
use of guidelines, timetables, indicators, benchmarks, periodic monitoring, and peer
review to exercise a strong guiding and coordinating role.

The process is not limited to activities at the highest level: it implies significant
work at Council and committee levels. Nevertheless the centrepiece is the Spring
meeting of the European Council which, as indicated above, should (but does not
always) concentrate on the Lisbon process. There is no doubt that the European Coun-
cil has thereby deliberately undertaken a new responsibility and that it is in fact exer-
cising a new role, if not a new type of competence. Appreciation of the resuits of the
Lisbon process lies outside the institutional framework of this book but it is worth
mentioning that doubts persist as to the ability of the Union to reach, through this
new process, the ambitious goals defined at Lisbon.

Foreign policy

Formulation of foreign policy has always been one of the primary tasks of the
European Council. Its very first meeting in Dublin in March 1975, approved a declar-
ation on Cyprus and one on the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE). The present Treaty says that the European Council shall define the principles
of and general guidelines for the common and foreign and security policy including
for matters with defence implications. This is rephrased in the Constitutional Treaty:
the European Council shall identify the Union’s Strategic interests and determine
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the objectives of its common foreign and security policy and the President of the
European Council shall ensure, at his or her level, the external representation of the
Union in the field of CFSP.

Over the years European Councils have approved a great number of statements
on foreign policy, covering events in all parts of the world and developments in all
fields of diplomacy. Some of these statements are made at a time of existing or im-
pending crisis, such as the one made in Berlin in March 1999 on the eve of NATO
air strikes in Yugoslavia. Similarly, invitations addressed to high-ranking personal-
ities for a meeting in the margins of a European Council underline the importance
attached to a specific international issue : President Trajkovski of Macedonia {Stock-
holm, March 2001) and, as mentioned above, Prime Minister Iyad Allawi of Iraq and
UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan attended European Councils in 2004.

It can be argued that some Presidency Conclusions contain an excessive number of
foreign policy declarations and that this proliferation diminishes the impact of such
statements. There is no doubt however that member states have used the European
Council effectively as a means of expressing forcefully common positions on interna-
tional affairs. It is clear, for example, that the message demanding that the siege of
Sarajevo be lifted, sent by the Cannes European Council in June 1995, would be taken
seriously precisely because it was sent, in no uncertain terms, at the level of authority
which might, if necessary, decide the use of force (see Exhibit 3.6).

When acting in this external capacity the European Council operates in fact like
a ‘collective head of state’ and this has been used as an argument in favour of a
semi-permanent presidency of that body, to avoid the disadvantages of a six month
rotation. As indicated above, that argument prevailed in the Convention. The Presid-
ent of the European Council would have an important foreign policy role according
to the Constitutional Treaty.

Amending the treaties

As we have seen, heads of government have always played some role in treaty nego-
tiations, including in the negotiation of the Treaty of Rome. But over time that role
has become predominant: the European Council has become ‘the key forum for de-
termining treaty reforms’ (Wallace and Wallace 2000: 20}.

In the negotiation of the Single European Act (1985-86) the input of heads of
government was limited. The main top level decision was that the Act would indeed
be ‘single’, that it would incorporate in one document articles relating to political co-
operation and Community activities, which had been negotiated separately. This was
an important decision in terms of political symbolism, and it was appropriate that it
should be taken by heads of government. But the texts themselves had been negoti-
ated and largely finalized at the leve! of officials or foreign ministers.

In the Maastricht negotiations (1990-91) several important points of substance
were only decided at the highest level and at the last minute. The contribution of
heads of government was therefore more significant than had previously been the
case. Nevertheless a large amount of work had been done both by finance ministers,
on the articles on monetary union, and by foreign ministers, notably on the second
pillar relating to CFSP.
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Meeting in Cannes on 26 and 27 June 1995, the European Council sends the following mes-
sage to the leaders and peoples of former Yugoslavia:

... The European Union strongly advises all the parties in the conflict to refrain from pia-
cing abstacles in the way of the freedom of movement and action of UNPROFOR and of the
humanitarian organizations bringing aid to the civilian population. it warns them that the
peace forces are determined to overcome such obstacles. The siege of Sarajevo must be lif-
ted. The European Union demands freedom of access to Sarajevo, its enclaves and the safe
areas.

Source: Cannes European Council, Presidency Conclusions

In the Amsterdam negotiations (1996-97), and again in the negotiations leading to
the Treaty of Nice, foreign ministers had little impact. Practically all the problems not
resolved at the level of personal representatives went to the European Council. Its dir-
ect contribution was not limited to basic issues: it included points such as the status
of public credit institutions in Germany or crisis meetings of the Political Committee.

The Intergovernmental Conference leading to the Constitutional Treaty gives us
a more balanced example. It is true that important modifications were made to the
draft treaty submitted by the Convention on issues such as majority voting, rein-
forced cooperation or defence, and that these modifications were largely decided at
head of government level. Nevertheless by far the largest part of the Constitutional
Treaty is to be found in the Convention draft.

Simplified Treaty revision

The Constitutional Treaty would give the European Council a new and potentially
important competence in allowing it, in certain cases and following certain proced-
ures, to modify treaty articles without going through the process of an intergovern-
mental conference (see Exhibit 3.7). Article IV-444 would allow the European Council
to modify the decision-making procedure (qualified majority instead of unanimity)
or the legislative procedure (ordinary procedure instead of special procedure). The
proposal would first have to be communicated to national Parliaments, each one of
which would have six months to veto it. In the absence of such a veto, the decision
could be taken by unanimous decision of the European Council and would enter into
force if it received the consent of the European Parliament given by a majority of its
component members. Specific clauses for foreign policy decisions and the multian-
nual financial framework would allow modifications of the decision-making proced-
ure without having to refer to national parliaments or the European Parliament. The
European Council, acting by unanimity, would also be able to modify the provisions
concerning the internal policies and actions of the Union (Title III of Part III) but in
that case amendments would have to be approved by member states according to
their respective constitutional procedures.°

Clauses of a similar nature, known as passerelles in Community jargon, have existed
in various forms since the Treaty of Maastricht, but have never been used. The widen-
ing of their scope in the new text reflects the conviction, widely shared by members
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Art. 1-20 §2: composition European Parliament *

‘#t

Art. I-24 §4: configurations of the Counci
Art. I-24 §7: rotation of presidencies **
Art. I-26 §6: composition of the Commission *

Art. I-27 § and 2: proposal for President and appointment of the Commission i

Art. i-28 §: appointment of the Minister for Foreign Affairs **

Art. I-g0 §6: CFSP decisions (see also I1)-295 &1) *

Art. l-40 §7: passerelfle clause for CFSP (see alsa lll-300 §3) *

Art. I-55 §4: passereffe clause for multiannual financial framework *

Art. I-5g §2: persistent breach of Union values *

Art. 11136 §2: emergency brake for social security

Art. lll-258: strategic guidelines for the area of freedom and justice

Art. l1-270 §3 and 271 §3: emergency brakes for judicial cooperation in criminal matters.
Art. lll-274 §4: powers of the Public Prosecutor’s Office. *

Art. lll-293 §: strategic objectives and interests of the Union *

Art. lli-2g5 §1: generai guidelines for CFSP.

Art. li-341 §3: rules of procedure of the European Council ***

Art. 111-382-2: appointment of the board of the Central Bank **

Art. IV-440 §7: amending the status of overseas territories *.

Art. IV-443 §2: convening a Convention or an intergovernmental conference ***

Art. IV-444 §1 and 2: general passerelle clause {simplified revision procedure). *

Art. IV-445 §2: simplified revision procedure for internal policies and actions *

Protocol on the statute of the European Central Bank — Art. 40 §2: amending the voting
rules of the Governing Council of the Bank. *

(References: * means unanimity, * * means qualified majority, * * * means simple majority.
Where no procedure is indicated, Art. 1-21 §4 applies, i.e. consensus)

of the Convention, that future treaty revisions will become increasingly difficult be-
cause of enlargement. The fact that Part 1l of the Treaty was examined only very
cursorily by the Convention because of lack of time also played a role. It remains to
be seen whether these procedures, which are not as simple as the title of the articles
suggests, will in fact be used.

Strengths and weaknesses

For over a quarter of a century the European Council has been the guiding force
of the European integration process: ‘the primary source of history making de-
cisions’ {Peterson and Bomberg 1999: 33). Time and time again, the most difficult
problems have been debated, and solutions have been found. at that level. The
European Union would not be what it is if heads of government had not been sys-
tematically involved in major decisions.

But top-level decision-making has of course its limits and its dangers. Dangers re-
late to the irretrievable character of mistakes; limits to the nature and the quantity of
decisions to be taken. Negotiation at the highest level is risky: miscalculations or tac-
tical errors occur and cannot, in most cases, be corrected. It is clear, for instance, that
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in Rome in December 1990 Mrs Thatcher’s insistence on having a separate paragraph
for Britain in the Presidency Conclusions enabled the other member states to define
monetary union as they wished, which was not her intention (see Exhibit 3.8)."

When considering the limits of the decision-making capacity of the European
Council, two points are significant:

» The number of meetings: It is reasonable to assume that, in view of their other ob-
ligations, it would be impossible for heads of government to meet more frequently
than four or five times a year on a regular basis. But on the other hand it is far from
clear that such a limited number of meetings, however intense, are sufficient to
deal effectively with the governance of an increasingly complex multinational en-
tity. European Councils are frequently short of time.

« Consensus: Some modifications have been introduced but decision-making in the
European Council remains, in general, based on consensus, that is on a relatively
inefficient procedure. European Councils frequently fail to reach decisions, creat-
ing ‘left overs’ which means postponing decisions to a future date.

In practical terms, the limits of the European Council are particularly apparent when
it is amending the treaties. The important point, not always well understood even by
participants, is that the work of the European Council as treaty negotiator is differ-
ent in nature from its other functions. When it gives political guidance or impetus,
when it makes foreign policy statements or debates economic policy, decisions are
political, not legal. When necessary, these political decisions receive legal form ex
post, by a Council directive or regulation (such as for the structural funds) or by an
interinstitutional agreement (for financial perspectives). ‘The input of the European
Council, which takes the form of a political decision, only has legal force once it has
been adopted by the Council according to the relevant legislative procedures’ {Hayes-
Renshaw and Wallace 1997: 164). But when it acts as negotiator, the European Council
is directly modifying the Treaty, the basic law of the Community. It is in fact legislat-
ing. That is a completely different task.

The structure and the modus operandi of the European Council are well adapted
to collective bargaining, to the definition of general guidelines, even to the drafting
of political statements. It is not well adapted to a legislative function. Hectic night
sessions with no assistants in the room, multilingual debate on texts which appear
and disappear from the negotiating table without having been studied in depth, and
across-the-board compromises on unrelated issues at the break of dawn cannot lead
to clear legal texts. The complexity and confusion of the treaties (with numerous pro-
tocols and declarations annexed to the Final Act of each Intergovernmental Confer-
ence) must be partly attributed to the way in which they are negotiated. It regularly
takes legal and linguistic experts, under the guidance of Coreper, several weeks to
establish in legal terms what has been decided. The fact is that no civilized nation le-
gislates in such an uncoordinated and risky way. As Tony Blair famously remarked at
the end of the Nice European Council: ‘We cannot go on working like this.’

Although this, and other weaknesses, have been apparent for a number of years,
there had been, until quite recently, very little criticism of the functioning of the
European Council. At Helsinki in December 1999 heads of government approved
welcome and substantial changes in the working methods of the Council but barely
mentioned the European Council. Two years later, the Laeken Declaration included
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The main point on the agenda was the state of preparation of the IGC and in particular mon-
etary union. A major point in the debate was whether the future currency (then called the
ECU) should be:

m A common currency, that is a currency circutating in parallel with, but not supplanting,
national currencies (pounds, francs, marks and so on);

® Asingle currency, that is a currency taking the place of national currencies.

On this fundamental point no agreement was reached on the first day of the European
Council. The draft Presidency Conclusions, circulated early on the second day, were based
on the principle of a common currency. When questioned before the meeting started, the
Presidency answered that it had reluctantly come to the conclusion that the British Prime
Minister would in no circumstance accept conclusions based on a single currency. Given the
previous day’s discussions, it was difficult to question that judgement.

At the beginning of the meeting Mrs Thatcher declared that the Presidency Draft Con-
clusions on monetary union were unacceptable, the United Kingdom would not be party to
conclusions based on that draft, and would need a separate paragraph in which the British
point of view would be described.

This changed the deal completely. Frantic activity was noted in the corridors, with sev-
eral delegations putting pressure on the Presidency. The Italian Prime Minister, Giulio
Andreotti, who was in the chair, stated in the course of discussion that the Presidency had
changed its mind and would propose conclusions based on the principle of a single cur-
rency. When Mrs Thatcher protested, he answered {with a Sicilian smile) that since the UK
would not be party to that part of the conclusions, and would have a paragraph of its own,
it could hardly expect to influence the formulation preferred by other member states.

The European Council conclusions were as follows: ‘The Community will have a single
currency which will be an expression of its identity and unity.” A separate paragraph notes
British dissent. If, as seems to be the case, the strategic objective of the British Government
at the time was to prevent the birth of a single currency, Mrs Thatcher made a serious tac-
tical error. At this level tactical errors are irretrievable. Today, the euro is a single currency.

a variety of institutional points for consideration by the subsequent Convention but
was silent on the European Council. It was not before 2002 that critical voices began
to be heard, in the Convention, in academic circles*? but also in the institution itself.
In March of that year the Barcelona European Council heard strong words from the
Secretary-General of the Council. Solana considered that for some years the European
Council had been sidetracked from its original purpose, it spent too much time
on low level drafting work and its meetings had been reduced to ‘report-approval
sessions or inappropriate exercises in self congratulation’. This led to the rules of
procedure adopted at Seville in June 2002, described above, and which have had a
substantial positive effect.

The Convention and the Constitutional Treaty proposed several measures which
would further strengthen the European Council: recognizing it as a full fledged
institution, reducing the number of participants, giving it a semi-permanent Pres-
idency, bringing some clarification to its competences and its decision-making
process. Moreover treaty modifications would henceforth be amended by way of a
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Convention, which, on the basis of our single experience, seems to reduce the
number of issues that need to be addressed at the top level.

e
Conclusion

In many ways ‘the whole European Union system revolves round the European Coun-
cil’ (Ludlow 2000: 15). The dates of its meetings, announced well in advance, mark the
rhythm of the Union’s various activities in the way religious feast days marked the
rhythm of daily life in medieval Christendom. Foreign governments, the press, and
business organizations study Presidency Conclusions to gauge the health, the dynam-
ics, future orientations, and potential actions of the Union.

In successive meetings over the years, the European Council has largely fashioned
the Union as we know it today. And the fact is that, even if the European Council is
basically intergovernmental in nature, the system it has so largely contributed to is
not mainly intergovernmental. At the beginning of a new century the Union is much
larger, much more integrated and more supranational than it was in 1974. With hind-
sight it is clear, therefore, that Monnet was justified in advocating its creation. Those
who feared, at the time, that it would lead to an intergovernmental system dom-
inated by a directoire of major partners were proven wrong. ‘The European Council
worked its way into the Community decision making process without deeply under-
mining the institutional balance’ (Werts 1992: 295).

What are the underlying reasons which have led to this result? For most of the
time since 1974, France and Germany have been governed by leaders strongly com-
mitted to their mutual cooperation and to furthering European integration. They
found enough support for this ambition in the Benelux, in Italy, sometimes in Spain
and Portugal, more recently in Finland, to push the Union forward, even in the face of
winds of scepticism blowing from Britain or Scandinavia. Monetary Union is a typical
example. Moreover, for a long time, from 1985 to 1995, the Commission was chaired
by Jacques Delors, 2 man who had developed a real talent for harnessing the power
of the European Council to further the dynamics of integration (see Chapter 5). In the
absence of any of these conditions the results would have been very different.

Efforts have been made, both by the European Council itself and through the Con-
vention, to adapt to an enlarged Union. Time will tell whether those adaptations can
be adopted and will be sufficient. There is no doubt that an increased number of
participants weighs on the working of the European Council as it does on the other
institutions of the Union. The informality, direct contact, and personal confidence,
characteristic of the institution, are difficult to maintain in a larger body. Unofficial
preparatory caucuses or other forms of directoire may become more tempting, and
cause dismay.

Two conclusions seem appropriate:

e management of the Union could not be assured without a top-level institution of
this type: the European Council has played a fundamental role in European integ-
ration and will continue to do so;
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e top-level meetings have their limits and are not a panacea: they will certainly play
a significant role in resolving the problems of European governance. But they will
only be a part of the solution to that most difficult problem.

m
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Summary

In the Council, national interests are articulated, defended, and aggregated by minis-
terial representatives of the member governments, who then adopt European Union
(EU} legislation, increasingly in tandem with the European Parliament (EP). Each mem-
ber state exercises the Presidency of the Council in turn, supported by an international
secretariat at the Council’s headquarters in Brussels. Most decisions are taken by con-
sensus. But when the Council votes by qualified majority, the larger member states are
just as likely as the smaller ones to be out-voted. Enlargement has provided the impetus
for changes to the Council's organization and working methods. Further changes con-
tained in the Constitutional Treaty regarding the Council’s Presidency and voting rules
are on hold following negative referendum resuits.
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m
Introduction

The builders are at work in the Brussels headquarters of the Council of Ministers.
They have added new meeting rooms and adapted old ones in the Council’s Justus
Lipsius building to cater for increased numbers of national delegates. They are cov-
ering over the central courtyard at the front of the building to provide additional
space for journalists covering European Council meetings in a wing of the adjacent
Résidence Palace building, once it too has been adapted. Further along the street they
are constructing an entirely new edifice, the Lex Building. with additional meeting
rooms and office space for translators. The Council is expanding along with the EU,
and the extension and adaptation of its buildings is the most obvious outward mani-
festation of this trend.

This chapter examines the inhabitants of, and some of the visitors to. the Coun-
cil's Justus Lipsius building. First, the present-day Council is traced back to its ori-
gins in the 1951 Treaty of Paris. Second, the structure of the institution is explored,
in order to identify those individuals who together constitute the various layers of
the Council hierarchy. As this volume contains separate chapters on the European
Council (Chapter 3} and the Commiittee of Permanent Representatives or Coreper
(Chapter 14), this chapter will concentrate on the remaining layers of the Council
hierarchy — the ministerial Council, the preparatory bodies (the working parties and
senior committees apart from Coreper), the Presidency and the Council Secretariat.
The third section describes the formal and informal powers of the Council and its
members, the ways in which its work is coordinated and the means available to its
members to exert influence and affect its output. The Council's relationships with
the Commission and the EP are examined in the next section, as is the frequently
vexed question of the Council’s accountability. In the final section, the Council's role
in the context of the EU as a whole is analysed, as are the chalienges posed to the
Council by enlargement. Changes affecting the Council contained in the Constitu-
tional Treaty are mentioned in the relevant sections of the chapter.

P
The origins of the Council

The Council of the European Union can trace its origins back directly to the
{Special) Council of Ministers provided for in the 1951 Treaty of Paris, which estab-
lished the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). The creation of a body rep-
resenting the governments of the member states was a direct and rather obvious
attempt to temper the powers of the ECSC's innovative supranational High Authority
(later the European Commission). When the founding treaties of the two new Euro-
pean Communities were negotiated and adopted six years later, a slightly altered ver-
sion of the ECSC blueprint was agreed, and the Council of the European Communities
was born.
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Despite the shared name, the powers of the old and new Councils could not have
been more different. The ECSC’s Special Council was required merely to exchange
information with and consult the High Authority, while the 1957 Treaties of Rome
provided that their Council should ‘ensure coordination of the general economic
policies of the member states and have power to take decisions’.

This enhanced role derived from the increased assertiveness of member govern-
ments vis-d-vis the more supranational elements of the European Communities, a con-
fidence that has become still more marked in recent years. It is reflected not only in
the additional formal and informal powers acquired by the Council but also in the
changes that have been made to its structure and working methods (documented in
successive treaties and in the Council's internal rules of procedure).

RRRmimmmE e s e
The Council hierarchy

The Council may be envisaged as a layered triangle, composed of the European Coun-
cil at the top, followed by the ministers, then by Coreper and a number of other
senior preparatory bodies and, at the base, a large number of working parties. Head-
ing each of these levels is the Presidency, and the entire hierarchy is underpinned
by a General Secretariat. As mentioned above, this chapter will deal directly with all
levels except the European Council and Coreper.

The ministers

Although we speak of ‘the’ Council of Ministers, in practice it meets in a number
of different configurations, each dealing with a distinct policy area (see Exhibit 4.1).
Every Council is composed of the relevant minister(s) from each of the member
states, and is chaired by a representative of the member state currently holding the
Presidency. The Commission is invited to attend, and is represented by one or more
Commissioners. Officials from the member states, the Commission services, and the
Council Secretariat accompany the ministers, the Commissioners, and the Presid-
ency to advise and assist them in their deliberations.

About 75 formal Council meetings are convened every year, usually in the Coun-
cil’s Brussels headquarters. However, in April, June, and October every year they are
held in Luxembourg, the grossly inefficient result of a 1965 political agreement on
the seat of the institutions, and most recently confirmed in the 1997 Treaty of Amster-
dam. Each Presidency is also entitled to schedule five informal ministerial meetings,
which normally take place in the Presidency member state.

The preparatory bodies

Council meetings are prepared by committees and working parties, composed of
officials from each of the member states and a representative of the Commission.
Coreper, the most senior of these committees, is formally responsible for preparing
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The Council currently meets in nine configurations. In practice, the General Affairs and Ex-
ternal Relations Council (GAERC) and the Economic and Financial Affairs Council (Ecofin)
both meet in two distinct parts, while the agenda items of the others may be grouped
according to policy sector, thereby enabling ministers with distinct portfolios to attend
separate parts of the session.

Conﬁgqtétions No. of meetings in 2004
General affairs and external relations (GAERC) (including 26
European security and defence policy and development

cooperation})

Economic and financial affairs (Ecofin) (including the budget) "
Agriculture and fisheries (AgFish) 10
Justice and home affairs (JHA) (including civil protection) 9
Transport, telecommunications, and energy (TTE) 5
Employment, social policy, health, and consumer affairs 4
(EPSCO)

Competitiveness (Comp) (internal market, industry, and 4
research) (including tourism)

Environment (Env) 4
Education, youth, and culture (EYC) (including audiovisual 3
affairs)

TOTAL 2004 76

Source: Council Secretariat

the work of the entire Council and fulfils an important horizontal coordination func-
tion (see Chapter 14). Other senior bodies coordinate work in particular policy areas,
such as the Economic and Financial Committee (EFC), the Special Committee on
Agriculture (SCA), the Political and Security Committee (COPS — Comiteé politique et de
sécurité) and the Article 36 Committee (CATS —Comité article trente-six,—~which oper-
ates in the field of justice and home affairs (JHA)).

Officials from the national ministries represent their governments in the 160 or so
specialized working parties and 100 or so sub-groups that constitute the base of the
Council hierarchy. Some of these officials are based in Brussels in their national per-
manent representations (see Chapter 14), while others travel to Brussels from their
national capitals for meetings. All are experts in their policy field, operating on the
basis of instructions from their home ministries. The Commission is represented by
officials from the relevant Directorate-General (DG) in the 4,000 or so working party
meetings that take place every year.
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The Presidency

The Presidency of the Council rotates every six months among the member
states according to a pre-established order, which also determines the place their
representatives occupy at the table in meetings throughout the Council hierarchy
(see Fig. 4.1). A new order of rotation comes into effect on 1 January 2007 (see
Exhibit 4.2).

Taking on the Council Presidency directly affects large numbers of civil servants
from the member state in question. A chairperson and a national spokesperson must
be provided for every meeting at each level of the Council, a particular challenge for
smaller member states with limited personnel. A coordinating unit is normally cre-
ated in the Presidency capital that, with the Council Secretariat, is responsible for en-
suring coherence and consistency across the entire range of issues being discussed in
the Council hierarchy. The national permanent representation in Brussels becomes
the operations centre for all Brussels-based activity during that member state’s
Presidency.

Bulgaria and Romania were granted observer status in the Council and its preparatory bod-
ies following the signature of their Accession Treaty on 25 April 2005. At the same time,
seating arrangements were modified to reflect the new order of Presidency rotation due to
commence on1january 2007. While observers, Romania and Bulgaria occupy the seats im-
mediately to the left of the Presidency. Following their accession, they will take their desig-
nated seats according to the agreed order of rotation (see Exhibit 4.2). All delegations move
one place to the left at the beginning of a new presidential term (on1january and 1 july every
year).

January-june 2006 July-December 2006
Presidency Presidency
{Austria) (Finland)

Austria Romania Finland Romania
Finland Bulgaria Germany Bulgaria
Germany Estonia Portugal Austria
Portugal UK Slovenia Estonia
Slovenia Malta France UK
France Slovakia Czech Republic Malta
Czech Republic Netherlands Sweden Slovakia
Sweden Luxembourg Spain 77 Netherlands
Spain Latvia Belgium Luxembourg
Belgium Italy Hungary Latvia
Hungary Creece Poland Italy
Poiand Lithuania Denmark Greece
Denmark Ireland Cyprus Lithuania
Cyprus Ireland

Commission Commission
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The Constitutional Treaty provided for a system of team presidencies, whereby groups of
three member states would exercise the Presidency over a period of eighteen months, each
one chairing meetings for a period of six months and offering material support to its team
colleagues during their turn in the chair. The new order of rotation (agreed in December
2004) provides for such teams by dividing the member states into groups of three, inten-
ded to reflect a balance of geographical situation, economic weight and ‘old’ and ‘new’
members. Since the idea does not require treaty change to be implemented, an embryonic
version of team presidencies is likely to emerge from 2007 onwards.

Germany January-June 2007

Portugal July - December 2007

Slovenia January-june 2008

France July-December 2008

Czech Republic January-June 2009

Sweden July-December 2009

Spain January-june 2010

Belgium July -December 2010

Hungary January-June 2011

Poland july-December 2011

Denmark January-june 2012

Cyprus July-December 2012

Ireland January-June 2013

Lithuania July-December 2013

Greece January-june 2014

Italy July-December 2014

Latvia January-june 2015

Luxembourg July-December 2015

Netherlands January-June 2016

Slovakia July-December 2016

Malta January-june 2017

United Kingdom July -December 2017

Estonia January -june 2018

Bulgaria July - December 2018

Austria January-June 2019

Romania July-December 2019

Finland January-June 2020

The Council Secretariat

The General Secretariat of the Council (to give it its official title} is a relatively
small and ostensibly politically neutral body. It has undergone a period of profound
change over the past decade. Enlargement has provided the necessary impetus
for implementing reforms to the Secretariat’s structure and working methods, the
avowed aim being to create a slim-line secretariat capable of taking on the extra
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tasks resulting from increased numbers and extensions to the Council’s {and the
Secretariat’s} scope of activities.

The Council Secretariat is headed by a Secretary-General who (a novelty under the
1997 Treaty of Amsterdam) combines this role with that of the High Representative
for the common foreign and security policy (HR/CFSP). A Deputy Secretary-General
{a role also introduced by the Treaty of Amsterdam] is responsible for the day-to-day
running of the Secretariat. Both the Secretary-General and the Deputy Secretary-
General are appointed by agreement of the Council. The current incumbents (Javier
Solana and Pierre de Boissieu respectively) were first appointed in 1999, and both had
their mandates renewed for another five years in 2004.

The main body of the Secretariat is divided into eight DGs, the largest of which is
responsible for personnel and administration. Six DGs are organized on a functional
basis, according to the Councils they serve, and the eighth is responsible for press,
information, and protocol. A horizontal Legal Service serves all levels of the Coun-
cil hierarchy, and a number of specialized units, including military personnel, are
directly answerable to the Secretary-General andfor his Deputy.

The Secretariat is staffed by independent, international civil servants {some 2,800
in 200s5), recruited by open competition from among the nationais of the member
states. In addition, a number of national officials, experts and military personnel are
seconded to the Secretariat from the member states (about 210 in 2005). The Secret-
ariat has virtually doubled in size since the early 1980s, a direct result of extensions
in the scope of the Council’s activities and successive enlargements.

What does the Council do?

The Council is responsible for decision-making and coordination. As such, it:

e passes laws, legislating jointly with the EP under co-decision;
« coordinates the broad economic policies of the member states;

e constitutes, together with the EP, the authority that agrees the Community's
budget;

e defines and implements the CFSP and the related European security and defence
policy (ESDP), based on guidelines set by the European Council;

» coordinates the actions of the member states and adopts measures in the area of
police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters; and

s concludes international agreements on behalf of the Community or the EU with
one or more third states or international organizations.

The Council fulfils these functions mainly by reference to formal rules laid down in
the treaties and in its internal rules of procedure. These formal rules have been sup-
plemented over the years by informal conventions and rules of the game that govern
the work of the Council, the Presidency, and the Secretariat, as well as their relations
with the Commission and the EP.
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Formal and informal powers

The ministers and preparatory bodies

The Council is the EU’s principal legislative and policy-making institution, being
formally charged with decision-making across the three pillars that constitute the
Union. Specific decision-making procedures and voting rules apply to the different
areas of Council activity, entailing a greater or lesser role for the EP, and unanimity
or some form of majority voting in the Council itself.

In fulfilling its decision-making functions, the Council as a body represents and
attempts to aggregate the interests of all the member governments. The reconcili-
ation of conflicting interests within the Council is achieved through a continuous
process of negotiation, in the course of which the Commission proposal on the table
is discussed in detail, national positions are articulated and defended, coalitions are
formed and compromises advanced. In addition to these internal deliberations, the
Council must also negotiate with the other institutions involved in the legislative
process, in particular the EP (see Chapter 6).

The ministers’ deliberations are prepared first by one or more working parties
of national officials and finally by Coreper or another senior committee. At their
meetings, the ministers adopt without discussion those items on the agenda that
have been the object of agreement at Coreper or working party level {the so-called ‘A
points’), and engage in detailed discussions on those still requiring agreement (the
so-called ‘B points’). Following discussion in the Council, an agenda item may be
adopted, referred back down to a senior committee or a working party for further
discussion, or sent up to the European Council for a higher-level political input.

Legally speaking, there is only one Council. In effect, this means that any grouping
of ministers may legally take a decision on any issue coming within the scope of the
Council as a whole. Thus, the Fisheries Council of 21-22 December agreed the fish-
ing quotas for 2005, but also approved without discussion a large number of items
regarding external relations, ESDP, development cooperation, JHA, trade policy, and
economic and financial affairs. Generally speaking, though, each Council configura-
tion discusses issues within its own field of competence, and has its own idiosyncratic
ways of conducting its business {see Westlake and Galloway 2004).

Most of the detailed negotiation and much of the actual agreement tends to occur
at various levels below that of the ministerial Council itself. Insiders estimate that,
in some Council configurations, the ministers actively discuss only between 10 and
15 per cent of all the items on their agendas. Implicit indicative voting may occur
in senior preparatory bodies or even in some working parties, but it is the ministers
themselves who take (and they alone who are legally authorized to take) the final de-
cision in the name of the Council, whether by consensus or by actual voting.

Ministers vote in the Council on the basis of simple majority, qualified majority
or unanimity, depending on the rules governing the issue in question laid down in
the treaties. Under simple majority voting, which is normally used for procedural is-
sues, each member state has a single vote, and thirteen votes in favour are required
to adopt a measure in the EU of 25. (The Commission representative and the Council
President do not vote.) Unanimity is required in some specific policy areas (such as
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taxation) and for most questions concerned with the CFSP and JHA. Under unanim-
ity voting rules, an unhappy member state can exercise a veto by voting against, or
can choose to abstain from voting without preventing agreement by the others (an
abstention, in effect, counts as a ‘yes’).

Qualified-majority voting (QMV) is fast becoming the most usual voting rule in the
Council, accounting for some 70 per cent of all its definitive legislative decisions. Un-
der QMV, each member state is allocated a set number of votes in approximate rela-
tion to its size, and specific thresholds have to be attained in order to adopt or block a
measure (see Table 4.1). A member state has the right to abstain from voting, thereby
making the construction of a qualified majority or a blocking minority more difficult
to achieve.

The threshold for the achievement of a qualified majority has always been set at
about 70 per cent of the total number of votes, implicitly also requiring a majority
of the member states. The 2001 Treaty of Nice added a possible third requirement,
namely that the member states constituting the qualified majority should represent
at least 62 per cent of the total population of the EU. Official population figures are
agreed on an annual basis in order to facilitate the calculation of this latter figure.
This requirement was deemed likely to increase the leverage of the larger member
states in general and Germany in particular. The Constitutional Treaty, on the other
hand, provides that a qualified majority would be made up of at least 55 per cent
of the member states representing at least 65 per cent of the total population of
the EU.

Much time and effort has been expended over the years on the details of the Coun-
cil’s voting rules, and the implications for individual member states’ voting strength
and possible winning coalitions. Yet voting in the Council does not always occur {even
under QMV), and does not often take the form of a show of hands. Instead, the Pres-
ident may allow all delegations to have their say on the point under discussion, then
sum up and conclude the debate by asking whether any delegation is opposed to the
decision reached. If no one objects, the measure is deemed to have been adopted in
line with the President’s conclusions.

Since the late 1990s, the Council has been obliged under new transparency rules
to publish the results of any votes taken, and to identify those Council members that
contest them. Consequently, a growing body of firm data is available against which
to test hypotheses and anecdotal evidence. It is now possible to demonstrate, for
exampie, that less than one in five agreed decisions is contested, that only about one-
fifth of decisions technically subject to QMV are explicitly contested at ministerial
level, and that even when decisions are contested, the number of ‘no-sayers’ normally
falls far short of a blocking minority (see Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace, 2006, forth-
coming). ~

The Presidency

Exercising the Presidency of the Council has always been an important task, but the
list of duties has increased in recent years, in line with the Council's expanded scope
of activities (see Exhibit 4.3). In addition, more member states mean that negotiations
have become more time-consuming and can be very much more conflictual. Exer-
cising the Presidency today can therefore be a rather daunting prospect, particularly
for small or new member states.
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Member state Votes under QMV
Germany 29
France 29
ltaly 29
United Kingdom 29
Spain 27
Poland 27
Netherlands 13
Belgium 12
Czech Republic 12
Greece 12
Hungary 12
Portugal 12
Austria 10
Sweden 10
Denmark 7
Ireland 7
Lithuania 7
Slovakia 7
Finland 7
Cyprus 4
Estonia 4
Latvia 4
Luxembourg 4
Slovenia 4
Malta 3
Total 321
Qualified majority 232
Blocking minority 90
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The main formal task of the presidency is the management of the Council's business over
the duration of its six-month period in office. Thisinvolves a number of different duties:

convening formal and informal meetings at ministerial and official levels;
providing chairpersons for all meetings held at all levels of the Council hierarchy;
ensuring the businesslike conduct of discussions at all meetings,

a

]

]

® hosting one or more European Council meetings;

m acting as spokesperson for the Council within and outside the Union;
(]

acting as the main point of contact for the Commission, European Parliament, and other
bodies involved in decision-making;

m speaking on behaif of the Council in the trialogues and conciliation meetings scheduled
under the co-decision procedure;

® managing the CFSP in close association with the High Representative;

m ensuring that all the Council's legislative and other obligations are met;

m aiding the reaching of agreement in negotiations within the Council (with the help of
Coreper, the Council Secretariat, and the Commission).

In fulfilling all these tasks, the Presidency is assisted by the Council Secretariat, and works
closely with the Commission services.

Arguably, the main task of the Presidency is to be {and, more importantly, to be
seen to be) neutral. Specifically, this is achieved by the Presidency member state
fielding two delegations for each meeting: one to chair and manage the meeting,
the other to articulate and defend the national position. This can place a heavy
burden on national resources, particularly when a small member state is in the
chair. The introduction of ‘compromises from the chair’ (often with substantive in-
put from the Council Secretariat) when negotiations get bogged down is further evid-
ence of the neutrality of the Presidency, as is the fact that the President does not
vote.

The Presidency can and does play a critical role in shaping the Council’s agenda
{Talberg 2003), but its ability to impose its own interests on the rest of the EU is
limited by the fact that Council activities are now programmed on a multi-annual
basis, in close cooperation with preceding and succeeding presidencies. A Presid-
ency member state needs to tread carefully in attempting to highlight certain issues,
since its colleagues will not look kindly on a Presidency which appears to use (or ab-
use) the office too flagrantly for its own ends. The French Presidency in the second
half of 2000, for example, was widely criticized for manifestly pushing the interests
of the larger member states in discussions on institutional reform (Talberg 2004:
1013-19).

It has become a point of pride for outgoing office-holders to be viewed by their
colleagues as having conducted a ‘good’ presidency. Such judgements are obvi-
ously subjective, but a number of objective criteria can be employed as measuring
devices. For example, it is possible to gauge whether Council business was dealt with
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efficiently and impartially; whether the main objectives outlined in the Presidency
programme (presented to the EP at the beginning of the six-month period) were
achieved; whether European Council meetings (particularly the ‘rounding-off’ one at
the end) were well managed and productive; and whether unpredictable events were
dealt with calmly, efficiently, and effectively.

Anecdotes abound to support the suggestion that smaller member states tend to
run more effective Presidencies. The smaller member states are generally perceived
(rightly or wrongly} as having fewer interests to pursue than their larger partners,
and stronger incentives to seek consensus—a good trait in a Presidency! There is gen-
eral agreement that the most successful Presidencies in recent years have been small
state ones, the Danish Presidency in the second half of 2002 and the Irish Presidency
in the first half of 2004 being good examples.

The Council Secretariat

The changing role of the Council Secretariat is evident in the description of its basic
formal functions contained in the earliest and most recent versions of the Council’s
rules of procedure. Originally charged with ‘assisting’ the Council, it is now required
to be ‘closely and continually involved in organizing, coordinating and ensuring the
coherence of the Council’s work and implementation of its annual programme. Un-
der the responsibility and guidance of the Presidency, it shall assist the latter in seek-
ing solutions’.

Some 85 per cent of the Secretariat’s staff is engaged in the technical and logist-
ical organization of the Council’s work. This involves convening meetings, preparing
meeting rooms, and producing and distributing documents (including their transia-
tion, photocopying, and archiving). The remainder of the Secretariat’s staff is engaged
in the substantive preparation of the Council’s work—drawing up agendas, prepar-
ing briefing notes for the Presidency, advising the Presidency on questions of sub-
stance, procedure and legality, helping to draft amendments, and producing reports,
minutes or press releases regarding meetings held within the Council hierarchy. In
addition, a small number of Secretariat officials have taken on a new (for the Secret-
ariat) executive role in the planning and organization of military and civilian crisis
management operations. In fulfilling all of these functions, the Secretariat is at the
service of the Presidency, but is independent both of it and of the member govern-
ments.

Coordinating the work of the Council

From the outset, the General Affairs Council (GAC), composed of the national minis-
ters for foreign affairs, was given overall responsibility for coordinating the work of
the Council as a whole—a relatively easy task when the number of policy areas (and
member states) involved was small. However, the gradual expansion in the scope of
the European Communities and then the EU resulted in the creation of a large num-
ber of specialized Council configurations and an increasing fragmentation of Council
activity.

Some of these specialist Councils took on the leading role in important policy dis-
cussions, thereby undermining the central coordinating function of the GAC and its
position as the most ‘senior’ of the Council formations. The most notable example is
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the Economic and Financial Affairs Council (Ecofin), whose powerful national minis-
ters have come to play a central role in discussions {and rather meaty decisions} on
such important issues as economic and monetary union (EMU) and taxation.

The GAC was also responsible for foreign affairs, and this part of its agenda ex-
panded rapidly, particularly in the 1990s following the formalization of the CFSP and
the greater representational role vis-a-vis third countries attributed to the GAC by the
1992 Treaty on European Union (TEU). The foreign ministers were less inclined to
spend time on coordinating the work of a growing number of technical Councils, pre-
ferring instead to focus on the foreign policy questions on which they were better
qualified to speak. Consequently, the European Council frequently found itself debat-
ing issues that, in an ideal world, would have been settled by the foreign ministers.
It was also the European Council that increasingly set the EU’s agenda, with the GAC
frequently being reduced to the position of a senior organ of execution for the de-
cisions of the heads of state or government.

Over the years, the need to ensure proper coordination of the work of the various
Council configurations became more obvious and pressing. This was merely one as-
pect of a more general discussion on Council reform that took place at various levels
between the Helsinki European Council of December 1999 and the Seville European
Council of June 2002. The Seville conclusions attempted to facilitate coordination by,
inter alia:

e creating a General Affairs and External Relations Council (GAERC), which would
hold separate meetings, possibly on different dates, with separate agendas, in or-
der to distinguish its coordinating from its foreign policy responsibilities;

¢ explicitly making the general affairs formation of the GAERC responsible for pre-
paring and ensuring the follow-up of meetings of the European Council (including
the coordinating activities necessary to that end); and

o reducing the number of Council configurations from sixteen to nine.

The effect of the Seville reforms as regards the preparation of European Council meet-
ings is generally viewed as positive. But more general coordination by the GAC of the
work of the other Council configurations is still criticized, and described by some in-
siders as ‘rather ritualistic’.

Exerting influence in the Council

The Council’s central position in the EU in general and in EU decision-making in par-
ticular endows it with a large degree of influence over other institutions and author-
ities. But the Council is not a monolithic body. It is composed of the representatives
of twenty-five very different governments, whose member states differ according to
size, economic weight, length of EU membership, administrative culture, negotiating
style, and attitude to European integration (inter alia). Despite these differences, they
continue to reach agreement. So who wields influence within the Council, and what
form does this influence take?

Where unanimity is the rule, influence is shared equally among the Council mem-
bers. Any national representative can block agreement, so the interests of all have
to be taken into account. Under QMV, numbers matter, and those member gov-
ernments with the largest number of votes could be expected to wield the largest
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amount of influence. However, safeguards have been built into the system to ensure
that the smaller member states, working together, have as much chance as the lar-
ger ones to exert influence over the final outcome. Indeed, the big member states are
frequently out-voted in the Council, as Table 4.2 demonstrates.

A detailed analysis of Council voting records since 1993 {Hayes-Renshaw and
Wallace, 2006) supports the institutionalist view of the EU, which maintains that the
rules of the game are devised to ensure that it is not only the big member states
that win. The analysis confirms that there is no enduring solidarity between the lar-
ger member states (or, for that matter, the smalier ones), or between the northern
member states or the southern member states. Nor is there any systematic evidence
of old or new members voting together consistently. Rather, coalitions in the Coun-
cil emerge as constantly shifting, and tending to be issue driven rather than power
driven, with consensus and compromise being, by and large, the name of the game.
Certain member governments may have common or complementary goals or aspir-
ations which may drive the Union for a period of time, but attempts to create and
sustain a type of directoire at the heart of the Union fail to endure when they attempt
to move from questions of the overall direction of EU policy to the minutiae of the
policies themselves (or vice versa).

Influence can be exerted by large and small member states alike in more informal
{and less easily quantifiable) ways, by putting forward compromise proposals accept-
able to a majority of the member governments, by forming coalitions with like-
minded states, and by making their point of view known to the Commission, the
Presidency, and the Council Secretariat. Yet, the number of votes attributed to a
member state continues to matter, as the rather unedifying scramble for votes at
Nice in December 2000 amply demonstrated. The decisions on QMV that emerged
from the Nice summit did so only after some of the most heated and bitter exchanges
ever witnessed in the EU, fuelled by real concerns on the part of the individual mem-
ber governments about future influence in an enlarged Council. The long-term ef-
fects of enlargement on voting behaviour in the Council remain to be discerned, but
it is unlikely that decades of commitment to consensus will be ditched overnight. In-
deed, one year into enlargement, there was no evidence of increased contestation.
However, new dynamics affecting relative weight and influence in the Council can
be expected to emerge in time.

L]
Dealing with the other institutions

The Council and EP

The Council-EP relationship is based on the natural rivalry or tension that exists
between all executives and legislatures, even though neither institution closely re-
sembles the European national model of such bodies. A large part of the inter-
institutional tension in the EU setting is a result of the EP’s unremitting and largely
successful campaign to wrest increasing amounts of legislative and budgetary power
from the reluctant grasp of the Council. Following years of divisive disputes, the
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Council -EP relationship in the budgetary field is now ‘more predictable, consensual
and rule-bound’ (Laffan 2000: 733), thanks mainly to successive inter-institutional
agreements (IIAs) on budgetary discipline, and the introduction of multi-annual fin-
ancial packages.

In contrast, the EP had to fight harder and longer for legislative powers, which it
won in increments via court cases, I[As, and treaty reform. The introduction and sim-
plification of the co-decision procedure in the 1990s transformed the Council -EP re-
lationship from one of permanent confrontation to one of both formal and informal
cooperation. The EP is now a real co-legislative authority with the Council on a large
number of issues, even if the cooperation between the two institutions is subject to
complicated procedures that can result in tensions between them. The fact that these
tensions rarely flare up into full-scale inter-institutional battles is a testament to the
new spirit of interdependence that prevails between them. It is perceptible in the in-
creased contacts between the two institutions at all levels, not least the very visible
presence of Council officials in the EP's corridors and committees.

If it is to operate smoothly and efficiently, the co-decision procedure requires con-
stant contact between the main protagonists. Initiaily, the Council concentrated its
resources and attention on the final, conciliation phase of the process, but follow-
ing changes in the co-decision procedure introduced by the Treaty of Amsterdam,
the Council’s attention shifted to the earlier stages of the process. Its strategy now
is to reach agreement as swiftly as possible whenever feasible, thereby reducing the
number of issues that end up in formal conciliation (currently less than 20 per cent
of co-decision dossiers). Great efforts are now made to ensure that the work of both
institutions proceeds in parallel, and much informal negotiation goes on behind the
scenes in advance of trialogue meetings, bringing together representatives of the
Council, Commission, and Parliament at presidential and official levels (see Chapter
6). The effect on decision-making speed has been positive: EP officials have calculated
that, whereas the average length of a co<ecision procedure was 23.3 months in the
period from November 1993 to April 1993, it fell to 20.3 months during the period
from May 1999 to April 2004.

Despite a small number of sometimes spectacular failures, there is now a growing
and rather positive balance-sheet of agreements reached between the Council and
the EP under the co-decision procedure, proof of the greater cooperative spirit that
now underpins their entire relationship. This should not be interpreted as evidence
of the Council and the Parliament being hand in glove on ali issues, however; rather
it is a case of the Parliament choosing its battles more judiciously than in the past.
There is still some resistance within the Council to EP-inspired suggestions for greater
collaboration, often entailing increased availability of the Presidency (as the repres-
entative of the Council) at EP plenary sessions and committee meetings. This resist-
ance is a direct result of the private reservations of some member governments
regarding the EP’s current and future role and powers.

The Council and Commission

Council-Commission relations have always been typified by a complex mixture of
cooperation and competition. Observers who view the EU as a unique supranational
experiment tend to talk up Council-Commission skirmishes, presenting them as
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battles for dominance. Others point to the very reduced role played by the Commis-
sion in the areas of CFSP and JHA (arguably the areas of greatest and most innov-
ative activity in the Union today). Some member governments, for whom ‘keeping
the Commission in its place’ is a deliberate if not always explicitly articulated policy,
have taken comfort from the perception that the Commission has yet to recover fully
from the debilitating effects of the resignation of the Santer Commission in 1999.

The day-to-day reality of Council-Commission relations is much more mundane
and reassuring, bearing in mind that the relationship differs between policy arenas
and between the three pillars. One area of structural tension is the external repres-
entation of EU policies, with policy competence sometimes being clearly attributed
to the EU level (and therefore the Commission) and sometimes shared between the
Commission and the member states. The result of this fluidity and complexity is a
tricky division of labour, necessitating constant liaison between the Commission, on
the one hand, and the Council Secretariat and Presidency on the other. This is the
case, for example, as regards external trade negotiating mandates and representation
vis-a-vis third countries or other international bodies, and also on the important nego-
tiations with candidates for accession.

As regards issues subject to the so-called ‘Community method’, the two institu-
tions are required to cooperate because they are so clearly interdependent. Thanks
to its right of initiative, the Commission is responsible for producing the proposals
on which most Council debates are based, but it is reliant on the Council (increas-
ingly in tandem with the Parliament) to adopt the measures it has proposed. Accord-
ingly, it attends meetings at all levels of the Council hierarchy in effect as the 26th
delegation, acting both as protagonist and mediator in an attempt to have its pro-
posals adopted. As one of the potential architects of compromise between conflicting
positions in the Council, the Commission delegation is frequently regarded by belea-
guered member governments in the Council as their greatest ally on particular issues
under discussion.

There is a direct correlation between the desire of the member governments to
engage in greater integration and the degree of influence wielded by the Comimis-
sion, in the sense that the latter’s hands are tied if one or more member governments
are determined to block a legislative proposal. This is clearly the case where unan-
imity is required, but given the consensual instinct that informs decision-making in
the Council, the Commission can be more influential in shaping the policy process
when QMV applies. Like a pair of horses pulling a carriage, both institutions need
each other in order to fulfil their respective functions properly.

The altered Council-EP relationship under the co-decision procedure has had a
knock-on effect on the Commission’s dealings with both institutions. The EP can now
approach the Council directly rather than being dependent on the Commission as its
interlocutor with the member governments. However, this should not be interpreted
as the Parliament no longer needing the Commission (even if the EP sometimes be-
haves as if this were the case). Indeed, the support of the Commission can be helpful
for both the Parliament and the Council in their dealings with each other, and the
Commission is well placed to play a brokerage role between them.

At least two of the institutional provisions in the Constitutional Treaty would
require new types of Council-Commission cooperation. The proposed EU For-
eign Minister is intended to be both a member (indeed, a Vice-President) of the
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Commission and the President of the Foreign Affairs Council. He or she would be as-
sisted by a European External Action Service, composed of permanent officials from
the Commission and the Council Secretariat and seconded officials from the national
foreign ministries. The future of both of these experiments in merged institutional
roles is now uncertain.

The Council and accountability

The democratic accountability of the Council has always been an issue of concern to
both proponents and detractors of European integration. Whereas the members of
the EP are directly elected, the members of the Council take their seats ex officio in
their capacity as national ministers, elected on issues often unrelated to those they
discuss and decide upon in the Council. While the Commission can be voted out of
office by the EP, the Council as a body has permanent tenure, although the individu-
als who make it up may {and frequently do) change following elections or cabinet
reshuffles in their national capitals.

The Presidency, on behalf of the Council, is accountable to the EP. Presidency rep-
resentatives attend the EP’s plenary sessions during their term of office, where they
answer questions put to them by members of the European Parliament (MEPs). The
member state in question, represented by its prime minister or foreign minister,
presents its Presidency programme to the EP in advance of taking office, and sums up
its achievements to the Parliament when it hands on the mantle to the next incum-
bent. Between plenary sessions, MEPs may address written questions to the Council
via the Presidency, and ministers and officials from the Presidency state sometimes
attend EP committee meetings, where they inform the MEPs about ongoing negoti-
ations in the Counci). The EP would prefer such appearances to be much more regu-
lar and the discussions to be more in depth.

The Council is regularly charged with being an over-secretive body, operating far
from the public gaze. Arguably, this is a central reason for its success, but there is
general agreement that more needs to be done to increase the institution’s trans-
parency. Some measures were introduced in the early 1990s, but many were sub-
sequently criticized for merely paying lip service to the notion of transparency.

One area where a good deal of progress has been made, however, is on public ac-
cess to the Council’'s documents. Interested outsiders can download the majority of
the documents on the Council’s register from its website (www.consilium.ew.int), and
can apply to the Secretariat in writing regarding those not directly available. In most
of the latter cases, full or partial access is granted (see Exhibit 4.4).

M
The Council in context

The Council and the larger ‘EU system’

In this chapter, the Council has been presented as a club of member governments,
and as the locus of persistent competition among them for relative influence. The
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A higher percentage of EU documents was supplied to those who requested them
from 2001 onwards, after a decision taken at the end of that year to allow partial access to
some documents. In effect, this meant that documents could be released with certain
sections deleted, or with the names of delegations (and any content that would make it
possible to identify them) blocked out. The percentage of documents released whotly in
2002, 2003, and 2004 Was 76.1 per cent, 76.2 per cent, and 81.3 per cent respectively.

1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 2004

Number of 282 338 889 | 1,204 | 1,234 | 2,394 | 2,830 2,160
requests

Number of 2,431 | 3,984 | 6,747 | 7,032 8.090 | 8,942 | 12,565 | 12,937
documents

reviewed

Percentage of 783 | 824 | 837 | 839 | 882 | 8838 87.3 85.3
documents
supplied

Source: Council Secretariat

Council is regarded as the central body by those who stress the importance of na-
tional interest as the factor explaining outcomes in the EU. Indeed, the Council as
it exists and operates today may be viewed as the living symbol of the continuing
power of the member states in the EU, and of the desire of the national governments
to remain at the centre of the process of European integration. Since it is also repres-
entatives of the member governments who constitute the intergovernmental confer-
ences {IGCs) that initiate constitutional reform in the EU, we can expect the Council
to endure and to continue to play a central role in the larger EU.

Despite being the EU’s intergovernmental institution par excellence, however, this
chapter has also attempted to show that, in reality, the Council is a unique blend of
the intergovernmental and the supranational. It represents member state interests
that are aggregated under conditions frequently owing more to supranationality than
to intergovernmentalism, and it is not necessarily the interests of the larger member
states that determine the final outcomes. The Council as an institution works closely
with the Commission and the EP, both of whose views inform its work and impinge
in important ways on its output.

§
|

Coping with enlargement f

Enlargement is no novelty for the EU, or indeed for the Council which, by 2005, had
had to adapt to new members on five separate occasions. An increase in numbers has
always necessitated adjustment in the Council and elsewhere, both in terms of so-
cialization (of old and new members alike), and in terms of adaptation of working
methods, systems, and structures. The prospect of the 2004 enlargement had given
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rise to some disquiet and much discussion regarding the capacity of the Council phys-
ically to deal with such an unprecedented number of new arrivals. Consequently, the
Seville reforms agreed in 2002 were supplemented by a code of conduct on working
methods in an enlarged Council, agreed in March 2003 and now incorporated into
the Council’s rules of procedure (as Annex V).

In early 2005, most insiders were of the opinion that the full impact of enlarge-
ment had yet to be experienced in the Council. The task of instructing a large number
of new recruits about the Council’s formal (and perhaps more importantly, informal)
procedures had been facilitated by the participation of representatives of the new
member states as observers throughout the Council hierarchy for more than a year
in advance of their accession. However, some negative effects of enlargement were
already evident in the Council. Discussion and negotiation were hampered by a lack
of full interpretation and translation facilities, informal gatherings were larger res-
ulting in a change in the esprit in certain long-standing groupings, and the workload
was greater because of the need to take an increased number of positions and in-
terests into account. That said, there was an acknowledgement that the newcomers
were adapting well, and showing a growing understanding of the ‘rules of the game’
governing Council activity. Where problems arose, it was felt that they were nor-
mally a consequence of poor coordination in the national system rather than a lack
of socialization on the part of participants in Brussels.

Theorizing the Council

Spanning as it does the supranational and intergovernmental camps, the Council em-
bodies the enduring tension between the two approaches as explanatory tools for un-
derstanding the construction of the EU. The behaviour of the ministerial and official
representatives who comprise the Council may be better explained by sociology and
anthropology than by regional integration theory, but the outcome of their conduct
is a testimony to ‘collective purpose, collective commitment and collective ideas’
{Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace 1997:2).

Yet realist observers such as Hoffmann (1966) and more recently the liberal inter-
governmentalist (Moravcsik 1993) school could neatly put paid to this cosy picture by
pointing to the 2000 Nice Summit as an instance where national governments, when
the chips are down, continue to rely on ‘state interests’ to inform their negotiating
preferences. Indeed, it remains to be seen whether the Nice Summit will, in retro-
spect, prove to have been merely the first, overt skirmish in a much larger battle
for both intergovernmental and inter-institutional dominance in an enlarged EU. It
is possible that, in future, the skills of sociologists and anthropologists rather than
regional integration theorists will be required to predict possible outcomes.

Two opposing suggestions for the Council linger in the debate over EU institutional
reform. One advocates that it should become an explicitly representative and legislat-
ive rather than an executive institution. The other asserts that the Council should be
made even more explicitly dominant, as the core of executive power within the EU.
The Constitutional Treaty did not resolve this argument, and its rejection by refer-
enda in 2005 did nothing to clarify the situation. In the continued absence of agree-
ment in the tussie between supranationalism and intergovernmentalism, it is likely
that the Council will have to continue to serve both camps: that is, to constitute the
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vehicle through which member governments exercise leverage on the uncertain pro-
cess of collective governance, both representational and executive, with the consti-
tutional and operational ambiguities that this implies. Much is therefore left to be
played for and much to be settled by evolving practice, not least in the context of an
EU enlarged in membership from fifteen to twenty-five, twenty-seven, or even more
member states.

m
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Web links

The Council’s website (www.consilium.ew.int) contains a wealth of information on its
structure, output, and day-to-day activities, including direct access to most of its
documents. It also contains a link to the website of the current Council Presidency.
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Summary

No other institution closely resembles the European Commission. It is a distinct hybrid:
the EU’s largest administration and main policy manager, but also a source of political
and policy direction. This chapter focuses on the Commission’s most ‘political’ level: its
college of Commissioners. Yet, Commissioners are unelected, independent (in theory) of
member governments, and often portrayed as unaccountable technocrats. The Commis-
sion seemed to be in a permanent state of decline after 1999, after being headed by Pres-
idents who were perceived as weak, ineffective, or both. The appointment of josé Manuel
Barroso as President in 2004 at least spurred debates about whether and how the Com-
mission could be revived. However, the rejection of the Constitutional Treaty in the 2005
referenda, alongside bruising political rows over the EU’s budget and economic policy
direction, revealed how the Commission’s fate remained largely determined by factors
over which it had little or no control.
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”
Introduction

The European Commission may be the strangest administration ever created. Des-
pite brave attempts to compare it to other bureaucracies (Page 1997), the Commis-
sion is in many respects a sui generis institution. Legally, the Commission is a single
entity. In practice, it is a unique hybrid. It is given direction by a political arm, or
college, of Commissioners. But the College is unelected. Its members act independ-
ently of the states that appoint them (at least in theory) and even swear an ‘oath of
independence’ when appointed. The College exists alongside a permanent, formally
apolitical administration, made up of what are known as the Commission’s services
or Directorates-General (DGs). This book squarely confronts the Commission’s dual-
ity by focusing here on the college and devoting a separate chapter (Chapter 8) to the
services.

Even if they are unelected, Commissioners ‘are appointed via a highly politicised
process ... are almost invariably national politicians of senior status, and are expec-
ted to provide the Commission’s political direction’ (Nugent 2001 3). At times, the
College—the President, Commissioners, and their advisers— has provided political
direction to Furopean integration, particularly during the earliest days of the EEC
and again in the 1980s. More recently, it has become almost accepted wisdom that
‘the decline of the Commission ... has continued ... and there seems little possib-
ility that the situation will be reversed’ (Kassim and Menon 2004: 102; see also de
Schoutheete and Wallace 2002; Hill and Smith 2005b: 399). The Commission has al-
ways been powerful as a designer and manager of EU policy. But its role has never
been uncontested (Lequesne 1996; Spence 2005). The central theme of this chapter is
that the Commission and most of what it does is highly politicized, despite its ambi-
tions to be an ‘honest broker’ and independent guardian of the EU’s treaties.

W

The origins and history of the College

The forerunner of today's European Commission was the High Authority of the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). Its first President was the legen-
dary Jean Monnet (1978; see also Duchéne 1994). Provisions in the 1951 Treaty of Paris
that gave the High Authority significant independent powers to regulate markets for
coal and steel bore Monnet's own fingerprints. The ECSC thus established that com-
mon European policies would be managed, and European integration given political
impulse, by a non-partisan, central authority.

The High Authority was headed by nine senior officials—two from France (one of
whom was Monnet) and West Germany and one from all other Member States (plus
a co-opted ninth member). Thus, a precedent was set for national representation in
what was meant to be a supranational administration. Over time, the High Author-
ity became much less nimble and more bureaucratic than Monnet wanted it to be
(Nugent 2001: 21~2). Partly in protest, Monnet resigned before the end of his term.
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The design of common institutions for the new European Economic Community
was one of the most difficult issues in negotiations on the Treaty of Rome. A Dutch
proposal sought to give the EEC a supranational administration that would be even
more independent of member governments than the ECSC’s High Authority. How-
ever, it ran into opposition, particularly from France, and ended up being ‘almost the
reverse of what was finally decided’ (Milward 1992: 217-18). Compared to the High
Authority, the new European Commission (the label ‘High Authority’ was discarded
as too grandiosej was subject to considerably tighter political control by a Council of
(national) Ministers.

The Treaty assigned three basic functions to the Commission: overseeing the
implementation of policies, representing the Community in external trade negoti-
ations, and —most importantly—proposing new policies. The Commission’s mono-
poly on the right to initiate policies, along with its prerogative to ‘formulate recom-
mendations or deliver opinions on matters dealt with in this Treaty’ gave it licence
to act as a sort of ‘engine of integration’, or a source of ideas on new directions the
Community might take. Alongside the European Court of Justice (ECJ}, the Commis-
sion was also designated as a guardian of the Treaty, and tasked with ensuring that
its rules and injunctions were respected.

The early Commissions were small (nine members) and united by a ‘dominating
sense of team spirit’ (Narjes 1998: 114). Between 1958 and 1967, only fourteen dif-
ferent men' served as Commissioners, supported by two cabinet advisers (with four
advising the President). Walter Hallstein, Foreign Policy Adviser to the first West Ger-
man Chancellor, Konrad Adenauer, became the Commission’s first President. Hall-
stein was both a political heavyweight and a forceful leader, repeatedly referring to
himself as the equivalent of a ‘European Prime Minister’. The Commission achieved
considerable policy success during this period, laying the foundations for the Com-
mon Agricultural Policy (mere agreement on the CAP was considered a ‘success’),
representing the Community in the successful Kennedy Round of world trade talks,
and convincing member governments to accelerate the timetable for establishing the
EEC’s customs union.

A watershed in the history of the Commission was reached in 1965. A year away
from a scheduled extension of qualified-majority voting (QMV) as a decision rule in
the Council, the Hallstein Commission proposed a new system of financing the CAP
through ‘own resources’, or revenue directly channelled to the Community rather
than cobbled together from national contributions. The plan proposed to give new
budgetary powers both to the Commission and the European Parliament (EP). It be-
came a pretext for the French President, Charles de Gaulle, to pull France out of
nearly all EEC negotiations for more than six months. De Gaulle’s hostility to Hall-
stein’s federalist rhetoric and actions, which included receiving foreign ambassad-
ors to the EEC with a red carpet, was highly personal but also reflected deep-seated
French anxiety about a resurgent Germany (see de Gaulle 1970: 195-6).

The so-called ‘empty chair’ crisis ended and France returned to EEC negotiations
after the Luxembourg compromise was agreed in 1966 (with Luxembourg holding the
Council Presidency). The agreement, made public only in the form of a press release,
stated that ‘where very important interests are at stake the discussion must be con-
tinued until unanimous agreement is reached’. Any member government could in-
voke the compromise in any negotiation if it felt its ‘very important interests’ were
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Presidents (nationality*) Period of tenure
Walter Hallstein (D) 1958-67

Jean Rey (B) 1967-70
Franco Maria Malfatti (1) 1970-72
Sicco Mansholt (N) 1972-73
Francois Xavier-Ortoli (F) 1973-77

Roy Jenkins (UK) 1977-81
Gaston Thorn (L) 1981-85
Jacques Delors (F) 1985-95
Jacques Santer (L) 1995-99
Romano Prodi (1) 1999-2004
José Manuel Barroso (P) 2004 - present
* Note that the Presidency has been held by a
nen-national of one of the original EEC-6 only twice.

at risk. The upshot was to give political blessing to unanimous decision-making in
the Council, and generally to hobble the Commission.?

De Gaulle insisted that Hallstein be replaced as President of the Commission,
which itself became a single, integrated administration for all three previously
distinct ‘Communities’~~the EEC, the ECSC, and the European Atomic Energy Com-
munity —in 1967. Headed by the low-key Belgian, Jean Rey, the new Commission ini-
tially contained fourteen members (reduced to nine in 1970). The next decade was
a lean time for the Commission, both because of weak Presidential leadership (see
Table 5.1) and the EEC's more general lack of dynamism. In retrospect, the Com-
munity may have actually achieved more in the 1970s than it appeared at the time
{see Nugent 2001: 35-8). Still, Western Europe suffered through a series of economic
crises, and the Community itself was widely seen as dilapidated.

By the late 1970s, a critical mass of member governments was persuaded that the
Commission should be led by a political figure, or one who was a potential Prime
Minister in their own country. Thus, Roy Jenkins, a senior member of the United
Kingdom’s governing Labour Party, was appointed as President in 1977. Jenkins was
the first President to be nominated in advance of the college as a whole, thus giving
him scope to influence the composition of his team.

Jenkins’ record was ambiguous. On one hand, member governments frequently
disregarded his advice. There is little dispute that he ‘was not a great success at
running or reforming the Brussels machine’ {Campbell 1983: 195). On the other,
Jenkins raised the external policy profile of the Commission by insisting (against
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French resistance) that the Commission President should attend Group of Seven
economic summits. Jenkins also worked tirelessly with the German Chancellor,
Helmut Schmidt, and French President, Valéry Giscard-d’Estaing, to build a con-
sensus behind the European Monetary System (EMS). The EMS helped keep European
currency values stable in the 1980s after enormous exchange rate turbulence in the
1970s. It was an important forerunner both to the ‘freeing’ of the Community’s in-
ternal market and, later, monetary union.

Before the 1979 election of Margaret Thatcher as UK Prime Minister, Jenkins
seemed a candidate to be the first Commission President since Hallstein to be re-
appointed to a second four-year term.®> However, reappointing Jenkins became polit-
ically untenable when Thatcher doggedly pursued the so-called ‘British budgetary
question’ (arising from the size of its net EU budgetary contribution), which preoc-
cupied the Community for no fewer than five years. It cast a dark cloud over the
Commission Presidency of the former Luxembourg Prime Minister, Gaston Thorn,
whose tenure marked a retreat in the direction of the lacklustre, post-Hallstein
Commissions.

Thorn was replaced in 1985 by the former French Finance Minister, Jacques Delors.
Thatcher accepted the nomination of Delors, a French Socialist, on the strength of
his role in France's economic policy U-turn of the early 1980s, when it abandoned
protectionism and increased public expenditure in favour of market liberalism. De-
lors carefully reflected on how the Community could be relaunched via a headline-
grabbing political project. Working closely with the former British Trade Minister
and Commissioner for the ‘internal market’, Lord (Arthur) Cockfield, Delors opted
for an integrated programme to dismantle most barriers to internal EU trade by
the end of 1992. Seizing on converging preferences among the EU’s largest member
states for economic liberalization (Moravcsik 1991), as well as the strong support of
the European business community, the 1992 project gave European integration re-
newed momentum {see Cockfield 1994}. A substantive overhaul of the Community’s
founding Treaties was agreed in the 1986 Single European Act, which gave the Com-
mission significant new powers, notably by extending the use of QMV in the Council.

Delors then convinced European leaders, despite the scepticism of many, to allow
him to chair a high-level committee of (mostly} central bankers and relaunch long-
dormant plans for economic and monetary union (EMU). Progress towards EMU was
uninterrupted by the geopolitical earthquakes that shook the European continent in
late 1989. German unification was handled with skill and speed by the Delors Com-
mission (Spence 1991; Ross 1995), which also stepped forward to coordinate West-
ern economic aid to the former Warsaw Pact states. By Spring 1990, with a round of
Treaty revisions to create EMU on course, the French President, Francois Mitterrand,
and German Chancellor, Helmut Kohl, threw their combined political weight behind
the idea of a separate, parallel set of negotiations to create a 'political union’. By this
point Delors was accepted by Kohl, Mitterrand, and even Thatcher as a political equal
in the European Council.

The second half of Delors’ ten-year reign was a far less happy time for the Commis-
sion. Member governments agreed mostly intergovernmental mechanisms for mak-
ing new internal security and foreign policies via the (Maastricht) Treaty on European
Union, denying the Commission its traditional Community prerogatives in these
areas. Delors also shouldered some of the blame for the 1992 Danish rejection of
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the new Treaty, after suggesting that the power of small states would inevitably be
weaker in a future EU {Nugent 2001: 46-7). By the time Delors left Brussels in 1995, a
critical mass of member governments wanted a less visionary successor.

After a tortured selection process,* Jacques Santer, the Prime Minister of Luxem-
bourg, was chosen to replace Delors. Santer promised that his Commission would
‘do less but do it better’. Yet, it inherited a full agenda, including the launch of the
Euro. eastern enlargement, another round of Treaty reforms, and negotiations on
the Union’s multi-annual budget and structural funds for regional development. The
Santer Commission generally handled these issues well. Its stewardship of the launch
of EMU in particular seemed ‘enough to earn any Commission President a proud leg-
acy' (Peterson 1999: 61).

In fact, Santer’s legacy was hardly a proud one. For all of the dynamism of the
Delors era, the Commission had become far more focused on policy initiation than
on effective management. Presiding over an administration which had become inef-
ficient and sometimes chaotic, the Santer era culminated in the dramatic mass resig-
nation of the college in March 1999 after the publication of a report of a Comrmnittee
of Independent Experts (1999), convened by the EP, on charges of fraud, mismanage-
ment and nepotism (see Exhibit 5.1).

Jacques Santer’s troubles began in earnest in late 1998 after the publication of a damning
Court of Auditors’ report, which suggested that large amounts of EU funding had gone
missing. Around the same time, press reports appeared alleging that the Research Com-
missioner (and former French Prime Minister), Edith Cresson, had given plum advisers’ jobs
in the services to unqualified personal cronies. Characteristically, Cresson dismissed them
as part of an Anglo-German ‘conspiracy’. Amation of censure tabled under the EP's Treaty
powers to sack the entire Commission was defeated (by 293 votes to 232} after Santer ac-
cepted that a Committee of Independent Experts would investigate charges of fraud and
mismanagement within the Commission. At this point, according to Leon Brittan (2000:
10), a veteran of the Delors and Santer Commissions, the Commission began ‘to sieepwalk
towards its own destruction’. Santer told the EP that the college would implement the re-
commendations of the Experts’ report, regardless of what they were, in a clear sign of the
Commission’s political weakness.

The Experts had exactly five weeks to investigate the Commission, yet produced a re-
port that was painstaking in detail. Its most serious charges — leaving aside those against
Cresson — concerned improprieties that had occurred during the Delors years. Bitter an-
imosity between Delors and the Experts’ chair, the former head of the Court of Auditors,
André Middlehoek, was palpable in the report, which drew conclusions that seemed to go
well beyond the evidence it contained. The report built to a crescendo with the devastat-
ing charge that it was ‘becoming difficult to find anyone who has even the slightest sense
of responsibility’ for the work of the Commission (Committee of tndependent Experts1ggg:
144). The EP's largest political group, the Socialists, announced that it would vote to sack ait
twenty Commissioners, thus making the outcome of any vote alf but inevitable.

A series of efforts were mounted by individual Commissioners to isolate Cresson, includ-
ing a bid by Santer to convince the French President and Prime Minister, Jacques Chiracand

continues
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Exhibit 5.1 continued

Lionel Jospin, respectively, to ask her to step down. None succeeded, Thus, Santer insisted
that the entire Comemission, as a collegial body, had to resign. The President was defiant
in a subsequent press conference, claiming that the Experts’ report was ‘wholly unjusti-
fied in tone'.> Whether or not Santer’s combativeness was ill judged, his fate was sealed
by a stroke of bad luck: an English interpreter mistakenly communicated Santer’s claim (in
French) that he was blanchi, or exonerated. from personal charges against him in the Ex-
perts’ report, to the non-French press as a claim that he was ‘whiter than white’. It became
widely seen as a political necessity that Santer had to go, and quickly.

{ronically, the Commission under Santer had undertaken a series of reforms that made
it— on balance — better managed than it had been under Delors (see Peterson1ggg; Cram
1999; Metcalfe 2000; Nugent 2000: 49-50). But the efforts were far from enough to cure
the Commission of pathologies that had festered under Delors. The Experts’ report ex-
posed the Commission as everyone’s favourite scapeqgoat in Brussels. More generally, the
fall of the Santer Commission showed, in the words of one of its members, that ‘in eco-
nomic and monetary terms Europe is a giant in the world. But politically we are very
young'.®

Santer’s resignation in Spring 1999 came at a particularly difficult moment. The
Berlin Summit, at which a series of major decisions needed to be made on the EU’s
seven-year budget, structural funds, and agricultural reform, was about a week away.
A political crisis over Kosovo was deepening. The German Council Presidency thus
undertook a whirlwind tour of national EU capitals to seek a swift decision on repla-
cing Santer. In Berlin, after ten minutes of discussion, the European Council agreed
that the new Commission President should be the former Italian Prime Minister, Ro-
mano Prodi.

Prodi was by no means free to choose his own College. Nevertheless, armed with
new powers granted to the Commission President by the Amsterdam Treaty (see be-
low), Prodi had more influence over its composition than had most of his prede-
cessors over theirs. He ended up with a less charismatic College than Santer’s, but
one in which expertise was matched to portfolio to an extent unseen in the Commis-
sion’s history.

One EU ambassador spoke for many in Brussels in claiming that Prodi’s eco-
nomic team was ‘collectively the best the Commission has ever had'7 One of two
Vice-Presidents, Neil Kinnock, was charged with implementing an ambitious series
of internal reforms of the Commission (Kassim 2005). Prodi himself helped shift the
debate on eastern enlargement to the point where EU governments—at the 1999 Hel-
sinki Summit —decided to open accession talks with no fewer than twelve applicant
states on a more or less equal basis.

Yet, Prodi’s weakness as a political communicator was probably his Commission’s
most glaring liability (Peterson 2004). Kinnock’s administrative reform programme
encountered bitter resistance in the services, where morale seemed to sink ever
lower. The Commission was marginalized first in the negotiations that yielded the
Treaty of Nice and then in the Convention on the Future of Europe that drafted a
new Constitutional Treaty (Exhibit 5.2). The maost charitable comments that could be
made about Prodi himself were that he mostly avoided interference in the work of a
highly competent College.
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Most accounts of negotiations on the 2000 Treaty of Nice concur that the Commission had
fittle impact on the outcome (see Gray and Stubb 2001; Peterson 2002: 81). At the Nice
Summit itself, Prodi was bullied mercilessly by the summit’s Chair, Jacques Chirac, reveal-
ing how low the Commission President’s standing in the European Council had sunk. Two
participant-observers concluded that Nice marked the end of a decade when the Commis-
sion never managed to agree a unified position on its own composition in four different
rounds of debate (Gray and Stubb 2001:19).

A rather different version of events starts with the observation that the Commis-
sion—leaving aside Delors' influence on the Single European Act and blueprint for
EMU—never contributed much before to what were, after all, revisions of Treaties
between member states (not EU institutions). The Treaty of Nice was not unkind to the
Commission, giving future Presidents more authority to reshuffle portfolios, ask for resig-
nations, and ‘ensure that [the college] acts consistently, efficiently and on the basis of
collective responsibility’. One seasoned observer insisted that Nice showed that European
leaders ‘agree|d] that a more efficient Commission, including in particular a more powerful
President, is highly desirable’ (Ludlow 2001: 18).

Still, deep dissatisfaction with the Treaty of Nice was revealed in the Laeken Declaration,
agreed only a year later and which put the EU on the road to its grandiosely-titled Con-
vention on the Future of Europe. Decision-making within the Convention quickly became
dominated by its thirteen-member Praesidium, a inner circle steering group, two of whose
members were Commissioners under Prodi: Michel Barnier and Antonio Vitorino. Most of
its other members were committed pro-Europeans who could be counted as ‘natural al-
lies’ of the Commission and backers of the EU institution that most purely ‘represented the
European interest’ (Norman 2003:161).

At the end of the Convention — as well as the subsequent intergovernmental conference
(IGC)—it was (again) possible to come to very different conclusions about how well the
Commission had fared. Both Vitorino and Barnier contributed significantly to the Conven-
tion. In particular, Barnier surprised many with his successful chairing of a working group
on defence, perhaps because he assumed the classic role of honest broker, with the Com-
mission having ‘no realistic aspirations to get involved in defence policy’ (Norman 2003:
116). The Commission’s basic legislative and watchdog roles were preserved in the Consti-
tutional Treaty, which even extended its powers (particularly over justice and home affairs
policies). A late political compromise in the IGC meant that the college would comprise
one Commissioner per member state until at least 2014. But a leaner, more cohesive Com-
mission {equalling two-thirds of the nurnber of states or, say, eighteen in an EU of twenty-
seven) was in prospect eventually on the basis of equal rotation between member states.
Finally, a proposal backed by the Commission was accepted to make the Union’s new Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs a Vice-President in the College (as well as chair of the Foreign Affairs
Council), with responsibility for all of the Commission’s external activities.

A less generous interpretation was that the Convention revealed the Prodi Commis-
sion at its worst. Divisions sprouted within the college about what the Commission’s
strategy should be. Little or no attempt was made to ensure that Commission staff put to
work on the Convention —numbering considerably more than the Convention’s own sec-
retariat —worked together (Norman 2003: 267). Most damagingly, the Commission pro-
duced two very different contributions to the Convention at a crucial stage inlate 2002: one
an official communication and the other a maximalist, full draft Treaty prepared in secret

continues
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by Prodi’s own hand-picked operatives and code-named ‘Penelope’. In presenting the
Commission’s official paper, Prodi downplayed Penelope as a “feasibility study, a technical
working tool’ for which his college had ‘no political responsibility’ (Norman 2003:167).

still, Prodi instructed (the visibly infuriated) Barnier and Vitorino to push for language on
several Treaty articles that conformed with Penelope. In the end, when consensus emerged
within the Convention in June 2003 on the resolution of outstanding issues, the Commis-
sion was almost entirely marginalized. Norman's (2003: 267) verdict was that it ‘marked an
unhappy end to an unhappy Convention for the Commission President’.

The leading candidate to replace Prodi in 2004, Belgium’s Prime Minister Guy Ver-
hostadt, received powerful Franco-German backing, but was opposed intractably by
the UK, thus reawakening divisions over the previous year’s invasion of Iraq. Even-
tually, the Portuguese Prime Minister, José Manuel Barroso, emerged as a consensus
candidate to lead a new, expanded college, with each member state in an EU of
twenty-five appointing one member. Barroso’s allocation of powerful economic port-
folios to liberals (see Table 5.2) and previous support for the Iraq war were both
controversial. Barroso, as Santer before him, also found himself on the sharp end of
muscle-flexing by the EP, which threatened to vote to reject his Commission after the
initial Italian nominee, Rocco Buttiglione, outraged MEPs by airing his conservative
views on gay people and women (see Exhibit 5.3 below). By most accounts, Barroso
handled the affair badly, before finally securing the EP's approval of a redesigned
college. Hopes that Barroso could restore the Commission’s position sank, and fell
further when the Constitutional Treaty was rejected by French and Dutch voters in
May 2005 referenda. Meanwhile, political rows blazed over the EU’s budget and eco-
nomic policy direction. The early Barroso years showed that the Commission’s pos-
ition serves as a barometer of European integration but also that its ability to influ-
ence the process is determined by broad political and economic forces over which it
has little or no control.

ﬂ

The structure of the College

Basic norms established over fifty years govern appointments to the college and the
relationship between its three basic elements: the President, the College itself, and
Commissioners’ cabinets.

The President
A biographer of Roy Jenkins starkly concluded that:

The Presidency of the ... Commission is an impossible job. Indeed it can hardly be called a
job at all—the President has a number of conflicting responsibilities, but no power. By no
stretch of the imagination does it resemble the Prime Ministership of Europe (Campbell
1983: 181).
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Commissioner Portfolio(s) Relevant previous Party affiliationin
(nationality) post(s) home country
(EP party group*)
José Manuel President Prime Minister Social Democratic
Barrosso (Portugal) Party (EPP)

Margot Wallstrém

Vice-President,

Social Affairs Minister;

Social Democratic

(Sweden) Institutional Refations | EU Environment Party (PES)

and Communications | Commissioner

Strategy
Giinter Verheugen Vice-President, Minister for Europe; Social Democratic
(Germany) Enterprise and EU Enlargement Party (PES)

Industry

Commissioner

Jacques Barrot
(France)

Vice-President,
Transport

Labour and Social
Affairs Minister

Union for a Popular
Movement (EPP)

Siim Kallas (Estonia)

Vice-President,

Estonian Prime

Estonian Reform

Administrative Affairs, { Minister Party (ELDR)
Audit, and Anti-Fraud
Franco Frattini (taly) | Vice-President, Foreign Affairs Forza Italia (EPP)
Justice, Freedom, and | Minister
Security
Viviane Reding Information, Society MEP Christian Social
(Luxumbourg) and Media People's Party
(EPP)
Stavros Dimas Environment Industry, Energy, and New Democracy
(Greece) Technology Minister (EPP)
Joaquin Almunia Economic and Employment and Socialist Workers’
(Spain) Monetary Affairs Social Security Party (PES)
Minister
Danuta Hiibner Regional Policy European Affairs None
{Poland) Minister
Joe Borg (Malta) Fisheries and Maritime | Foreign Affairs Nationalist Party
Affairs Minister {EPP)
Dalia Grybauskaite Financial Finance Minister None
{Lithuania) Programming and
Budget
Janez Potocnik Science and Research | European Affairs None
(Slovenia) Minister
Jan Figel (Slovakia) Education, Training, Research Scientist, Christian
Culture, and Chief Negotiator on Democratic
Multilinguilism EU accession Movement (EPP)
Markos Kyprianou Health and Consumer | Finance Minister Democratic Party
(Cyprus) Protection (EPP)

[«
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Table 5.2 continued
Commissioner Portfolio(s) Relevant previous Party affiliation in
(nationality) post(s) home country
(EP party group*)

Olli Rehn (Finland) Enlargement MEP; Adviser to Centre Party
Finnish Prime Minister | (ELDR)

Louis Michel Development and Deputy Prime Minister | Reformist

(Belgium) Humanitarian Aid and Foreign Affairs Movement (ELDR)
Minister

Laszl6 Kovacs Taxation and Customs | Foreign Affairs Socialist Party

(Hungary) Union Minister (PES)

Neelie Kroes Competition Transport, Public People’s Party for

(Netherlands) Works and Freedom and
Communications Democracy (ELDR)
Minister

Mariann Fischer Boel | Agriculture andRural | Agriculture Minister Liberal Party

{Denmark) Development (ELDRY)

Benita External Relations and | Foreign Affairs People’s Party

Ferrero-Waldner European Minister (EPP)

(Austria) Neighbourhood Policy

Charlie McCreevy
(Ireland)

Internal Market and
Services

Finance Minister

Fianna Fail (UEN)

Vladimir Spidla Employment, Social Prime Minister Czech Social

{Czech Republic) Affairs and Equal Democratic Party
Opportunities (PES)

Peter Mandelson Trade Trade and Industry Labour (PES)

(UK) Minister

Andris Piebalgs Energy Finance Minister Latvian Way

(Latvia) (ELDR)

Note: * Here we show the affiliation of national parties to party groups within the EP to give a sense of the

political balance —especially between Commissioners with ties to centre-right (EPP), socialist (PES) or liberal
(ELDR) parties —within the College. See also Chapter 1s.

This claim initially seemed to be challenged by the appointment of Prodi, a former
Prime Minister of a large member state. Yet, less than a year after his appointment,
Prodi was forced to deny rumours that he was considering leaving the Commission
to fight a forthcoming Italian domestic election. The only other Italian to have been
Commission President, the barely remembered Franco Maria Malfatti, had done pre-
cisely that and left Brussels early in the 1970s. Had the Commission gone back to
the future?

In a sense, the legacy of Delors continued to haunt Brussels, both in terms of
the political aversion of many member governments to a powerful Commission and
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the reality of a Commission that was irreversibly powerful. The internal market was,
if by no means complete, at least a political fact. The Commission was responsible
for policing it, representing the EU in international trade diplomacy, and suggesting
steps towards its full realization. The enormously powerful market forces unleashed
by open commerce in the world’s largest single capitalist market were often able
to overwhelm public power unless it was wielded collectively, with the Commission
usually in the lead (see Pollack 1997; Peterson and Bomberg 1999: 67). The freeing of
the internal market truly did transform the Commission’s institutional position.

Moreover, the EU was increasingly powerful as a player in international politics
(see Hill and Smith 2005b). Over time, the Council Secretariat became a formidable
institutional rival and clear superior to the Commission on most questions of foreign
policy. Still, the Commission packed a punch as purveyors of the EU’s programmes
for development aid and humanitarian assistance and, particularly, through its lead
role in international economic diplomacy. After becoming Commissioner for Ex-
ternal Trade under Barroso, Peter Mandelson could plausibly be considered more
powerful than perhaps twenty or so Prime Ministers of the EU's smaller states.

Finally, the Commission remained an honest broker between many diverse and
competing interests in a system that relied fundamentally on consensus. Arguabiy,
the Commission stood to be empowered in an expanded EU of twenty-five or more
member states, around three-quarters of which were small states {with 16 million
or fewer citizens}, since the Commission had always been the traditional defender
of the ‘smalls’. Pointedly, Barroso vowed to defend the newest EU countries—all
small states besides Poland —from protectionist pressures from long-time member
states, some of whom Barroso claimed had ‘not yet changed their chip to an enlarged
Europe’.2

The days when Barroso’s job could ‘hardly be called a job at all’ may be gone,
but no Commission President ever makes his own luck. How much any President
can accomplish is determined by a variety of factors over which they have little or
no control. Even Delors was successful only because of three propitious contextual
variables: national receptivity to European solutions, international changes (espe-
cially German unification), and a favourable business cycle from 1985 to 1990 {Ross
1995: 234-7). These factors helped Delors exert ‘pull’ within the European Council,
in which the Commission President is the only member who does not head a state or
government. Crucially, Delors (and perhaps Jenkins, at least on EMS) was viewed as
a political equal in the European Council. There is no evidence that either Santer or
Prodi—former Prime Ministers themselves —ever were.

Regardless, the Commission has become more presidential over time. Successive
Treaty revisions have given the Commission President—considered only ‘first among
equals’ during Delors’ time—a progressively stronger grip over the college. Prodi
tried to focus on broad political themes, giving himself no specific policy portfolio
(unlike Santer, who retained overall responsibility for EMU and external policy) while
also seeking to expand his own influence by inserting many of his ‘own people’ into
key positions of authority within the Commission’s services. The collective identity
of the college seemed a secondary consideration, with Prodi declaring ‘I want each
Commissioner to be a star, a big star, in his or her own policy area’.?

Yet, few argued that it was also more effective or cohesive. Prodi’s political mis-
judgements were frequent and his communication skills poor. His inability to form
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coalitions with (especially large state) European leaders led to charges that he had
failed to reverse ‘the weakness of a Commission that hald} not fully recovered from
the trauma of the Santer resignation’ {de Schoutheete and Wallace 2002: 17).

For his part, Barroso insisted that his would be a dynamic, reform-minded Com-
mission subject to a strong Presidential lead. Promising that his college would be
more policy focused and team oriented, Barroso argued that any effort to restore the
position of the Commission had to respect the premise that ‘the basic legitimacy of
our union is the member states’.!® Yet, even after recovering from the Buttiglione
affair (see Exhibit 5.3), Barroso came under attack from the political Left, particularly
in the European Parliament where he was accused of pursuing a ‘neo-conservative
agenda’ and privileging a ‘liberal Atlantic’ clique within the Commission." Barroso’s
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Views on José Manuel Barroso's prospects fluctuated wildly in the first days after his nom-
ination. Barroso was no one’s first choice for the job. Immediately after he was chosen,
he was lobbied hard by France and Germany to designate their hominees as ‘super-
Commissioners', provoking fears of another weak Commission President.

Barroso’s surprise, early announcement of the distribution of jobs in his college, and his
wry comment that he needed twenty-four ‘super-Commissioners’, temporarily silenced his
critics. After first offering the powerful justice and home affairs (JHA) portfolio to the French
nominee, Jacques Barrot (who was firm in wanting an economic job), Barroso designated
the ftalian nominee, Rocco Buttiglione, as JHA Commissioner. An arch-Catholic and close
confidante of the Pope, Buttiglione aired ultra-conservative views on homosexuality (call-
ingita‘sin’}and women (who ‘belonged in the home’) at his EP confirmation hearing, lead-
ing the Parliament’s civil liberties committee to vote to recommend his rejection. Barroso
tried to appease MEPs by delegating Buttiglione’s responsibilities for civil liberties to a com-
mittee of other Commissioners. Yet, opinion within the EP did not measurably shift. Barroso
then made things worse, stating that he was 'absolutely convinced’ that his Commission
would be approved since only ‘extremist” MEPs could possibly vote against it.'? Ultimately,
he had no choice but to withdraw his team from consideration by the EP in order to avoid a
humiliating rejection.

Barroso's political instincts seemed to return in subsequent weeks. He was helped by
Buttiglione’s decision to stand down, as well as Latvia's withdrawal of its original nominee,
Ingrida Udre, who was dogged by allegations of corruption. Fresh nominations by both
states — particularly Italy's choice of its Foreign Minister, Franco Frattini, to replace But-
tiglione — allowed Barroso to propose a new-look college, which was overwhelmingly ap-
proved by the EP. Afterwards, Barroso could claim that ‘we have come out of this experi-
ence with strengthened institutions',”3 including a stronger Commission and, of course, an
emboldened EP.

For their part, religious organizations were outraged, with one insisting that the affair
showed *how little trust there is at the heart of the EU'."4 Supporters of the Parliament ac-
cused Barroso of going too far to try to appease European leaders, particularly Italy’s Prime
Minister, Silvio Berlusconi. A more mundane, but inevitable conclusion was that as long as
each state in an EU of twenty-five or more nominates one Commissioner, any nominee for
President will find themselves trying to build a team from a large group that includes many
{a majority in Barroso’s case) they have never met before. In Barroso’s own words, ‘it is like
ablind date’.'s
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defence of small and new EU states provoked the French President, Jacques Chirac, to
respond to rising Euroscepticism in France (in advance of the failed 2005 referendum
on the Constitutional Treaty) by repeatedly attacking the Commission. One analyst
accused Barroso of being an ‘intergovernmentalist at heart’ and predicted that his
Commission would continue on a steady path of decline (Munchau 2005: 17).

The College

The appointment of the College is often a fraught and highly politicized exercise
(see Peterson and Bomberg 1999: 40-1). The compositions of the Jenkins and Prodi
Commissions were shaped in important ways by the nominees for President himself.
Still, provisions in the Amsterdam Treaty'® that lent weight to Prodi’s own prefer-
ences in 1999 still ‘did not prevent governments from having the upper hand over
“their” nomination(s)’ {Nugent zo01: 83). Barroso did not appear to influence many
choices about who was nominated to his Commission until he was forced to ask for
fresh nominees following the Buttiglione affair (see Exhibit 5.3).

The institutional design of the EU is intended to create collective, inter-
institutional responsibility for what the Union does. It has given rise to a gradual
strengthening of the EP's right to vet the choice of member governments’ nominees
to the College. The Santer, Prodi, and Barroso Commissions (after the reconfigur-
ation of the latter) all were ultimately confirmed by large margins (of around 300
votes). Yet, if provisions in the Constitutional Treaty were ever implemented, the
formal powers of the EP would be reinforced: it would officially elect the Presid-
ential nominee and member states would be legally obliged to take account of
the results of the most recent EP election in choosing a nominee for President.
Even these changes would pose no threat—in advance of any move to a smaller
Commission —to the basic principle that ‘each national government is free to select
a national Commissioner’ (Devuyst 2005: 53).

Collective responsibility is not only built into the EU’s institutional system gen-
erally. It is also a cardinal principle within the College. All members must publicly
support all decisions and actions of the Commission. The principle is often difficult
to uphold. In contrast to cabinet governments, the college is never united by shared
party political, national, or ideological affinities. In fact, no one has ever really ex-
plained what is meant to hold it together besides a commitment to ‘Europe’ (see
Coombes 1970).

Formally, the College decides by simple majority votes. In a college of twenty-
five, as many as twelve Commissioners could vote against a motion but then have
to support it publicly. Qur knowledge about how often the College votes is primitive,
and frequent voting cannot necessarily be equated with more division in the college.
However, when the College votes it is usually an admission that the majority view
must be forced on at least a few Commissioners. By most accounts,? voting was more
frequent in the Santer Commission than in Delors’, perhaps because the latter was
more clearly dominated by its President. In the Prodi Commission, insiders noted ‘a
culture of avoiding votes' in a College whose members were ‘very focused on their
own responsibilities and relatively unconcerned with some larger “big vision”".

The single most important factor in determining the cohesiveness of the College
remains the strength of Presidential leadership. The Prodi Commission was the first
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in which, according to the Amsterdam Treaty, the college worked ‘under the polit-
ical direction of the President’. Nevertheless, one of its members denied ever having
a single substantive discussion with Prodi on any issue related to his own (economic)
portfolio, adding: ‘Prodi got out of the way, but we needed a sort of control tower.
We only avoided a lot of plane crashes at the last minute, and some we did not avoid’
(quoted in Peterson 2005b).

Barroso appeared to think that his College needed more of a collective identity and
more teamwork on actual policy. He thus announced the formation of five ‘clusters’
of Commissioners in key areas: the Lisbon agenda, external relations (both chaired
by Barroso himself), communications, equal opportunities, and competitiveness. Yet,
in an early indication of how such devices do not guarantee a cohesive College, Bar-
roso’s Commissioner for the internal market, Charlie McCreevy, publicly attacked
the Commissioner for Enterprise, Glinter Verheugen, dismissing the latter’s doubts
about the proposed services directive as a case of ‘some Commissioners . .. who like
to speak out of both sides of their mouth ... from one day to the next’."®

Collective responsibility has become more difficult to enforce as the College has
become, over time, a more politically weighty group of individuals. The Santer
Commission reinforced the trend towards ‘increasing politicisation of the college’
{MacMullen 2000: 41), with its inclusion of six former prime ministers, foreign min-
isters, or finance ministers. Prodi’s College contained more policy specialists, with a
majority coming to the Commission after being national ministers for agriculture,
finance, European affairs, and so on. The Barroso Commission pushed back in the
direction of high-powered generalists, with its three former prime ministers, five
former foreign ministers, and three former finance ministers. Notably, nearly all who
had held such high-level posts hailed from small states, and the early verdict on Bai-
roso’s College was that it lacked ‘big stars’, as Pascal Lamy, Chris Patten, and Antonio
Vitorino had been considered to be in their policy areas under Prodi. Nevertheless,
even Barroso’s line-up seemed to defy any notion that the College consists of mostly
grey, apolitical technocrats (see Peterson 1999; 2002).

The cabinets

One of the Commission’s most vexed problems has always been the proper role of
cabinets. In principle, cabinets are meant to act as a bridge between the college and
the services, and thus between the political and apolitical. Most national civil ser-
vices contain some analogue in the form of party political, temporary appointees to
civil services. Yet, members of cabinets in the Commission have tended to be partic-
ularly vilified as agents of their member state, as opposed to the Commission as an
institution. In the past, cabinets were usually (not always) packed with officials—often
quite young—who shared their Commissioner’s nationality, leaving aside a few non-
nationals. Many were hand-picked by governments in national capitals. Tensions
between the cabinets and services were rife, especially during the Delors years. One
abiding complaint about cabinets was that they intervened aggressively in person-
nel decisions, acting as lobbyists for national capitals in securing senior posts in
the services.

Prodi himself was widely accused of violating the spirit of new meritocratic rules
on appointments by placing his own hand-picked operatives in powerful posts. Still,
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Prodi instituted major changes at the level of cabinets, which were reduced in size
to six officials from as many as nine previously {Prodi’s own cabinet numbered nine).
Each Commissioner was required to appoint a head {chef) or deputy head (adjoint) who
hailed from a member state other than their own. Leading by example, Prodi chose
as his own chef an Irishman, David O'Sullivan (later to become Secretary-General).

Under Prodi, a significant number of new faces appeared in the cabinets, with only
about one-third having previous cabinet experience.” The Commission trumpeted the
fact that all cabinets had officials of at least three different nationalities, and that al-
Most 40 per cent were women (a big increase on past totals). Cabinets, along with their
Commissioners, were moved out of a central office in Brussels by Prodi and into the
same buildings as the services for which their Commissioner was responsible, thus
making Commissioners more like national ministers.

Barroso brought Commissioners and cabinets back together when the Commis-
sion’s Berlaymont headquarters were reopened in 2004 after being refurbished and
cleared of asbestos. The move was widely expected after complaints that separating
Commissioners’ office made it harder for them to strike deals and build coalitions.
However, Barroso stuck with Prodi’s rules on cabinet appointments, and the influx of
{ten) Commissioners from post-accession states made for an unusually large influx of
fresh faces at this level. How much the traditional role of cabinets changed in the pro-
cess was open to question, with one EU ambassador observing that ‘the cabinets still
channel impulses from national capitals, and they probably always will’,

M

The Commission’s powers

The main source of the Commission’s power has always been its monopoly right to
propose legislation. The Commission also has significant independent powers within
the CAP and on external trade and (especially) competition policy. In the latter case,
the college often acts as judge and prosecuting attorney—and sometimes jury—on
cases of state aids to industry, mergers, and anti-competitive practices by firms. The
Commission has considerable powers to set the agenda for policies that ‘flank’ the
internal market, such as cohesion or research policies.

Two important sources of Commission influence—as opposed to power—are its
prerogative to deliver opinions on any EU matter, and its obligation to publish an
annual report on the activities of the EU. Both give the Commission scope to in-
fluence policy debates or steer the EU in specified directions. Generally, however,
the Commission must earn its respect by the quality of its analysis, and particularly
its judgement of what will play in national capitals and with relevant policy stake-
holders (including industry and non-governmental lobbies). For example, the Barroso
Commission was challenged in its first months in office by a revolt by some member
states over the services directive it inherited from its predecessor, forcing a highly
unusual redrafting of its proposal.

Over time, the Commission has become increasingly accountable to the EP. Besides
its powers to confirm the College (and its President) and to sack the Commission, the
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EP retains the informal right to scrutinize the activities of the Commission, with indi-
vidual Commissioners expected to appear regularly before its policy-specialized com-
mittees. The emergence of the co-decision procedure {(see Chapter 6) as the default
legislative procedure has had the effect of upgrading the institutional position of the
EP at the expense of the Commission. When the EP and Council cannot agree, the
Commission risks being marginalized unless it is sensitive to the positions of both
of the other institutions, and acknowledges their dominance of the procedure. More
generally, the Parliament has ‘gained a greater ability not only to hold the Commis-
sion more accountable, but also to get the Commission to do things it would not oth-
erwise do’ (Stacey 2003: 951).

Historically, the European Court of Justice has usually ruled in the Commission's
favour when it has been asked to settle competence disputes. Several underpinnings
of the 1992 project became doctrine as the result of individual ECJ decisions, which
the Commission then used in the design of new policies (see Armstrong and Bulmer
1999). However, a landmark case in early 1994 saw the Court rule against the Com-
mission in a dispute with the Council over competence on new external trade issues
such as services and intellectual property. The Commission also suffered a series of
painful court defeats on its competition policy judgements under Prodi, leading to a
sweeping overhaul of the EU’s regime for state aids to industry under Barroso.

The Commission’s most important power may be its right of initiative, but increas-
ingly the Commission’s most important role is that of a manager of policies set by
other institutions. The twenty-first century has found the Commission sharing re-
sponsibility for more EU policies, often acting as a broker and facilitator within or-
ganizational networks linking the member states and other EU institutions. To cite
a prominent example, the launch of the Lisbon agenda of economic reform in 2000
granted few significant new competences to the Commission. However, it allowed
just enough room for the Commission to catalyse new initiatives to convince Bar-
roso {five years later) that a revamped Lisbon strategy focused on ‘jobs and growth’
should be his Commission’s top priority. It was also indicative that the Barroso Com-
mission welcomed the proposals of a UK-convened ‘Better Regulation Task Force’
(2004) to create an informal body composed of officials from the Commission, EP,
and Council which could fast-track moves to simplify legislation or adjust it to suit
changing circumstances without formally changing it. More than ever, the Commis-
sion’s work was concerned with advocacy and persuasion within horizontal policy
networks, rather than hierarchical compulsion or coercion.

L]
The College in context

The mass resignation of the Santer Commission was clearly a defining event in the
life of the institution. Afterwards, one former Commissioner lamented the Prodi
Commission’s ‘astonishing weakness’. A senior official in the services claimed, ‘no
one is defending the Commission in any major national capital. The Commission as
a whole is losing heart’. After its first year, Peter Mandelson claimed that the Barroso
college was finding its feet but had found its position eroded by a ‘pincer movement”:
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a loss of leadership to the Council and loss of the internal Commission agenda to the
services, which had become more autonomous in the void created by the demise of
the Santer Commission.*

If the Commission was really so weak, intergovernmentalist accounts of EU
politics—which tend to make three arguments about the Commission—could be
marshalled to explain why. First, it makes little difference who is Commission Presid-
ent. Second, the Commission is only powerful when and where national preferences
converge. Third, the Commission is empowered only to the extent that member gov-
ernment want to ensure the ‘credibility of their commitments’ to each other (Moravc-
sik 1998: 492). There is little dispute, among scholars as well as practitioners, that
the Commission has traditionally had little influence over most ‘history-making’ de-
cisions about the broad sweep of European integration.

In contrast, institutionalist theory—now firmly established as ‘the leading theor-
etical approach in EU studies’ (Cowles and Curtis 2004: 305)—paints a portrait of a
Commission that is often powerful in day-to-day policy debates (see Pierson 1996). AC-
cording to this view, policy decisions in complex systems such as the EU are difficult
to reverse, and policy often becomes locked into existing paths and ‘path dependent’”.
Thus, even as the Stability and Growth Pact, the economic rulebook governing EMU,
was rewritten in 2005 amid frustration over the Commission’s reprimands of govern-
ments running profligate budget deficits, the Commission lost none of its existing
mandate or authority over EMU.

Some variants of institutionalism combine insights from rational choice and prin-
cipal-agent theories (see Pollack 2003). They hold that the principal authorities in EU
politics —the member government themselves —make rational choices to delegate
tasks to the EU’s institutions, which then become their agents in specific policy areas.
This body of theory sheds light on the tendency for the EU to make policy by means
other than the traditional ‘Community method’ of legislating (see Devuyst 1999), ac-
cording to which only the Commission can propose. One of the least flattering fea-
tures of the Prodi Commission was its frequent insistence that the Community
method was the only legitimate path to making EU policy (see Peterson 2005a), even
in areas such as the common foreign and security policy where its use was politic-
ally unthinkable. There was little dispute that some new policy modes, particularly
the so-called ‘open method of coordination’ (OMC), relying on bench-marking, league
tabling, and designating the Commission as a scrutinizer of national policies rather
than a proposer of EU policies, produced few tangible, early resuits (see Borrds and
Jacobsson 2004; Dehousse 2004). Yet, EU principals (national governments) were
clearly moving towards new kinds of delegation, with the Commission cast as a dif-
ferent kind of agent. By 2005, Verheugen was launching a drive to reduce regulatory
burdens on industry and promised to use voluntary codes and other ‘soft’ forms of
regulation in preference to actual legislation.**

Increased affinity for new policy modes is also reflected in the creation of a variety
of new regulatory agencies, some of which have assumed some of the traditional roles
of the Commission (see Chapter 10). EU governments increasingly seem to want new
kinds of agents —not just the Commission—to whom they can delegate cooperative
policy tasks. Usually, however, the Commission retains the job of identifying and
seeking to solve coordination problems within policy networks of (inter alia) private
actors, consumer and environmental groups, and national and European agencies.
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Advocates of multi-level governance as an approach to understanding the EU
have long contended that the Commission enjoys a privileged place at the ‘hub of
numerous highly specialized policy networks of technical experts’, even retaining
‘virtually a free hand in creating new networks’ (Marks et al. 1996: 355, 359). Met-
calfe (2000: 838) argues that ‘the Commission will have to be reinvented as a network
organization adept at designing the frameworks of governance and developing the
management capacities needed to make them work effectively’. There is little doubt
that, insofar as the Commission provides direction to the EU of the future, it will
largely do so as a coordinator of networks that seek to make national policies con-
verge (see Heritier 1999; Kohler-Koch and Eising 1999; Peterson 2005b), as opposed to
replacing them with EU policies.

L ______________________ |
The College after enlargement?

Barroso’s College reflected a new political reality in an EU of twenty-five. That is,
even if all Commissioners are formally equal, the idea that no Commissioner is
more powerful than another is now a practical fiction. If Commissioners from large
member states tend to be more successful or powerful, it may be less because of
blatant political activism by their national capitals than because they operate in
wider networks of contacts (Joana and Smith 2002). Commissioners from small states
can ‘punch above the weight’ of their home country if their performance earns them
the respect of their peers and EU member governments. Still, no one pretends that
Commissioners from, say, Germany and Malta start out as equals.

To their credit, member governments in the 2004 accession states mostly appoin-
ted top members of their political classes to the college. Of the first thirteen ap-
pointed by new EU states, six were former prime, foreign, or finance ministers, and
several others had been European affairs ministers or national ambassadors to the
EU. Thus, most had in-depth knowledge of how Brussels worked from their involve-
ment in negotiating their own state’s accession.

Early signals from Barroso’s Commission suggested that the President’s reformist
agenda would be backed by Commissioners whose states had undergone radical, and
often painful, reforms to enter the EU. Moreover, Barroso’s pledge to defend ‘new’
EU countries seemed part of a strategy to challenge the status quo on key EU issues.
For example, (Lithuanian) Budget Commissioner Dalia Grybauskaite raised eyebrows
with her assessment that inherited proposals on the structural funds, which targeted
more than half of regional funding for the pre-2004 EU-15, were “difficult to defend’.?3

The institutional effects of the 2004 enlargement on the Commission, as well as
the rest of the EU, will only be revealed years after the event. Yet, there were reasons
to think that enlargement might be digested more easily by the Commission than
other EU institutions, whose numbers were swelled by a relatively larger influx of
new and inexperienced members.?* At the level of the College, and possibly even
more so within the services, enlargement at least held out the prospect of revitalizing
and renewing the Commission with a new breed of reform-minded Europeans.
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M
Conclusion

Any analysis of the Commission must consider the normative question of what kind
of organization the College should be. A policy entrepreneur? An honest broker? A
manager of decisions taken by others? Or an ‘engine of integration™

Increasingly, the Commission seems to have outgrown the last of these roles. It
might be argued that there is no other institution that has the independence to
identify new directions that European integration needs to take. Moreover, there is
historical evidence suggesting that the Commission’s declining fortunes can be re-
versed: after all, it appeared entirely moribund after Hallstein and before Delors.

The Commission spent much of the Prodi era focused on its own institutional posi-
tion. With its basic role mostly preserved, it can be argued that the Commission now
needs to focus on policy, as opposed to grand designs. Yet, it has become increasingly
difficult, especially in an EU of twenty-five, to design single, EU level policy solutions.
As a top former Commission official suggested in 2005, ‘most of Europe’s worst prob-
lem are now micro-level problems. They need to be solved at that level’.

In this context, the EU’s added value is mostly as a laboratory for policy learn-
ing and transfer. Logically, the new EU will have to adopt new policy modes, and
particularly more, and more intensive, exchange and cooperation within networks
of national or even sub-national agencies (see W. Wallace 2005). The Union's insti-
tutions —including the Commission—will need to embrace more collective types of
leadership and advocacy of new policy ideas. Regardless of its eventual fate, the Con-
stitutional Treaty (in Art. 18) gave a clear political signal that the EU’s institutions
must ‘practice full mutual cooperation’ if the Union is to thrive.

In an enlarged EU, the Commission may be even better placed than in the past to
act as a truly honest broker. It may rarely exercise control over new cooperative net-
works or reclaim its old function as an ‘engine of integration’. But it will logically
remain at the centre of many EU policy networks. In any event, it will often find itself
in a unique position to steer debates in ways that serve collective European interests,
as difficuit as they may be to identify clearly in the new EU.

Notes

1 The College remained a men- restrictions on the Commission,
only club for a shockingly iong including a bar on making propasals
time. The first women Commis- public before the Council could
sioners were Christiane Scrivener consider them and the requirement that
(France) and Vasso Papandreou the Commission couid only receive the
(Greece), who were appointed to credentials of non-EEC ambassadors to
the Delors Commission in 1989. the Community alongside the Council.

2 The Luxembourg Compromise was 3 lItisnot clear that Jenkins ever wished to

accompanied by a range of new serve another term. His 1979 Dimbleby



Lecture (half-way through his term as
Commission President) foreshadowed
his ambition to form a new British polit-
ical grouping —eventually, the Social
Democratic Party —of which he became
co-leader three years later. By 1980, even
Belgium—which originally favoured
his reappointment —decided that the
‘gap between (Thatcherite| Britain

and the rest of the Commmunity was

so great that the time had not arrived
when any Englishman could be Pres-
ident of the Commission indefinitely’
(Jenkins 1989: 601). The Commission’s
term in office was later extended to five
years by the Maastricht Treaty soasto
align its tenure with that of the EP.

Santerwas literally no one’s first choice
but was chosen after the nomina-

tions of Ruud Lubbers (Prime Minister
of the Netherlands), Leon Brittan
(Commissioner under Delors), and
Jean-Luc Dehaene {Prime Minister

of Belgium|} were all rejected, with

the UK under john Major prom-

inently vetoing Dehaene.

Santer was not alone in making this
claim. The respected Belgian Commis-
sioner for Competition Policy, Karel van
Miert, attacked the Experts’ reportas
‘unjust and incorrect’ (Santer and van
Miert both quoted in Financial Times,
17 March 1999}. For his part, Brittan
(2000: 11) insisted that the Experts had
added ‘unnecessary and crude journ-
alistic icing . . . to what was a perfectly
well-baked and freestanding cake’.

Unattributed quote in Finan-
cigl Times, 17 March 1999.

This quote (and all others not refer-
enced as otherwise in this chapter)is
taken from interviews conducted as
part of the research for this chapter
in November/December 2000, March
2001, November 2003, June 2004, and
January - April 2005. The interviewees
included two Commissioners, two
former Commissioners, one nationai
ambassador, a former Secretary-
General, cabinet officials (eight in
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the Prodi Commission, including
three chefs and two deputy chef3), and a
diverse range of senior officials in the
SETVices.

Quoted in Financial Times, 15 March
2005, p- 8.

Quoted in Financial Times, 19 July 1999,
p.9.

Quoted in Financial Times, 7 February
2005, p.17.

The President of the EP Socialist
group, Poul Nyrup Rasmussen, and
veteran French MEP, Jean-Louis Bour-
langes, quoted (respectively) in Finan-
cial Times, 2 March 2005, p. 6 and
EurActiv.com, 3 September 2003 (avail-
able on http://www.euractiv.com).

Quoted in Financial Times, 22 October
2004, P. 1.

Quoted in BBC News, "MEPs approve
revamped Commission’, avail-

able on www.newsvote.bbe.co.uk
(accessed 19 November 2004).

See commentary by the European
Evangelical Alliance (available

on http:/jwww.enropeanea.org/
TheRuttiglioneAffair.htm); see also Cath-
olic Educator’s Resource Centre,

“The New Europe: Catholics no

longer need apply’ (available at:
http:[fwww. catholiceducation.orgfarticles/
persecution{pchoa71.html (both

accessed 25 March 2005)).

Quoted in Financial Times, 19 December
2004, D. 8.

The Amsterdam Treaty promised that
members of the College would be
chosen ‘in common accord’ with the
nominee for President—not just ‘in
consultation’ with them as in the past.
One former Commissioner inter-
viewed for this chapter insisted that
there were ‘far more votes under
Delors and tight votes’. Another
indicated that ‘voting wasn't very
frequent’ in the Delors Commis-

sion. Previous interviewees with
experience of successive Commis-
sions estimated that there were
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more votes taken under Santer than
Delors (see Peterson 1999: 62).

18 Quoted in Financial Times, 4
March 2005, p. 6.

19 Asis generally the case in the Commis-
sion, personnel records on cabinet
members are incomplete, thus making
precise comparisons impossible.
However, using data presented in Hill
and Knowlton (2000). a total of 34
(out of all 123 cabinet officials) had
previous experience working in
cabinets, or 28 per cent of the total,
compared to 74 with no previous
cabinet experience, or 60 per cent of
the total. The data showed no previous
information on the former posi-
tions held by 15 cabinet officials.

20 Peter Mandelson, “The 1dea of
Europe: Can We Make it Live
Again?’, UACES Future of Europe
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The most useful and comprehensive of
recent works on the Commission are Spence
{2006) and Dimitrakopoulos (2004). Nugent
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the Commission and Delors (2004) offers an
insider’s view. Coombes (1970}, Ross (1995).
and Metcalfe (2000) rank as classics that are
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position of the Commission is Tsakatika
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preliminary) view of the likely impact of
enlargement on the Commission.
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2005a.

23 Quoted in Financial Times, 24
February 2005, p. 10.
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Web links

The Commission’s own website (http://europa.ew.int) is a treasure trove which handles
something like two million ‘hits’ per month. The sites of the European Voice
(http:/jwww.european-voice.com) and European Policy Centre (http:{jwww.theepc.be) offer
insiders’ insights from Brussels. It is often useful to see how the Commission’s deleg-
ations in EU member states (for example, www.cec.org.uk) and non-EU member states
(see www.eurunion.org) present the Commission’s line in capitals beyond Brussels.
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Summary

The European Parliament (EP) is the European Union’s only directly elected institution.
For much of its history it has been relatively weak but since the first direct elections in
1979 its powers and status have grown with remarkable speed. It has acquired the right
to decide the contents of most EU legislation jointly with the Council and has come to
play a major role in the appointment of the Commission and its President, thereby sig-
nificantly altering the structure of relations between the institutions. The crisis over the
Constitutional Treaty has called into question whether the EP’s powers will continue to
expand. Nevertheless, the issue of the ‘democratic deficit’ in the EU cannot be addressed
without an understanding of how the Parliament has evolved, how it is structured, what
influence it exercises and what kind of body it is becoming within an enlarged Union of
twenty-seven or more states.
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Introduction

On 27 October 2004, EU Commission President, José Manuel Barroso came to the
European Parliament in Strasbourg to say that he needed more time before asking
for a vote of approval for his new Commission. He knew that following the hearings
of the individual Commissioners held earlier that month, he was unlikely to gain
the support of the Parliament for the appointment (or ‘investiture’) of his college
as required by the Treaties. Within a matter of days he had reshuffled its composi-
tion, paving the way for the Parliament to give its approval by a large majority on 18
November (see Chapter 5, p. 93).

It was a dramatic moment, underlining the conversion of the European Parliament
from an arena of discussion to a place where important decisions about the overall
direction of the European Union are taken. The change had not come overnight. It
was the result of developments stretching back over the whole history of the Parlia-
ment but especially during the 1990s when empowering the EP was widely seen as
a natural step in the creation of a true ‘political union’. The uncertainty in 2005 sur-
rounding the fate of the EU’s Constitutional Treaty, which proposed to add to the EP’s
powers, called into the question the future direction of the Parliament.

This chapter confronts three issues. First, how and why has the Parliament been
able to acquire additional powers? Second, what difference has the inclusion of such
a directly elected institution made to the evolution of the EU? Third, what kind of
institution is the EP becoming and how far can it resolve the so-called ‘democratic de-
ficit'? In relation to the first issue, it has proved easier to agree a gradual extension of
the institution’s role than to say no to the claims of a representative institution with
democratic credentials based on direct elections. On the second, the EP has changed
the direction of many EU policies. It has also opened up a debate about whether the
EU meets the standards of representative democracy. As for the third question, suc-
cessive decisions taken to develop the Parliament have above all strengthened its role
as a legislator. This strengthened role reinforces its position in relation to the other
institutions in Brussels, notably the Council of Ministers, but cannot by itself resolve
the broader issue of the legitimacy of the EU. The debate about the democratic nature
of that system depends on the kind of political structure European governments and
citizens want the Union to become and whether they want the same things, an issue
that has moved to the centre of EU politics.

L ... |
Historical evolution

The story of the Parliament has been told as a transition from ‘fig-leaf to co-
legislature’ (Corbett et al. 2005: 1). This change is reflected symbolically in the Par-
liament’s physical surroundings. It has moved from renting premises in Strasbourg
that it shared with the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe to becoming
the effective owner of two substantial building complexes in Brussels and Strasbourg,
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Election Legislative and Appointment and
of MEPs budgetary role scrutiny of executive
ECSC Treaty Choice between Right to dismiss High
{1950) direct elections or Authority
national
parliamentsto
select members
Rome Treaty Specific provision Right ta be consulted and to
(1957) for direct elections give its opinion to the Council
(implemented in
1979)
Budgetary Right to reject budget, modify
treaties {1970 level of expenditure and
and 1975) approve/disapprove accounts
(‘discharge’)
Single European ‘Cooperation procedure’
Act(1985) providing right to a second
reading of legislation and
‘assent procedure’ to approve
enlargement and some
international agreements
Maastricht ‘Co-decision procedure’ with Right to approve
Treaty (1992) conciliation to apply to 15 Commission as a
legal bases, whole + Committees
Right to invite Commission to of Inquiry,
present alegislative proposal Appointment of
Ombudsman and ECB
President to reportto
EP committee
Amsterdam Simplification and extension Right to approve
Treaty (1997) of co-decision to 32 legal Commission
bases President
Nice Treaty Extension af co-decision to 37
(2000) legal bases
Constitutional Extension of co-decision to ¢ Commission
Treaty (2004) legal bases and to be called President to be
‘ordinary legistative elected by EP on basis
procedure’ (Art. 11-396), of proposal of
Possibility to revoke delegated European Council
legislation (Art. i- 36) that takes into
account the elections
to the European
Parliament (Art. I-27)

both of them with parliamentary chambers (known as ‘hemicycles’ because of their
shape) equipped to seat 750 members. At the same time, the formal powers of the EP
have undergone much more significant growth than those of any other institution.
Table 6.1 indicates the main Treaty changes affecting the Parliament between 1951
when the original six signed the ECSC Treaty and 2004 when the twenty-five states
of the Furopean Union signed the Constitutional Treaty.
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when the ECSC was established, a parliamentary body was far from the centre
of discussion {Smith 1999: 27-44). The crucial institution was the High Authority,
given supranational powers in the management of coal and steel. The creation of a
parliamentary institution, called the Common Assembly, was something of an after-
thought, perceived as the least imperfect way to address the issue of accountability.
The Assembly’s only significant power was that of supervising the Authority, with
the right to dismiss the entire body by a two-thirds majority of the votes cast, rep-
resenting an absolute majority of its members. However, the future evolution of the
institution towards something more influential was reflected in the provisions gov-
erning its election. Member states could choose whether to have direct elections to
the Assembly or to allow its national parliament to select Members. Such a potential
direct link to the electorate distinguished the institution from the outset from other
international parliamentary bodies, such as the Council of Europe’s Parliamentary
Assembly.

The Rome Treaty saw significant change in the powers of the Assembly. Specific
provision was made for direct elections: it was no longer a matter for each member
state to decide. No timetable was laid down, but the commitment to abolish the sys-
tem of nominated Members was made legally binding. The Assembly was also given
advisory as well as supervisory powers and thus was given its first glimpse of legislat-
ive power. These two changes did not have an immediate effect. It took over twenty
years for direct elections to be organized and Parliament's formal legislative powers
were not altered for nearly thirty years. Nevertheless, a trajectory for further devel-
opment in Parliament’s powers was laid down.

Subsequent changes in Parliament’s role were closely linked with other modific-
ations to the EU’s structure. Treaty revisions introduced in 1970 and 1975 gave the
Parliament budgetary powers, including the right to reject the budget (a right it was
to exercise in 1979 and 1984), to amend it within certain fixed limits, and to approve
(or not) the annual accounts. The essential source of these changes was the decision
to alter the basis for financing the European Community. It was agreed to move
away from a system of national contributions linked to each country's gross national
product (GNP} to a system of ‘own resources’, whereby the revenue available for fin-
ancing European policies legally belonged to the Community. Under these circum-
stances, there was a strong body of opinion among governments, notably the Dutch,
that national parliaments could no longer exercise effective control over Community
finance and that the task should be passed on to the European Parliament. Already
at this stage, the idea of the EP enjoying the kind of rights at EU level traditionally
exercised at national level by parliamentarians was proving difficult to resist, with
sceptics faced with the task of suggesting a convincing alternative.

However, the Parliament was still composed of national parliamentarians, work-
ing there on a part-time basis. The attempt to give life to the provisions of the Rome
Treaty on direct elections confronted the institution with a vicious circle, well
described in the Vedel report on the enlargement of Parliament’s powers:

[1f one cannot imagine a Parliament with real powers which does not draw its mandate
from direct universal suffrage, it is even more difficult to imagine the election through dir-
ect universal suffrage of a Parliament without extended powers. In this way, two equally
desirable objectives are making each other’s implementation impossible (Vedel 1972: 59).
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This dilemma persisted until the election of Valéry Giscard d’Estaing as President
of France and Helmut Schmidt as West German Chancellor within five days of each
other in May 1974. The subsequent Paris Summit agreed to hold direct European elec-
tions after 1978, thereby effectively resolving the dilemma posed by Vedel.

Direct elections paved the way for an extension of the Parliament’s legislative
powers. A critical moment was the 1980 Isoglucose judgment of the European Court
of Justice. This judgment annulled a piece of Community legislation adopted by
Council on the grounds that Parliament had not yet given its opinion. The Court
made it clear that Council could not adopt Community legislation before receiving
Parliament’s opinion. Moreover, the Court made a link between the democratic char-
acter of the Community and the Parliament’s right to be consulted, which the Court
described as:

the means which allow the Parliament to play an actual part in the legislative process of
the Community. Such a power represents an essential factor in the institutional balance
intended by the Treaty. Although limited, it reflects at Community level the fundamental
democratic principle (emphasis added) that the peoples should take part in the exercise of
power through the intermediary of a representative assembly.

The right to be more than simply consulted came with the Single European Act
(SEA) which provided the Treaty base for the establishment of a single European
market by 1992. To accelerate the process, member states created a new procedure,
with more majority voting, under which Parliament was entitled to two readings of
proposed legislation, rather than one. Moreover, providing the Commission was per-
suaded to back Parliament’s amendments, the Council could only overrule the EP by
unanimity.

The precise form of Parliament’s involvement in the legislative procedure was not
pre-ordained. The Vedel Report had argued against the idea that the Parliament be
given the right to amend legislation and instead suggested giving it the right to say
yes or no to legislation presented to it by the Council. In fact, such a power of ‘assent’
was granted to the Parliament in the SEA for non-legislative issues. Though restricted
to the accession of new member states and the conclusion of certain agreements with
non-EU countries, the Parliament was called to give its assent to international agree-
ments thirty times within the first two years of the SEA being ratified. It subsequently
was asked to vote on new accessions in 1995, 2003, and 2005.

The Maastricht Treaty ushered in a new and transformational procedure, now gen-
erally known as co-decision (though the term is not found in the treaties). It provides
for joint decision-taking and direct negotiations between Parliament and Council as
well as the possibility for the Parliament to reject draft legislation if such negotiations
fail. Supporters of stronger EP powers argued, successfully, that with more majority
voting in Council, the position of national parliaments was weakened. A greater role
for the EP would improve the democratic legitimacy of EU legislation, by ensuring it
had the support of European citizens as well as governments.

Maastricht also gave the EP the right to approve (or not) the Commission before
it took office, extended its formal powers of control by providing for the establish-
ment of committees of inquiry, empowered it to appoint a European Ombudsman
and made formal provision for the Parliament to invite the Commission to present a
legislative proposal, thereby giving it a limited form of legislative initiative. Member
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states thereby proved receptive to the argument that the broader agenda set for the
EU at Maastricht should be matched by a reinforced role for the Parliament.

The process of parliamentarization was still only partial. The role of the Parlia-
ment in the second and third pillars (CFSP and JHA) was limited to consultation.
The first pillar’s provisions for EMU offered a variable role to the Parliament: no co-
decision but only ‘cooperation’ on four articles, alongside a consultative role in the
appointment of the board of the ECB. At the same time, the Treaty required the ECB
President to report four times a year to the competent Parliament committee (see
Chapter 9).

The ongoing process of Treaty revision was used by the Parliament to continue
pressing for an expansion of its role and it did so with considerable success. Under
the Amsterdam Treaty, co-decision was extended from fifteen to thirty-two Treaty
legal bases and simplified to make it possible to reach agreements more quickly.
This development can be partly explained by the Parliament proving more ‘respons-
ible’ than some in EU national capitals had imagined or predicted it would be, read-
ily accepting the obligations imposed by the Treaty. At the same time, the direct
negotiations provided for under co-decision proved remarkably successful in facilit-
ating agreement. As a result, more reticent member states, such as the United King-
dom and Denmark, became less nervous about extending Parliament’s prerogatives
and accepting the arguments of those, such as Germany, who argued that its powers
needed to be expanded to increase the democratic legitimacy of the Union.

Amsterdam also legitimized existing practice by giving Parliament the formal right
to approve the European Council’s nominee as Commission President. Thus by 1999
the Parliament possessed a set of rights to influence the nomination of the Commis-
sion which complemented the power of dismissal that originated in the ECSC Treaty,
nearly fifty years earlier.

The negotiations over the Nice Treaty were dominated by the dispute over the rel-
ative weight of member states in the Council and Commission in an enlarged Union,
with a related but less central argument about the number of seats each member
state should have in the Parliament. However, there was agreement to extend co-
decision (slightly) to thirty-seven Treaty legal bases, with the possibility of limited
further extension thereafter by unanimous Council decision. This extension, agreed
in November 2004, applies to parts of the JHA pillar that had been explicitly excluded
from the scope of co-decision under Maastricht.

In the meantime, the position of the Parliament was subject to major debate
and revision in the course of the European Convention (see Chapter 2) and the
subsequent IGC that agreed the Constitutional Treaty in June 2004. The most signi-
ficant change for the Parliament was the effective acceptance of the link between
qualified-majority voting in the Council and the application of co-decision. The
procedure was extended to ninety legal bases, including the common agricultural
and fisheries policies, the common commercial policy and JHA. The centrality of
this way of making EU laws was recognized by calling it the ‘ordinary legislative
procedure’.

Hence the crisis over the ratification of the Constitutional Treaty represented a
major brake on the Parliament’s ambitions as a legislator. Further widening of co-
decision cannot take place without a revision of the Treaties. On the other hand, the
proposal in the Constitutional Treaty that the Commission President be elected by
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the Parliament on the basis of a European Council proposal, ‘taking into account
the elections to the European Parliament and after having held the appropriate
consultations’ does not require Treaty revision. It would not give the Parliament the
right to elect the Commission President on its own but would mean that the suitab-
ility of a candidate could be judged in the light of the political composition of the
Parliament after direct elections. Such a link was effectively established in 2004 when
the largest group in the Parliament argued successfully that the new President should
come from a party represented in its ranks, thereby establishing a precedent that
may prove as significant as the formal provisions of the Treaty. Nevertheless, the
crisis over the Constitutional Treaty has halted the regular expansion of the Parlia-
ment's powers and reopened the question of how the democratic credentials of the
EU can be reinforced.

A
Aggregating interests

It is one thing to be granted significant powers; it is another to use them effectively.
More than any other EU institution, the Parliament faces difficulties in aggregating
interests in an extraordinarily heterogeneous environment. Before the first direct EP
elections there were 198 MEPs, from nine states; by 2004 the number of members
had more than tripled to 732, from twenty-five states, with the prospect of two more
member states joining by 2007-08.

How can such a large, heterogeneous institution take effective decisions? The
European Parliament does not contain a government, and cannot rely on those par-
liamentarians who belong to the party or parties of a government to ensure that a
particular political programme is enacted. What it does have are established leader-
ship structures designed to manage the centrifugal forces at work within it. It elects
a President every two-and-a-half years whose task it is to chair the plenary (with the
help of fourteen Vice-Presidents), to represent the institution vis-a-vis other institu-
tions and the outside world, and to oversee the Parliament’s internal functioning.
The President also chairs two leadership bodies, the Conference of Presidents and the
Bureau. The former, composed of the chairs of all the political groups, agrees, inter
alia, the draft agenda of plenary sessions, settles conflicts of competence between
committees and determines whether or not to send delegations outside the EU. The
latter, composed of the Parliament’s fourteen Vice-Presidents, deals with internal
financial, organizational and administrative matters.

The Parliament’s leadership structures ensure that it functions property but do not
guarantee that the institution can use its powers effectively in influencing policy.
In fact the EP is very successful in overcoming the clash between efficiency and di-
versity. It succeeded, for example, in negotiating agreements with Council on more
than eighty, often controversial, conciliation procedures under co-decision between
1999 and 2004. Only relatively rarely does it fail to adopt a position for lack of
any clear majority, as, for example, on the Iraq war, when divisions present across
European society were reflected in the EP itself,
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A B C D E F
Germany 82,038 171 99 99 829,000
'Jnited Kingdom 59,247 123 78 72 823,000
France 58,966 123 78 72 819, 00—0—_
italy 57,612 12.0 78 72 800,000
Spain 39,394 8.2 54 50 788,000
Poland 38,667 8.0 54 50 773,000
Romania 22,489 4.7 - 33 681,000
Netherlands 15,760 33 27 25 630,000
Greece 10,533 2.2 24 22 479,000
Czech Republic 10,290 21 24 22 468,000
Belgium 10,213 21 24 22 464,000
L__;ungary 10,092 2.1 24 22 459,000
Portugal 9,980 2.1 24 22 454,000
Sweden 8,854 1.8 19 18 492,000
Buigaria 8,230 1.7 — 17 4384, 000
Austria 8,082 1.7 18 17 475, 000
Slovakia 5,393 1.1 14 13 415,000
Denmark 5,313 1.1 14 13 409,000
Finland 5,160 11 14 13 397, OOOﬁ
Ireland 3,744 0.8 13 12 312,000
Lithuania 3,701 0.8 13 12 308, 000
Latvia 2,439 0.5 9 8 305,000
Slovenia 1,978 0.4 7 7 283,000
Estonia 1,446 03 6 6 241,000
Cyprus 752 0.2 6 6 125, 000
Luxembourg 429 0.1 6 6 72,000
Malta 379 0.1 5 5 76,000
Total EU 27 481,181 100.00 732 736 657,000

Note: A: Member states.

B: Population (thousands).

C: Population of each member state as a percentage of total EU population.

D: Seats per member state at present (2006).

£: Seats per member state under Nice Treaty (from 2009).

F: Number of inhabitants represented by each MEP in each member state under the Treaty of Nice provisions.
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Political groups

The key agents in the aggregation of interests are the EP’s political groups (see also
Chapter 15). Since 1952, Members have sat not in national groups but in groups cre-
ated to reflect shared political affiliation. This structure serves to counteract the logic
of the Council where political differences are constructed on national lines. It is also a
structure that has proved remarkably stable with members from new member states
normally being assimilated into existing groups rather than forming completely new
ones. In 2005 there were seven political groups, only one more than in 1979 before
direct elections.

Within the group structure there is a mix of competition and cooperation. On the
one hand, there is evidence of high levels of group cohesion, with members eager
to find agreement with their colleagues in the same group. Hix (z002} has drawn at-
tention to the substantial increase in left-right competition in the EP. He has shown
that party allegiance is much more important than nationality in determining how
members vote and that members vote the party line more often than, for exampile, le-
gislators in the United States. This pattern has continued in the Parliament after the
2004 elections, The addition of members from ten new member states has not served
to undermine significantly the coherence of groups, despite occasional calls for MEPs
from one country to act together to defend the national interest. For example, the
Hungarian Prime Minister, Peter Medgyessy, proposed unsuccessfully that there be a
single list of MEPs from Hungary at the 2004 European elections to act together in
the Parliament. In practice, being a member of a group encourages all to follow the
group line in most circumstances.

The obligations imposed by the treaties also create strong incentives for groups to
find agreement across party lines. To reject or adopt amendments to the Council's
draft budget or to its common position at second reading under the co-decision pro-
cedure, to give assent, to approve the accession of new member states, or to adopt a
motion of censure on the Commission all require an absolute majority in favour (at
present 367) for the Parliament’s voice to be heard. No group has anything approach-
ing such a majority: the largest group, EPP-ED, is still at least 100 votes short, even
with all its members voting. Thus a strong bargaining culture between the groups
has evolved. For some, this development is to be regretted. As two former MEPs have
commented, "political argument is usually displaced by detailed horse-trading to se-
cure the widest possible cross-party support for a given position or set of amend-
ments’ (Clegg and van Hulten, 2003; 14). Alternatively, this practice can be seen as
an effective way of aggregating interests and perhaps the only way of ensuring the
Parliament significant influence in the policy process.

The committee system

Most of the detailed work of the EP is conducted within twenty policy-specialized
committees, whose political composition broadly reflects that of Parlitament as a
whole. These committees enjoy a high level of autonomy under the Parliament’s
rules. All legislative proposals are referred directly, without debate, from the plenary
to one of the committees, which then organizes the examination of a proposal before
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it returns to the plenary for a vote. Only one committee can be responsible for a pro-
posal and only its amendments can be considered in plenary; other committees can
table amendments in the responsible comumittee but do not get a second chance in
plenary. The responsible committee appoints a rapporteur who follows a legislative
proposal from its inception to the conclusion of the procedure. On the basis of the
work of the rapporteur the committee comes to adopt a position that will normally
prevail in the plenary, unless the members of the committee are unable to overcome
their own differences and the vote on a proposal is very close.

The committees provide an effective mechanism for finding agreement across
political groups but they also embody two other important features that differentiate
the Parliament from the Council. First, all committee meetings are, and since 1999
must be, held in public. The Parliament has traditionally offered a contrast between
its own way of operating and the often less transparent mechanisms of the Coun-
cil. The result can be very full meeting rooms with all those who wish to influence
the shape of proposals—lobbyists, national governments or officials from the Coun-
cil Secretariat —free to observe the evolution of debate. Second, the detailed work in
the committees provides an opportunity for those interests that fail to win the argu-
ment in the Council or the Commission to have a second chance. The fact that the
Parliament does not mirror the majorities in the Council, with opposition parties of-
ten making up the largest number of MEPs from a member state, means that such
efforts to influence policy may have a reasonable chance of succeeding. In both re-
spects, the Parliament offers a distinctive model for reaching political agreement at
EU level.

The 2004 enlargement has undoubtedly challenged this model. The introduction
of ten new languages has posed extraordinarily difficult logistical problems for an
institution committed more than any other to multilingualism. The shortage of suit-
ably qualified translators and interpreters— particularly for smaller new languages
such as Maltese —has obliged committees to share scarce resources and obliged some
members to work some of the time in a foreign language. The difficulty has been mit-
igated by the high linguistic competence of many members from new member states.
Still there is growing uncertainty about the practical limits of the existing system in
the face of future enlargements.

0 o
Exercising influence

To look at what the Parliament is doing on a day-to-day basis is to be confronted with
a bewildering array of reports, debates, and questions. To identify the importance
of the Parliament’s role, it is useful to distinguish between history-making, policy-
making and policy-implementing decisions (following with slight variation, Peterson
and Bomberg 1999). Using this distinction one can establish that the Parliament is
more likely to have an effect on outcomes at the level of policy-making than in
history-making and policy-implementing decisions.
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History-making decisions

Most of the major decisions in the European Union are taken at the level of the
European Council (see Chapter 3). In this framework the Parliament is an outsider:
it is not present in European Council meetings except for the relatively brief appear-
ance of its President at the start of the proceedings. It does not have the formal right
to say yes or no to the outcome of an IGC, ultimately determined by the European
Council. Despite repeated calls to be given such a right of assent, including during
the European Convention, ratification of the results of an IGC is a purely national
affair, determined by parliamentary vote andjor referendum.

Two powers of decision given to the Parliament after the European Council has
taken its decision can be described as history-making ones. As we have seen, the Par-
liament has the right since Amsterdam to approve the candidate proposed by the
European Council as President of the Commission. It also has to give its assent to
the accession of new member states. The possibility of the Parliament not approv-
ing a Commission President cannot be ignored. In 1994 Jacques Santer was approved
by a majority of only twenty-two, despite very heavy lobbying by national govern-
ments. After the decision at Nice that the President of the Commission be chosen
in the European Council by qualified majority, the opportunity for the Parliament to
influence the choice has grown. As suggested earlier, the largest group in the Parlia-
ment is likely to press for a candidate from its ranks to be chosen.

Regarding the accession of new member states, the right of assent grows in import-
ance as the number of potential applicants continues to increase. It is a right that is
perhaps most empowering during accession negotiations when the Parliament can
influence individual issues and try to shape the overall debate. Already in December
2004 Parliament’s vote in favour of opening negotiations with Turkey ‘without undue
delay’ (407 votes in favour, 262 against, and 29 abstentions) gave a sense of the bal-
ance of political opinion across Europe and paved the way for the formal decisions
of the European Council later the same week. Hence the Parliament can influence
some history-making decisions but its role is undoubtedly more restricted than it is
on policy-making decisions.

Policy-making decisions

The Maastricht agreement on the co-decision procedure established the principle of
the Parliament as a joint legislator with the Council in a limited number of areas. As
we have seen, the Constitutional Treaty provides the opportunity for the renamed
‘ordinary legislative procedure’ to apply in future to all areas of policy, with the
exception of proposals involving taxation or the revenue sources of the Union.

The overall shape of the procedure and the possibilities it offers are presented in
Figure 6.1. Two central features should be underlined:

e first, the EP and the Council have two readings of legislation. If the Council can-
not accept the amendments presented by the Parliament at its second reading, the
two institutions have to meet in a conciliation committee whose jobitis to find an
agreement by a process of negotiation. Neither can tell the other one what to do at
this stage;
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e second, not only are the negotiations subject to time pressure—they have to be
concluded in a maximum of eight weeks— but failure to agree in conciliation brings
the procedure to an end. Such a prospect necessarily concentrates the minds of the
negotiators.

The behaviour of the two institutions under co-decision is illustrated in Exhibit 6.1,
a chronology of the directive on railway liberalization. It shows how additional insti-
tutional arrangements have been developed to make the procedure work better, not-
ably tripartite meetings, known as trialogues, which bring together representatives
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2003

23 October At second reading EP adopts 73 amendments to the four proposals of
the Second Railway Package

19 November EP delegation to Conciliation Committee is constituted and appoints
six negotiators to meet the Council

22 December Council adopts its second reading announcing it is unable to approve
all P amendments

2004
13 january At a first trialogue the negotiators meet the chair of Coreper |

15 January EP delegation establishes an initial negotiating position and notes
agreement on one of the four directives

27 January At a second trialogue the EP negotiators meet the Irish Transport
Minister and the Commissioner responsible. They draw particular
attention to the composition of the board of the European Railways
Agency; the date for the fiberalisation of national and international
rail freight services and of international passenger services; and the
setting-up of a European railway safety system

After three hours of discussion at the first Conciliation Committee,
agreement is reached on 44 of 73 amendments,

18 February At a third trialogue further progress is made regarding new national
safety measures.

10 March At a fourth trialogue Parliament proposes compromise texts for 13 of
the 21 outstanding amendments. Later, the EP negotiators present to
their delegation a compromise suggesting fiberalization of
international passenger services from 2010 (rather than 2008 as
proposed by EP)

16 March At afifth trialogue Council accepts the compromise texts relating to
the liberalization of international passenger services from 2010 and
offers a new compromise in relation to the composition of the board

After three hours the Conciliation Committee reaches agreement on
the last outstanding questions: international freight services are to be
liberalized from 1 January 2006 and national freight sesvices from 1
January 2007 (rather than 2006 as proposed by EP); EP accepts
(retuctantly) that the board should have one member from each
member state subject to a Commission commitment to a general
reform of the boards of all EU regulatory agencies.

of the Council (in particular, the Presidency), the Commission, and EP, Nowhere are
such meetings referred to in the Treaties but they have become a regular feature of
all conciliations. Many fewer people attend than at the full conciliation committee
where there can be over 100 people in the room. There are usually no more than
thirty, with speakers normally restricted to three members of the Parliament delega-
tion, the Deputy Permanent Representative of the member state holding the
Council Presidency (most matters in conciliation fall under the responsibility of
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Coreper I—see Chapter 14) and a Director or Director-General of the Commission.
The major negotiations on the railway package took place in trialogues, with the vari-
ous compromises first being aired in these meetings. More generally, this example
shows that a real negotiation took place with both sides giving ground in the interests
of moving towards an overall agreement.

The railway liberalization example is not atypical. In conciliation a high
percentage of Parliamentary amendments at second reading are usually either
accepted as they stand or in a compromise form more or less favourable to the
parliament (European Parliament, 2004: 13}. The procedure has created a new envir-
onment where the Council takes the views of the Parliament seriously and is open
to modifying its initial position.

The close relationship between Council and Parliament extends beyond the con-
ciliation procedure itself. After Amsterdam, the two institutions increased their
cooperation on legislative dossiers to such an extent that it was possible to find
agreements at first reading in almost 30 per cent of cases and at second reading in al-
most half of the 403 proposals dealt with under co-decision between 1999 and 2004.
This level of cooperation was only possible because both institutions recognized the
need and usefulness of negotiating earlier in the legislative process as a way of avoid-
ing the heavy burden of conciliation. A more specialized form of cooperation has also
emerged in the period after the adoption of legislation, with both institutions obliged
to join forces to defend the results of co-decisions if they are challenged in the Court
of Justice.*

This reinforced level of cooperation between Parliament and Council has had two
important consequences. First, it has enhanced the institutional status of the Parlia-
ment. In particular, co-decision reduces the role of the Commission as the privileged
interlocutor of the Council. The Commission no longer can withdraw its proposal
once conciliation has begun and is restricted to the often vital but nevertheless cir-
cumscribed task of seeking to reconcile the positions of the other two institutions.
Second, the Parliament starts to be seen as sharing responsibility in changing the
shape of laws that affect all European citizens. Slowly, it is becoming clearer that
legislation is not simply a product of agreement within the Council. Parliament
can and does alter policy outcomes in significant ways.

Policy-implementing decisions

The implementation of Community policies involves thousands of individual de-
cisions in any one year. No parliamentary body can hope to follow all these decisions
in detail. However, the EP has consistently pressed for scrutiny rights equivalent to
those of the Council over the implementing bodies, known as comitology commit-
tees, that are chaired by the Commission and bring together representatives of all the
member states. The EP has consistently argued that it should be informed about the
work of these committees and should have the opportunity to block draft decisions
with which it disagrees.

This argument became more intense after co-decision was introduced. With the
Council able to block draft comitology decisions and take an implementing decision
itself, the legislative parity of the two branches in policy making clearly did not
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extend to policy implementation. The Council claimed that its role in policy imple-
mentation related to its executive functions and that it therefore was in a different
position from the EP. Nevertheless, it was willing to discuss the issue and in 1999 a
new comitology decision was adopted. As a result the Parliament received more in-
formation and was given the right to request re-examination of measures adopted
under co-decision if the committee was suspected of acting beyond its powers or ultra
vires (Corbett et al. 2005: 290).

The debate about comitology may seem arcane but it raises essential questions
about the openness and accountability of the EU system. The decisions are not simply
technical: in the early 1990s, for example, the level of controls needed to stop the
spread of BSE was decided in a comitology committee, the Veterinary Committee.
All such decisions are taken very far from the public gaze, remaining in the hands of
the Commission and national experts. Advocating a more powerful role for the Par-
liament was designed therefore to improve the transparency of the system. Member
state governments effectively accepted such criticisms and agreed in the Constitu-
tional Treaty to give Parliament effective parity with the Council in the comitology
structure. However, such a reinforced role remains in the future. For the time being,
Parliament exercises considerably less influence over policy-implementing decisions
than it does over policy-making.

S

The Parliament and the democratic deficit

The crisis provoked by the ‘No’ votes in the referenda in France and the Netherlands
in May and June 2005 was particularly keenly felt in the Parliament. The Parliament
had championed the Convention as an original and better way of preparing an IGC. It
bhad achieved equal status with the Council for virtually all EU legislation. And it had
voted by a very large majority in favour of the results of the IGC. For the first time in
its history its acquisition of broader powers was blocked.

Critical outsiders suggested that there was a wider lesson to be learnt. The Economist
suggested that the referenda results ‘cruelly exposed the fantasy that the EP is the
answer to the disconnect between political elites and ordinary citizens’. It contrasted
unfavourably the turnout in France and the Netherlands for the referenda (70 and 63
per cent respectively) with the much lower figures in the 2004 European elections
{see Table 6.3 below}.?

The disappointment felt in much of the Parliament and the undisguised glee of
some of its critics reflected very different perspectives on the nature of the European
Union and the possibilities for closing the ‘democratic deficit’. At least three such
perspectives can be identified, each offering a different remedy for the democratic
failings of the FU. Yet all share the idea that the structure of the institutions is not a
technical question but one with political values at its core. In this sense the French
and Dutch referendum results brought into the open a debate that had remained half-
hidden.

A first perspective is often referred to as the ‘no demos’ thesis. It suggests that
democracy is a chimera outside the national context because the peoples of Europe
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are not bound together in the same way as national communities with common
histories and cultures (Siedentop 2000). If there is no European demos, there can be
no democracy at European level. From this point of view, the European Parliament
can only be an expensive irrelevance.

The most militant advocates of this point of view do not look for a solution within
the structures of the Union: they would rather return to the kind of non-binding in-
ternational cooperation found in the Council of Europe. Milder versions of the thesis
accept the existence of the EU institutions but would look to reinforcing signific-
antly the role of national parliaments. There were strong voices, for example, before
and during the Convention in favour of this approach. Joschka Fischer, then German
Foreign Minister, and Tony Blair both argued in 2000 that the European Parliament
should have two chambers, one made up of directly elected members and the other
of members of national parliaments.

For the moment these arguments have not prevailed. The Constitutional Treaty
did reinforce the role of national parliaments in checking for respect of the principle
of subsidiarity, but without creating a second parliamentary chamber at European
level. There continues to be great reticence against creating such a new institution
that would be likely to face the same kind of organizational and political weaknesses
that confronted the European Parliament before direct elections as well as making
the European structure still more difficult to understand.

A second perspective suggests that the EU system needs to be less consensual and
more politicised to become democratic. On this view the ‘EU will only be democratic
if European elections are fought by cohesive Euro-parties which present rival agen-
das for EU policy action, the winning parties form the executive and the parties act
cohesively to ensure that their office-holders implement their electoral programme’
{Hix 1998: 20).

Such a vision of the future corresponds to the classic parliamentary model found
in all EU member states. It can be seen as a natural development from the existing
structure of Parliament’s powers. However, it is hard to believe that the EU will ever
reproduce the national model (Shackleton 2005). For example, the right of censure
over the Commission is ‘more similar to the power of the US Congress to impeach the
American President than to the power of a parliamentary majority to withdraw the
support of the government’ (Hix 1998: 25-6). Thus when the Commission resigned
in 1999 in anticipation of a vote of censure, it did so not because of differences over
policy direction, but rather as a result of charges of incompetence and maladminis-
tration. To censure a Commission on a question of policy seems an unlikely prospect
given the absolute majority required, a much higher figure than can be achieved by
any one party in the Parliament.

Similar obstacles stand in the way of applying party logic to the appointment of
the Commission President. It has been suggested that a direct link could be created
between European citizens and the Parliament, if each European political family
nominated a candidate for President of the European Commission in advance of the
EP elections (Clegg and van Hulten 2003: 26). Such an apparently attractive arrange-
ment faces major obstacles. It is hard to see national political party structures being
willing to accept such nominations, which would weaken their control of the elect-
oral process. Moreover, there would be a marked tension between candidates nom-
inated by European political parties and those nominated by the European Council.
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1129. Aumeruksan L. E. I'opbkuii 8 nepesoaax E. Uapesnna.—
B ku.: Topbkuii n anrepatypa naporos Coserckoro Coiosa. Ep.,
1970, c. 618—625.

1130. Apnaceno X. H, Topbkuii na sevse Mpucrona.—«B
KH.: Fopbruit u aureparypa naposos Coserckoro Coiwsa. Ep.,
1970, ¢. 453—460.

1131. Apwmsinckas jrepatypa B pycCKHX nepeBogax. Buim.
1. (1786—1917). Cocr. u asr. npeanca.: K. H. I'puropsu. Ots.
pen. JI1. Tacmapsan. Ep., 1969, 164 c. (Epesamckuii roc. yH-T.
KaGuner mut. cBsizeii. BuGauorp. cepus Ne 1). Vkazatean ne-
PEeBOMYHKOB H XpoHOJ.: ¢. 150—160, 2.000.

1132. Axyman C. T. K ncropun usnanus «COophika ap-
MSIHCKON JIMTEPATYyphl» nol peiakunein M. Topbkoro.—B ku.:
Fopbkitit u anteparypa naponos Coserckoro Coiosa. Ep., 1970,
c. 576—589.

1133. Beases B. T. Topbknit u npoGievbl yKpanuckoit npo-
3bl.-—B ku.: Topokuit u autepatypa mnapoaos Cosercioro Colo-
sa. Ep., 1970, c. 303—407.



1134 bepkos Il. H. Tlpo6iema naunonaabhoi KYyJAbTYpPBl B
fiotintManing ot 1BopuectBe B. 9. bBpwocosa. (K nsmirecsatuieriio
BBIXO1a anTojiornn «llossust Apmenuu»).—«Bectn. Epesanckoro
YH-1a», 1967, Ne 1, ¢. 58-—72. Pes. na apwm. sis.

1135, boromouaora 3. A. A. M. Fopbkitit u vamyprexkas -
repatypa.—B ks Toporiit i anrepatypa napoxos Coserckoro
Coioza. Ep., 1970, c. 503—516.

I130. bpaxda X. C. {oppkuit B Adxasni.—B ku.: Fopbkuii
HoJurrepatyvpa Hapoios Coserckoro Corwsa. Ep., 1970, c. 469—
478.

11..7. Basepe B. A. T'opbkuii 1 Jaarbligckie nicaren.—DB
KH.: LopbKHEH 1 amiepatypa Hapoios Coperckoro Cojosa. Ep.,
1970, c. 191—201.

1138, Banees A. E. M. Topbkuii 11 Jurepartypa Hapoia Ko-
mi. — B wi Topoiiii o auteparypa napotos Coserckoro Celosa.

{. ¢. b42—516.

B OcprOe 3a Dopbrkoro.—DB xn.: Topbkitii u JautepaTtypa Hapo-
nos Coserckero Cowsa. Ep., 1970, ¢. 346—358.

1140, Tadonupos M. X. Tpaxnuni 'opbkoro B Kasaxckoii an-
toonorpaduueckoit nposze.—B kH.: Topbkuil n aureparypa Ha-
popos Coserckoro Cotoza. Ep., 1970, c¢. 497—502.

1141, Tainyaawn M. X. Topbriil 11 tatapckas autepary-
pa.—B kH.: Iopbknit 1 auteparypa naporoB Coserckoro Co-
103a. Ep., 1970, ¢. 479—490.

1142, namiok H. @, Topukuit n I1. Terunwa.—B xu.: Topo-
KHit 1 Jadtepatvpa napoiaos Cosetckoro Corosa. Ep., 1970, c.
424—420.

Pruariok H. @®. Oaxec Tvmansu u [lasao Terunua. Cwm.
No 1062,

1143. Topbkuii n Apmenwns. CraTbh, nucbMa, BOCIOMHHA-
Hust 1 «Xpounka». Coct. aBT. npumed. n «Xpouukn»: K. B.
Aiitassin, C. T. Axvvan. Ep., 1968, 702 c. ¢ ua. 6 a. na. (Epe-
Banckiit roc. va-1.  KaGuner aur. cBsideir). MMenHnoi ykasa-
Teqb: ¢. 688—699. 4.000.

1144, Topokuit n aurepatypa Hapoaos Coserckoro Corwsa.
Pex. womserus: A. A Ilerpocsn, K. B. Aiisassn, JI. H. Apy-
Tioros. Ep., 1970, 627 ¢. 1 a. noprp. (EpesaHckuit roc. yH-T.
Hu-t wuposoii autepatypui um. A. M. Topbkoro. Akaa. Hayk
CCCP). 10.000.




1145. HDapaw-3age M. A. O 1paununsax M. Topwkoro B
asepbaiiixKanckoit anreparype.—B ku.: Topexuit u anrepatypa
napoios Coserckoro Coiwsa. Ep., 1970, c. 295 304.

1146. Dxaunonaasu M. T'. B. Bpilocos—nepesoqunx «/la-
Buaa Cacyrickoro».—«Cryienueckie vueH. 3an» (Epesanckuii
vH-T), 1966, Ne 12, ¢. 3—21.

1147, Nxaunoaaasn M. TI'. Ileperaua HaumoHaabHOro CBO-
eoOpasus B nepepoaax Os. TymansHa H3 pycckoro H cepOCKo-
ro snoca.—«Bectn. EpeBanckoro yH-ra», 1968, Ne 1, c. 94—
109.

1148, Jwb6anao Il. K. Topbkiuiit 1 Oeqopycekass Jurepary-
pa.—B kn.: Topbkuit u aurteparypa uapoios Coserckoro Co-
103a. Ep., 1970, c. 341 —2345.

1149. 3eaunckuit K. JI. M. Topbkuii u Jaurepatypa Hapo-
aos CCCP.—B kn.: Topbkuit u auteparvpa napoaoB CoseTcko-
ro Coioza. Ep., 1970, c. 49—56.

Huoramos P. 3. Osanec Tywmaunsn 8 Videxucrane. Cw.
Ne 1068.

1150. Hcakos C. T. M. Topbkuii u autepatypHasi KusHb
Acronnn navasna XX seka.—B kn.: Topbkuit u aureparypa na-
ponos Coserckoro Coioza. Ep., 1970, c¢. 202-—247.

Hcakop C. T'. TBopuectso Os. TymaHsHa B 3CTOHCKOIl me-
yatH.—Cwm. Ne 1069.

1151. Kasarauesa 3. C. Poub 'opbkoro B cranos/iennu aj-
Talckoli qmtepatypbl.—B kH.: Topbkuit u JuTepaTypa HapoaoB
Coserckoro Cotwosa. Ep., 1970, ¢. 556—564.

Kaknwes T. K. Cser sipkoit 3se3anl. (OB. Tymausan n Ka-
3axcran). Cm. Ne 1070.

1152. Keapuna 3. C. Onbit Topbkoro. (M. Topbruii 1 xa-
3axckast aureparypa).—B kn.: Topbxmii 1 anrepatypa Hapo10B
Cosetckoro Cowasa. Ep., 1970, c¢. 134—143.

1153. Kupwenraap M. B. Maxeum Topbkuil u satbimickas
jgutepatypa B Oypukyasuoit Jlatsun  (1920—1940).—B kH.:
Fopbkuit m aurepatypa napoaos Coserckoro Corosa. Ep., 1970,
c. 258—265.

Kosaas O., Kontuaos B. B. Ilpousseaenuss Osaueca Ty-
MaHsiHa B yKpauHCKHX nepeBoaaXx. Cm. Ne 1071.

1154, Kosiechuk T1. K. TIpumep TBOPUECKOTO COAPYZKECTBA.
(M. Topbkuit 1 M. Kouoounckuii).—B xn.: Fopbkuit # aute-
parypa napcios Coserckoro Coioza. Ep., 1970, c. 330—340.
154



1155, Konrunos B. B. Topbkuii Ha ykpanHCKOM si3bike.—B
gu.: Fopbknit w antepatypa napoaos Cosertckoro Coioza. Ep.,
1970, c. 590—601.

1156. Kouyp TI'. II. OG ykpaumnckoMm mnepeBoje CTHXOTBOpeE-
st B. bpilocesa «K apmsauam».—«Becrn. EpeBanckoro yH-ta»,
1969, No 1, ¢. 166—168. Pea. na apm. a3.

1157. Jlomuasze T'. W. Konuenuuss uHtepHanuoHaansma B
nacieanit loppkoro.—B kn.: Topbruit n jurtepatypa HapodoB
Coserckoro Coioza. Ep., 1970, ¢. 37—48.

1158. Maasbcares A. Y. [opbkuit u uHryuickas Juteparty-
pa.—B ku.: Topbkift 1 aureparypa napoaos Cosercxoro Co-
103a. Lp., 1970, c. 446—468.

1159. Mkprusin JI. M. ApuvstucKas naTpuOTHUECKAs MO3I315
B pycckux nepesoiax (1886—1907 rr.).—«BectH. Epesatckoro
yH-Ta», 1968, Ne 3, ¢. 162173, Pe3. Ha apm. 3.

1160. Mgpsu M. M. krean npekpacHoro B TBOpueCTBe
[lopbkoro u apwmsiickas Jirtepatypa.—B wi.: [opbkuit u sure-
patypa rapoaos Coserckcro Coioza. Ep., 1970, c. 305—310.

1161. Mycaxanosa I'. B. 'opbruii 1 jgarecraHckasi JHTepa-
typa.—B KkH.: Topbkuit 1 aureparypa napoaos Coserckoro Co-
03a. Ep., 1970, c. 431—441.

1162. Haipako B. L. O Hekoropbix Tpaauuusix Makcuma
[opbkoro B Oypsitckoit Jqwmteparype.—B kh.: Fopbkuit n anre-
parypa Hapojo Coserckoro Coiwsa. Ep., 1970, c. 528—541.

1163. Hepcucan H. B. Ilepsere nepesoasr B. I'. Koposenxko
Ha apMsiHCKHIT s3bIK.—«BectH. EpeBanckoro yH-ma», 1967, Ne 1,
c. 236—240. Pes. na apwm. 3.

[Tanasau P. A. O purmuke nepesogos nosmbl OB. Tymansna
«Anyu» Ha pycekiiit s3bik. Cm. Ne 1075,

1164. Mapxomenko M. H. A. M. Topokuii 1 popmupoBatue
MHOTrOHalUOKaabHOro eauHcrsa CoBeTckoil Jnrepatypbl.—B KH.:
lopbkuit n santeparypa napotos Coserckoro Coiwsa. Ep., 1970,
c. 120—133.

1165. Mupanos B. A. K ucropun 3nakomcrsa M. [opbkoro
u 3. Hunowrnan.—B ku.: Topbkuit u aureparypa Hapogos Co-
Berckoro Coroza. Ep., 1970, c¢. 311—320.

1166. Mocrynanbckuit U. C. O nepsom CTHXOTBOPHOM IIe-
pesoge uz Casir-llosa. ([Tosonckmit . I1.).—«Bectn. Epesan-
CKoro yH-ta», 1967, Ne 2, c. 198—200. Pes3. na apwm. 3.

1167. Mpuroguin M. H. M. Topbkuii 1 autepatypHast 60pb-
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6a na Ykpanue B coBerckie roabl.—B kH.: Topbxuit 1 nutepa-
tvpa naponaos Coserckoro Coiw3za. Ep., 1970, ¢. 361—368.

1168, Pagzassuuioc A. K. M. Topbruil 1 KoHIenwW!s HeaoBse-
Ka B compeventiofl auTorckoit utepatyvpe.—B ku.: Topokuit 1
anteparypa napoaos Coserckoro Coiosza. LEp., 1970, ¢. 408—
413.

1:169. Puzaes C. A. TopbKuit 1 J10peBOTIOUIOHHBI apMsiH-
ckitil teatp.—B xu.: Topbkuii 1 anrepatypa Hapoios Cosercro-
ro Cowosa. Ep., 1970, c. 321—329.

1170. Cadyano C. T. A. M. Topbkuit 11 OauwKupckan Jn-
Tepatypa.—B xn.: Topbkuit 1 jaurepatypa napoaos CoBeTCKOro
Cowsa. Ep., 1970, ¢. 491—496.

1171. Caxapos A. JI. M. T'opbkuil-—CoCTaBuTeJNb H PELAKTOP
COOPHMKOB HAUMOHAJLHBIX JauTepatyp.—B xu.. Topbkuit u Ju-
Tepatypa naposos Coserckoro Corosa. Ep., 1970, c¢. 571—575.

1172. Cemuunckuit C. B. Cruxorsopenne b. Il Xautey
«Apmsine».—«BectH. Epesanckoro yn-ta», 1969, Ne 2, ¢. 186—
189. Pe3. Ha apm. 3.

1173. Cumonosa A. K. AHTOsIOTHS PYCCKOH COBETCKOH M03-
3MH Ha apMmsiHckoM si3bike.—B kH.: Cumonosa A. K. Jlutepatyp-
HO-KpHTHueckne cratbhu. Ep., 1965, c. 122—135.

1174. Cumonosa A. K. B. Masxosckuii B nepesojax E. Ya-
penna.—B ku.: Citvonosa A. K. JIutepaTtypHo-KpuTHYeCKiic €Ta-
Tei. Ep., 1965, c. 136—172.

1175. Cumonosa A. K. [Tosma B. Maskosckoro «OfGnako B
mranax» B nepesoie Il. CeBaka.—B ku.: CnvonoBa A. K. Jlu-
TepaTypHO-KpliTHueckie cratbu. Ep., 1965, c. 173—190.

1176. Cumonora A. K. Ilosma «3a naanio 1aab» A. Tsap-
a0Bckoro u ee mnepeBod.—B kH.: CmmonoBa A. K. Jluteparyp-
HO-KpHTHUecKue ctathu, Ep., 1965, c. 191—205.

1177. Cumonosa A. K. CruxorBopenus B. $I. Bpiocosa na
apmsiickoM  s3blke.—B wH.: Cumonosa A. K. Jluteparypno-
KpHTHYecKHe craThi. Ep., 1965, c¢. 97—121.

1178. Cuporkun M. S. M. T'opbkuil W uyBauickas JuTepa-
typa.—B kn.: Toppkuit u Jaureparypa napogos Coserckoro Co-
w3a. Ep., 1970, ¢. 517—527.

1179. Cuic T. A. VkpauHokuit Goabkjaop 06 apmaHax.—
«Bectu. Epesanckoro yu-ra», 1967, Ne 1, c. 182—188. Pes. Ha
apM. 3.

1180. Tposkos Il. A. M. Topbkuii u xakacckas auteparty-
156
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pa.- B ki Topwriifi woanreparypa napoios Cosercxoro Co-

w3a. Ep., 1970, c¢. 565—567.

1181. Typkaes X. B. O poanr A. M. Topbkoro B cranobie-
HHH YEUCHCKOH COBETCKOH sutepatypbl. —B xn.: Topbruii n au-
repatypa napojos Coserckoro Coioza. Ep., 1970, c. 461—465.

Yawaabuue T1. M. pyaba, me npusuziomas nperpat.
(Osamec Tymansn u Jhitsa). Cv. Ne 1079,

1182. Yxkaabuuc I. H. Cueays xonuenunsy Fopbkoro.—
B xH.: Topbknii u anteparypa napoao Coserckoro  Coio3a.
Ep., 1970, c. 144—156.

1183. ¥mopacac K. T. M. Fopbkuii n anrtosckas Jautepary-
pa.— B xun.: Topexiit u aureparypa napoiaos Coserckoro Cotosza.
Ep., 1970, c. 248—257,

1184. Xanaxana M. A. I'opbkiit H TYBHHCKAsST JHTEpaTVpa.—
B ku.: Topbruit it qmreparyvpa napoaos Coserckoro Coiosza. Ep.,
1970; c. 547—554.

1185. Xauatpsan P. . Bemankuii Xy10/KHHK PEBOIOLHOHHOMN
snoxu.—B kh.: Topbkiii u autepartvpa Hapoios Cosertcroro Co-
i03a. Ep., 1970, ¢. 9—14.

Xpovuenko K. I'. Osanec TyMansu 8 0eq0opyCCKHX NepeBo-
aax. Cv. Ne 10&1.

Xyunmsuau C. I Tpysnnckiie xestenn xyvabtypsl o Tywma-
Hsage. Cm. Ne 1082.

1186. Wuummsuau T. Wl Topesouiiounonuas rpy3nHckas
kputnka o M. Tlopbkom.—B kn.: Topbkuil 1 aurepatypa napo-
nos Coserckoro Cotosa. Ep., 1970, ¢. 266—294.

1187. WWa6unosckuit E. C. A. M. Topokuit 1 ykpanuckas
nookrsabpbekast aurepatypa.—B ku.: Topbruit n aureparypa Ha-
poaoB Coserckoro Cotoza. Ep., 1970, ¢. 159—190.

Waminos A, Osarec Tymansim u kypasl. Cm. Ne 1083.

nmakaaze H. M. Osanec Tymansu o Ipyvaun. Cv. Ne 1085.

1188. Wopranos A. T. lopbkuii i anrepatypa KabapinHo-
baakapuu.—B «ku. Topekiii u autepatypa napoaos CoseTcko-
ro Coioza. Ep., 1970, 442—452. ]

1189. filpow M. I'. B Gepbbe 3a monoro yesrosexa. (Makenv
Fepwriii » $luka Kynaaa).—B xu.: Fopuxkuit o autepatypa Ha-
poaos Coercxoro Coiosa. Ep., 1970, c. 114—123.
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q- uuzur rlnllm[mrqﬁbrh qrululinipnb
e. Jlureparypa napopos CCCP

1190. lFl‘hfnZlul“Luﬁ g, U. lfﬁpqn /)'nlpunvb-f[wr}l;/l «qu;[,u;-
Ll Ftu”wq[n):—((q'/rm. bl g fipy (//‘[1/1:1171[’1 Swiluu. ), 1964, 4.
95, bty 17—31:

«Munnitckan Oaanaita» Mupso TypevH-3aie.

1191. "‘lul”lﬁ’lluﬁ 2. Zu/!wumxubnu}' Ivilu:llz/n:[ IlI(IqLLIleiI thnp-
pudwubodf gnidiihpp Gngungpu po beogpolpudndd gwl quipgugnolp
1921 —1936 Fﬁ.:—(((}pﬁm. q/unluz/uwmnlln (bp/u.ubﬁ 4'Lu:fwlu.),
1966, N4, ks 59—68:

P(‘]fiBHT‘HC KVJABTVPbBL H JIHTEPATYPbl HACCISTIOHIHX I\I)MCHHK)
HAUHOHAJBHBIX MeHbluHHCTB B 1921—1936 roaax.

1192. ﬂ]ulr‘nalll.“mﬁ L. U. I/.[ﬂuu[rll 19-117 i fr ml”nuﬁiuul[wfl
qplul[unflnL[J‘(wa4u{wmtfnL/3.(LuL: bp., 1969: 191 [»: (Gplwifp uphu.
Swilwyu. ): 2000:

Ouepk wetopiu VKpauHCKoil autepatypsl NXIX Beka.

1193. ‘“ull‘nﬁl]l”luﬁ k. U. Uiu‘(ul ﬂLl[{rw[lLl{wt ’)"tuuw/unuruﬂ.:
((”Ll{pwﬁﬁwllwb qpuly. wyus il l}wugi/ﬂwgﬁg: b[r., 1964: 50 kg:
(bpluuf:ﬁ whw. Swdwpu.: fFrcu g lputinff guts wJpﬁnil): 300:

Jlecs Ykpauuka.

L. dninbwjhunplu
3. JKypHaauctuka

1194. U\awtl'!ul& . G, ((lfnl.[rﬁ'[r)) npulbiu Swowpuwljmlubepu-
Ty wilvwgpp:—cZngfudibpp  dnqnifmény (bplwhfp Sw-
leu.), 1965, 5. 1, Zwuw[uul,wl{. qpn. uhppuw, wyp. 1, tyg 3—16:

«Mypu» Kak 0OLIeCTBEeHHO-MOMHTHYECKHH XKYpPHAJIL.

Vbwbymb . Y. «Vnphpy qupmdml (90-wlyml fofulubiibpp
S gy sl ynbgpo g wyuindnfnibpyg ): St u N 980:

[Tossus «Mypua». Cm. Ne 980.

ullulq'gluﬁ “ q‘ ”'l‘ U'!wufl/rl”l.u'flg 4'[1wull.u,uulll.ulunur S[z’u
N 625

Anexkcanap MsacHuksH—uyOanunct. Cm. Ne 625,

1195. ll.u[mqu& U. . Phpfp dlwnpnodp b wpmwgpnfd jwh
mbfuliplpwb: Pwvwmppnuncf.: Gp., 1966: 63 Ly, 1 [F. bly.: (bplowip
wbwn, Suwdwu.: d'm.uflml‘[rum‘[rl{w![y wlpfint): 600:

O(‘,)OpMJlGHHe rasetbl H TEXHHKa ee MNPOH3BOJACTBA.

1196. “-l.lulq']ulﬁ U. Y. Uyniftbp Vwpwpunp G fow bl
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pgwlife  dwdngf ll/ullﬂlfnl/;!lltil/'lg: f;‘p., 1969: 230 ty: (bpluuil/v
whine Swduwpu.): Uwnbiugp. by 219—230: 5000:

l“aTC])Hﬂﬂb] H3 HCTOPHH IeYyaTu Kapa6axa JOCOBETCKOTI'O
nepHoaa.

ﬂnl‘Jmﬁ U. S. sy phpubpp fpfwbphugpomwlwi &pg-
mnulibpf dhplhugnadp popplfilygwi Suwry dwdnynad 19151917
PP.: («")w“uup)) Phpfh dwupl ) SE"u N 627

PaseOaauenie HMOCPHAIHCTHYECKHX CTPaH AHTAHTH B GOJIb-
HICBHCTCKOIT apyganckoit neuarn 19151917 rr. Cu. Ne 627.

[!nrllulﬁ U. S. IJ:D/ﬂJ/n[Jﬁ wy ooy g gl Swy prappliplygui ofw-
Jnllnuf: 1915—1917 pﬁ.: St'u N 628:

[Tponararia aennunzva B apumsuckofi nevatn 1915—1917
rr. Cuv. Ne 628.

1197. PoaryuG U, S. Lbupligwt  Swy wwppbpulpuml Jwdogp
1917 —1920 ﬁllwl[luili:bp/yi::—«bpluuflﬁ Swilwu.», 1970, N 6, Ly
8—1]3 UJI[IIHIHILJ[I nnwu,. l[i[l;-'

ApMmsHCKast JEeHHHCKast mepuoauueckass mneuaTh (1917—
1920).

1198. PnerG U. S. Up £ el gl Suwy wpwppbpolwl oS-
dngyp wwwmdnffniifg (1917 [4. lprm-fnl[mbzfpbp):—((ﬂwbpbrr G-
pluui//l 4uu)'1u[u.)), 1967, N 1, ty 189—194: [llf{flntﬁnufﬂ nnwu. lbq.:

Crpanuia u3 netopun GOMbLUIGBHCTCKON apMsAHCKOI NepHo-
anyeckoit neuetn (1917 r., Mmapr—oktsiGpb).

1199. lumnunnjuxﬁ U. . 9‘/1. gﬁlﬁ»illiﬁp_(wb[y L ,QJJnLnbﬁw.(/r
((Uwrlﬁ.l[)) ‘.‘wiu;liunx—«ﬂwilpbp bplllu‘ilﬁ 4uuflulu.)), 1969, A 3, ks
212—-216: U.Jlﬁntﬁnufg nnwu. by

I'p. Unanukupsan u usMupckuit xypHaa «Llaxuks.

1200. rlnll.lWUJmﬁ . u,rbufm,.u\fw! lnLuuuln[v/r)_irbp[r L «lw-
Juruu ity ﬂbpﬁ[n—«ﬂzuilp.l;p bp-lu.uilﬁ Swiluwu.», 1969, N2, ky
R14—R24: Udspnspnidp nnew. hig.:

3anagHoapMsiHCKHE [POCBETHTENH H Taseta «Aliactany.

1201. Umqmuwﬁ J. U. Lobip ll[uuuuuufl/y unifbnwSwy Sudfne-
th yundnflniiifg (1920—1965 . ):—cliwwhnqulwl g, k-
nbiljpwgppy (bplouip Swilwpu.), 1968, N 14, ks 90—100:

CTpanyubl 13 HCTOPHH COBETCKO-apMSHCKON nedyat ['pysun
(1920—1965 rr.).

1202. lrmquxulufl J. U. Ypwumwhf untfbummSu g bl -
Inyp:i—«bppu. qhwy i ng» (bpllu;f:[r 4'wa111‘), 1970, N1,
by 236—238:

,[\p?\"lﬂ}{('!\'ﬂﬂ COBCTCKAsl MeCTHas NedyaTtb B I‘p_\"3HH.



1203. lr}ublalurjmﬁ U. U. «®updn b «lhpduwguwiipy upriprphp -
Lwlubpp & gyl l}[lu.lpililnl[r]!n(b[l:—((pLUbI!LF ['/‘I/llmbll Suis-
duqu.n, 1968, N 3, Ly 123—136: M:)’Lﬁnt/mu)'[r ancu. by

Avpraan «Ilopas» u «\pisarank» 1 uapckas ucHsypa.

1204. <<"ltulnu'ul—pwﬁumhr‘lullulﬁ hwiigbup» 10 mwrhli:—cPuwi-
php Gplinhp Sooducon, 1068, N1, £y 226:

10 et «HMeTopuKo-QHAOJOrHYECKOMY JKYpHAJIy»,

1205. Uml‘qll'lulf. U (}'Lqm/u[/,umlullmb /unup[J Un:{[;muz/ﬂub
/f'nluwuuuub/l Sury Jwdnonod (1918—]9?] /Jﬁ.):—r:b[rﬁm. qlriiwg .
fuwinng» (b[rlu.ub:[v Surdfuiqu. ), 1966, N 3, £y 93—1071:

NVIOKECTECHHOE C10BO B apMsHeKkoil nepnainke CoBeTrcKoi
Pocepn (1918—1921 rr.).

1206. Sbr‘—‘[hnﬁq'gulﬂ U. U. ZquluqﬁmullLuL nevnedbuufpn-
PFynibiubph Swhgbu, . 5:—((RLUIIFL[1 b[vluuilﬁ Suiiwpu.n, 1969, N 2,
by 256 —257:

Ne 5 kypriaaa ,Revue des Etudes Armeniennes®,

1207. &hlhfilluﬂ 2. %. Unllbmwl{wb Zw‘{luumr"?/ﬁ dwdnyp L
bnopmnpuw ot 4bllullliﬂ/lll1Lﬂ‘{l1LiI[1t——((ﬂlll?l['b'" b[tbwb/t Swd .,
1969, N 1, kg 116—131: u:hﬁruﬁnuf[v nniu, 11“1“

[Tewats CoBeTckoit APMCHHH H KYJLTYPHAS PEBOJMIOUMS.

1208. 3)blbf3wﬁ 2. %. Untllunu./ﬁuj wpwpplhpulpwt Sudnogh
el nffnilifyg: (p‘qg/r?w[,\_qw‘(/vll quwpdnudp 1321 —1925 [If.): —
((ﬂwllpbp b[r[uuilﬁ <'Lu1fullu‘)), 1968, N 2, kg 127 —142: U-lft{un/rnuf[y
nnwu. by

M3 ueropnu coBeTckoit apMAHCKOI NMEepHOTHUECKOH MeuaTH.
(Pad6ceabkopoBckoe aBuzKenne B Apvenun B 1521—1925 rr.).

3

1209. Boabuiesuctckue razerm «llposerapuit» u «3Be3ma»
o 3akaska3dwbe (1906—1912 rr.). Coopuux. CocT., aBT. HpeAHC.
u npuveu. I'. A, HMcaaksu. Ep., 1970. 254 c. (Epeanckuii roc.
YH-T). YKasateab JHYHBIX HMeH c. 242-—248. Vkaszateab reorp.
Hasr. ¢ 249—251. 500. |

1210. «IlpaBaa» (1912—oxtst6ps 1917 r.) w «Counan-ae-
mMokpat» (1908—1917 rr.) o 3akaskasbe. Coopuuk. Cocrt. . A.
HMcaaxau. Fp., 1968. 458 c. (Epesanckuii roc. yu-t). 1000.

Hentpaapuble raserot PC/IPIT o 3akaskasbe 1905 r. Cwm.
Ne 658.
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XI. %PSORE3NRY B GNRLSNRPY.:
LOPYUANPARRE3NRG
XI. HAYKA U KYJbTYPA. NPOCBEUEHUE

1o GhSOMESARG: PhSU-2LSULNSULLY UGhUSLLRLLP
L HAYKA. HAYUYHO-HCCJ/IE IOBATEJIBCKAST PABOTA

1211, U.l)mpl;l“luﬁ U. U. 9'/lu71u[[1uw71 bumwypewl Tfppfuwes .
b, 1_1771/721/1 Slilim IUO-IUL;JUJIHLID:——((ﬂu:ilpblv h[1luu7.//1 Surduiju.on,
1970, N 1, kg 227 —228:

Hayunaa ceccust, nocsaiensas 100-1eTiio co ans poikiae-
g B, M. Jlenuna.

1212. U])Ul.uuﬁ . Fpivss U-.ifmnyuiz 2 «Yyulippu Sniphi-
rhy» wpph: ’7/1., «t’f/nnp» 196'7:—((/"11;f1p[4// [;‘[1luull/1 Swilwpu.»,
1968, M1, kg 219—222:

Arasn P. (Pew. na xu.:) Auapsun Tp. Hs moux socnomuna-
HHII.

1213; U‘lbfuulﬁju,lfl L. 0. 9. br}ﬁ“milﬁ r;u:uu:qppbp[r L ppuig
fuigdbyn ul,qpnlf/pbbp[::—((b[rﬁur. gl fuusinngy ([}pluuilﬁ S~
cflulu.), 1967, M6, Ly 118—127:

Vueounkn [ DmuagHa 1 OpHHILHIL HX COCTaBJACHHS.

1214. U\llm'uuﬁ | S Un:.[bmw‘.’ul! thgwpwindfd puly whgwd
augpli:—«Fuliphp Gplowip Swilwpu., 1967, M3, [y 106—122: Ud-
l/1nl/1nLJ[1 nnLy. lb’l':

n_\"l;f pa3BHTiigd ApMAHCKOTO COBETCKOIO H3bIKO3HAHHA.

1215. thwmwlub ﬁuuuuzrzulﬁl’xbr | prud d. b, Lbﬁl’lﬁl\ dp-
ﬁ[l[‘u”lu{'x IOO—mJJU.llll’lﬁ:——«PwLpbp bplwiup Swdwju.», 1969, N 3,
by 245 —252:

Hayunasi ceccust mocBsiitenHast 100-1etnio co aHst poxie-
st B. . Jlennna.

1216. (‘"nl.]nltl‘z'[ulﬁ G. 4. ynupbfi gt Spdlwplndfd gl «Zwl-
| Lflumbilluzlll[lp))f—((FuJiJF’iF bpbuli:[r Swrdlugu.», 1968, N 1,
by 237:

«Apmstickast cepits» yupexaenna [oabOeHKsH.

1217. bﬁqllpwmmﬁ d&. B, llmrt}luﬁ]mﬁ lo. &. Udeqgplyrsflyosu g
Swdwjpwpubbbph  Jhuwgug qhnuluh Bumwzpzmﬁg:—«ﬂwf:pbp
bpluub[t Swidlwpu.», 1967, 3, Ly 258—R61:

(,)SVHL‘HHHC“HJH HayyHas COCCHS 3aKaBKa3CKHX )'H'HBQP‘CHTQ'
TOB.
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1218. zulllnp.qlu& U. U. Iymighd filynu Lhnte Dpguph Opplop:
(&/rqﬁnlnq/v Sufiqquwls 85<wd il waflfif)i—cthum. mbghlugfp»
(bpllu;bﬁ <.'uuflulu.), 1967, M 2, kg 147 —149:

Axanevik Jleson AGraposiu Opdear.

1219. .’Lul{n[‘]wﬁ U. U. hIlUZILIUTnL[I Ilnzmn!wbg:——(r[;‘[zbu/il/r S~
dwpu.», 1970, N¢ 7, ty 72—75: qul/nu/rnu)‘[: nneu. by

Xauaryp Kowrosinu.

1220. Zwlnpjui V. O Spgpnpngpuwlwi ghmndfdindiibpf 24-pq
Yntgpbup Ywopbgmninul:— «bpliwip Swidlwpu.n, 1969, N5, [y 63—
65:

24-pi Kourpecce dnsunogaoros B Bammurrone.

1221, Zwdpwramdywh Y. 2. hwgbpp wbundd ol gén) Su-
Jwdpncffblwlwl unwghh ghumuidngnip b[v[/wflnnf:—ﬂb'[ll:wllﬁ 1w~
duwgu.», 1969, M 4, Ly 21 —22:

Mepras poccolosnas KondepeHuwnst no reopmii wrp 8 Epe-
BaKe.

1222. Zwurwpjub 4. a., ‘huprhbuulﬂ 2. 4. 18 op Qbfunun-
L[w[[ﬁlu_(nuf:—«b/v/uui/ﬁ Swduipu.n, 1968, At 3, Ly 48—51:

18 nneit B UexocaoBakuu.

1223. Z“.Il‘nllbjnltl'llufl R, M nlypuw byt bppaw o g ok
Swrf i fuwpSw gpla .?zliqbpwgﬁlufl:-—«bpbwhﬁ Swilmwpu.n, 1970, N6,
ky 53—55:

Beemupnasi delepauns 1eMOKPATHUCCKOH MOJIOAC/KH.

1224. Zlurnlla.lnlfltlwﬁ V. Uhwhwfnp Sthwgbinp b wpldpmgh-
mp: (F. Npnunpndulpne Sibigul 60-wd julfp Lurlp[n[):—((ﬂwi/[!bp
bpluub[v Swifuwqu.», 1968, M1, by 227 —228:

Bouigaouwiics apxeosor u soctokoseld. (K 60-n1eriio B, ITu-
OTPOBCKOT0).

1225. anlﬁmﬁﬁ'lu'!mﬁ V. bppmwuwpy gpnbwlhuwbibpp Swh-
puybmu 'l ghmwljul Gunmwypywlhp:—cbplwihp Swudwu.,, 1970,
M7, ks 25:

Pecny6ankanokasi HayuHasi KOH(MepeHIHsi MOJOABIX VieHbIX.

1226. ‘lmqmerG U. ¢. Upuspossin 'lwp[vp!wbﬁ 70-wd puslyp:—
«Ruwiphp bphwi:/r Swdwgu.», 1969, M 1, by 264:

70-siete A, TapuGsina.

1227. lrllll}n('mtl U. % Uks Swymgbmp Sppwmumlypls (UG
Ukibp outiqquis 100w julyfr wnﬁ[n{):—«ﬂwbpﬁp bplowisp  Sw-
Jwpu.n, 1967, N 1, tg 252—253:

[TamsaTu kpvnuoro apvenoBesna. (K 100-71eTiio co aHA POK-
nennsi Avtyana Meite).
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1228. Upfw)bjjwut U. Fprom s sy wppawsinnifl by G ppwd
., h, Uzbﬁbﬁ Sl 100~wJ.{wl,[1fJ:—«b/:luuL[1 Swilwpu.n, 1969,
N4, by 16—17;

Havanbie tpyasl, nocssittentisie 100-aeTii0 co s pozae-
nust B, H. Jlenina.

1229. ”‘Ilf\.u'lhuulfn U. (f‘/rlnu/l{m»i: unegmbup: \(Zwu‘wluw-
pluil/': her 31-—[11; Lumwngwf:p):—«b[lllwil/: Swdwu.o, 1968, N 3,
Ly 26: U.Jl/'mtﬁnufﬂ nnuu. lb’l"

Havunwiii emotp (O 31 mavunoit cecenn CHO).

1230. U'ﬁn'uu& G. I U._nl.u'anbmblip/: é'wJLu‘f/anﬂbbwl[u/il bp-
pnpn :LuJLu(/nrlm[[t:—-«ﬂLuilpr b[nluub[r Swilwpu.n, 1969, N2, by
264 —265:

I1T Beecoloznas kondepenuns apabucTos.

1231. leulll G 4. ‘l[u.ug whwhwnp puwliwubpp: (U-. Cwilﬁ&bﬁ
80-wd juslfy wnfifi] ) —«cPubphp b-[rbwi/ﬁ Swdwu.n, 1967, N2,
180—184:

Buinatowmiics rpvauncknit dusoqaor. (K 80-iemmio co aus

poxnesug A. llannize).
’ 1232, *pnzuu‘]ultl 2. U. Z“’J Jwfbdwmplynulibpp Un.?)fuu!nufr—
«bpluui:ﬁ Swidwpu.», 1968, M 2, Lty 56:
ApmsaHckne mateMaTHKH B Codun.

1233. Akonsin C. A. JIUMOHKO-PETHKYJ/ISIpHAST CHCT@Ma MO3-
ra. (Mrorn Beecows. koudep. npoxoasiweit 8 Mockse ¢ 23-ro
no 28-ro ¢espaas 1968 r.) «Vueu. zan.» (EpeBanckuit yu-t),
1968, Ne 2, ¢. 162—164.

1254, Amupodekan A. Hayuynas ceccus, nocssiwenvas 140-
Jqetiio npucoernredns Bocrounoit Apmennn k Poccrin.—«Becth.
Epesanckoro yu-ta», 1968, Ne 3, ¢. 242243,

1235. Amupobexksn P. C. Bonpocel y.ayullennsi HCNOb30BA-
HHs pabGouerc BpemehH HayuHbIX paborHHkoB.—«BecTH. Epe-
BaHckoro yH-Ta», 1968, Ne 3, c. 225—-234. Pes3. Ha apm. s3.

1236. Acaansiu B. M. 111 mexayHapoOaHbli KOHIpPECC MO Teo-
petiueckoit u npukaaxHoii onodusnke (CIUA).—«Yuer. 3an.»
(Epesanckuit yu-1), 1969, Ne 3, ¢. 132—137.

1237. Apam bBarparoeuu Haanbanaau (K 60-neruio co aus
poxaenust). —«Vduen. 3an.» (Epesanckuit yu-t), 1968, Ne 1, c.
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135--138. Aert.: B. H. Konaparves, H. C. Ennikoaonsin, ®. H. 1y-
oosnuknit, H. M. Hupros, A. M. Maprennuu i 1p.

1238. Baprausu Ji. Tpersit OplOCOBCKIC HTCHHSA.— ¢ BCCTH,
Epesanckoro yi-ra», 1967, Ne 1, ¢. 249—252.

1239. Bcecow3nblif cMMNO3MYyM N0 AHAJUTHYECKOH X¥MHH
penuna, cesena u renaypa B EpeBane.—«Epesaucknit yr-1». 1968,
Ne 3, ¢. 24— 25.

1240. 3akaBka3ckas BCTPeua MGJOABIX HeciaenoBarenei Jla-
THHCKOH Ameprkn.—«Epesanckuii yh-1», 1967, Ne 1, c¢. 44 —45.

1241, Cadrapan B. A. Bcecoloznas mkoda-ceMunap no rteo-

Ne 20 ¢. 164—165.

1242. Taresocsin T. Wl. B. H. Jloxounuxkos. (K 80-ac¢71
CO HS POKICHHA Teodora).—«NueH. 3an.» (EpeBanckuit vH-T),
1567, Ne 2, ¢. 150—151.

1243, Yantwiksn O. A. Uerseprasi Bceecolosnasi konpepen-
IHS N0 PeakUHOHHOI cnOoCOOHOCTH H NMPeBPalICHUSIM MepeKiceil
B Lpesave.—«Nuen. 3an» (Epesanckuit vu-1), 1969, Ne [, c.
197.

1244, KO6uaeit A. I'. Wanunse. —«Epesancknii yn-1, 1968,
Ne 2, ¢. 54,

2. ANUNYPFRLBY UPRNRESNRY: TRV LY LN UL LY
FhSNPE3NPLLLE
2. HAPOAHOE OBPA3OBAHHWE. NEJATOIHYECKHE HAYKH

1245. q‘!‘llanjulrl I. pr&pluqnt‘(fl l[ﬂﬁnL/}‘(ﬂLil[l y U,flq“luu-
Jnuf:—«bpluubﬁ Surduju.», 1968, M 2, kg 43—45:

Briciee o6paszoBatie B AHIJIHMN.

1246. bl‘hmﬁlll U. Dppbyuip whnmwlut  Swdwpuupwbp:—
«bplu.ufl[v Swdwgu.n, 1970, N6, ty 42—47: Dishnipnidp nncu. jhig.:

AzepbaliizKaHCKHIl TOCY1apCTBEHHBIH VHHBEDCHTET.

1247. ﬂﬁx}nlﬁblnlmmﬁ ubnbibr L phgmébinipyut fibne-
P’lnlﬁﬁhl‘l‘l bl‘luquil‘: 1964 ﬂ. UUZU' Ful[l&[lulan!L niu. Swuwvpin,
plgniinfngbbpp Swdwps bp., 1964: 124 by: (bplwhp wyhin. Sw-
lfllllll-)l 5000!

[IpaBuna npuema 1 nporpaMmbl BCTVIHTEJbHBIX IK3aMe-
HOB 175t MOCTYN2IOKUX B BbIcIIHe yucOHble 3aselenus CCCP B
1964 r.
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1248, Llnnibbmipywl Julnbibe 1 phgmibbinpumt fhitni-
P'!nlﬁﬂl,r‘h bl‘luql‘l;l‘: 1965 [1. pu/p&pmqnzw;?; miue Swuwwg . plognd-
ngubech Swd (/"m_/lqt)'. b, . fU‘JIZLlllIl/I!u/L/‘: bp., 1965: 123 Ly:
10000:

I]P(IHH.'](I Iip”("\l?] H HI)HY‘})Z]\'[\‘H)I BCTVITHTEC ILHBIX 9K3aMCHOB
AT ITOCTVHAIONUX B Buiciiie vycOnble saseienns CCCP g 1966
TOJY.

1249, ﬂﬁqmﬁlilmp_uuﬁ JubnbtLer L pﬂqmﬁblnrp}ul[} fhlin-
pimlilibeh drwqrke: 71966 . Uuiy prupdpmgngl o nou. Swuun.
pugndifnglibiph Swidwps (Pupgl. b, b gl ) Gp., 1966
142 ty: 25000:

[Tpasusa npreva nooperpavaibl BOTVIHTCIBHBIX IK3aMEHOB
AT MOCTYHAIONLY B Bbiciilie yvueOibie 3aseienns CCCP s 1966
ro1y.

1250. l:ﬁqmﬁljlmp]lu{} fubnblbr phgniibmipyut fiGn-
piniblieh dewqebr: 7968 1. VU2U puwpdpuwgnils niw. S,
pligniungbbph Sundup: bp., 1968: 190 ty: 20000:

['[‘HBIL‘TH pHeMa H 0porpamMmbl BCTVIIHTCIBHBIX 3K32MCHOB
AJIsT NOCTYNAIoWHN B Bbicuie yuebnble 3apeicnnss CCCP 3 1968
TOY.

1251. anr}mﬁblmpjmﬁ lltufmﬁﬁbr L plgndibpmpyut {Ghn-
P,l“‘r'm”‘l‘ orwqgrke: 7969 f. YUIUP pupdpuignol nou.e Sugmm.
plgmdifngubph Swdwp: bp., 1969: 189 ty: U'L:mbilwqp.‘ 17 w-
Gndi: 25000:

r]Dé]ISH.TH npieMa "o nporpamMmbl - BCTVIHTCADHBIX  9K3AME-
HOB /s TOCTVIAIOUIHX B Bbicuiie yueOnble 3aseneniss CCCP B
1969 roay.

1252, Liqnilbnipput fubnbibe L plgmbbnput  filne-
ijﬁﬁhrll drwqrbre: 71970 . VU2V puwpdpugnil noo. Swmun.
Ef:lyubt/nrlbbp/r Swidfuip: (/’}'Lupqd'. h. U. IULLIZUIIHII‘(LUL, /uzf[,v.‘ . G.
Zuthnppwl ): Gp., 1970: 160 ty: Uwinkbwgp’ 17 whndi: 20000:

npa““ﬂll fnpueMa H 1mporpaMMbl BCTYHHTCJAbHBIX SK3dMeE-

HOB JUISL HOCTVHAIONX B Bhiciine yueOunie 3aBelenus CCCP B
1970 roay.

1253. Llutuljluﬁ u. U. d‘nqnl{pl}u/l{wb l{_ﬂ»/JnL/]Jwil [,u-n:;u[w-
prulp VU2U < nudd M fununfd.: bGp., 1968: 85 tyg: (bpl.uuitﬁ upbin.
4LL“,.LU[II.): 1000:

YnpasacHue naponoro obpaszosanits B CCCP. '

1254. U‘ullolxnu'uuﬁ n. Fupdpugnegh hpfindFniip llanw!n::f:—
(rbplu.ub/r 411/1)'111111.)), 1970, M 7, £y 59—61:
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Buiciiee ofpasosanie Ha Kyoe.

1255. Unulpjw;h whwwljuwh fuwdwppwrabp: —cbplwbf Sw-
dwpu.n, 1967, N1, Ly 37 —39: Uidthnipnidp nnw. 1hge:

MCKOBCKHIT TFOCV12PCTBEHHBIIT VHHBEPCHTCT.

71256. Lbaqpljjwi G U [bbphip dwwsfnp quswu frasp ] g
Sl bp., 1970: 22 ty: 500:

B. H. Jlenut 06 yMCTBEHHOM BOCMHTaHHH.

1257, Skr=ttwruybmywl V. V. dwpfiqgh (Unppriip) Surd g~
uwpwi:[r:—((bpluuilﬁ Sl wigu.», 1967, N 11, Ly 54-55:

IMapuxcknit yausepcuter (Cop6oHHa).

* e

1258. Benya M. H. TGuanccknil rocyiapersenteii yYHHBED-
curer.—«Epesanckuii yi-t», 1968, Ne 3, c¢. 43—45.

1959. Menkun H. KpynHblii LeHTP PA3BHTHS HAYYHOH MbIC-
AM M MOATOTOBKH Hayuko-lieaaroruueckix xaipos. (K 150-me-

THIO JTeHHHTPAACKOTO rocylaperBentoro yinsepentera).—«Epe-
Bauckuil yu-t», 1969, Ne 4, c. 43—48.

1250. Cnanpapsn C. C. Cnaniapsai o MoCKOBCKeM YHHBEp-
cutere. —«Eperanckuit vH-1>, 1967, Ne 1, c. 40.

w. Lntumn{nrmplmfxp ijmumwﬁnld

a. Mpoceeuwenne B ApMeHuu

1261. Fullmuulﬁjulﬁ *. U. Uwiljuntbpp ZLu_(wuml.ufmuf 1917 —
1920 ﬁﬂ.r——-a’ﬂwflpb[l bpluwtp Swduwpu.», 1968, M2, by 217—220:
U:ftﬁnl.ﬁnufn nnwu. phig.:

Herckue npuiotl Apmenuu B 1917—1920 rr.

1262. q‘uufunlbuwﬁ U. ‘}'lm[u”wil ﬁbxprwi:g:—-—«bpluubﬁ S~
Jwpu.», 1969, - 5, Lty 86—91: DB spnspnidp nnww, (bg.:

Cemunapus [eBopKksH.

1263. q'nﬁmeG U' ¢m{1/1q/1 ¢ul! nLut.uilnllng anfJE:—«b[rluu-
I Swdwqu.y, 1970, M7, by 62—63:

ApmsaHackuii oM cryaenta B [lapuike.

1264. Q'rbq,nr"‘luf. U. 1. P[uup[mf/ Unwup ’”wlwmbgnl_ qpw-
Ywl no Jwbludwpduljuh qn[n)ruflanFJanl[r:—-«bpfnn. qfrunu-
Jeusinngy (b[rluuf:[v fwduu.), 1968, M7, ky 44—351: u:hﬁn«q‘mufy
nney. lbq-f
1€6



Aestreqbiocts nepenncunubl u nexarora bBpaGios [Taaa-
Tenn (1750—1825).

1265. Pqbww gl Voo 2. Lwqgupgul &b wpuh: (Unulpfu gp Lus-
gquipgule 8bidwpulf Il]LULanLp‘!nllilﬂ)-‘ bp., 1969: 355 kg, 2 1. uly.:
(f/‘[:[uuh/v uplir. Swduigu, ): leﬂ[iilu-lqﬂ“ by 339—343: ULdbmwbindhi-
bpf b whgubindibbph guwiilbp' 344354 hidhnpnalp nnuw. 1hg.:
5000:

JlazapeBcKuil HHCTHTYT.

1266. l‘qﬂuunjluﬁ U. 2. [t gl Bbidwpelip b upw abpp Sy
Jpwlyroyf i Shy: Zundwnmin whbwply:— «bpliwif Swilmpu., 1969,
N\:4, 4x 53—“587 [}il)‘lﬁnlfl"LJF nneu., lbl{.-‘

JlazapeBckuii WHCTHTYT H €ro poab B apMsiCKOi KyabType.

1267. Illluzulllll"|luﬂ U. k. U.FnL“vaﬁ mmrmn JIU‘LI[UJL/IU[H}LU—
hwlh  phuwmpunonp: (2l gpd wh 35w il wnfpf ) —«bpliw-
Lp Suwdwiu.», 1968, N 2, Ly 49—52:

IMenarornyeckuii uHcTHTYT HMeHn X. AGoBsina.

1268. h»\uzhmwﬁ l. ("lw&npfr 4w:fwluw/1wf1[1:——((bpbwil/1 S~
dJuju.», 1968, M 3, ty 56—60: [ﬂ:.)'t/ml/lnuf[v nnwu. by,

Iraasopesuii yHiBepeHTer.

1269. Illl‘lnu”mﬁ G. PbumL[Jﬁ Zw_!l[uu”mi: lln[lig[n—((bp»bwflﬁ
Swdwu.», 1970, M7, ty 52—58:

AfikazsieKnit Kosuteax BelipyTa.

1270. ‘lan]lllﬂ U.. brlluuflﬁ Pl plrumpmnonp: —cbplis-
Uh Swidwu.», 1970, M7, Lty 45—351: U,Jlﬁmﬁnuf[r nnuu. (big.:

Epepanckiil MeIHIHHCKHI HHCTHTYT.

1271. 2. ﬁ'nufluﬁjlurl[l L huplulwt fwdwjuwrewbp: (Gowgw-
pulip b thwouwmwfafbph Spwwywpwloafp U, budfilypratip): — « Fuuti-
pbp b[rluubﬁ Swdugu.», 1967, N 2, ity 185—197: [LJL/vaﬁnLJﬂ nniu.
lbq-f

Os. Tyvaran u apmsuckuii yuusepcurer. (ITpeauca. n ny6-
ankanus 1okvmenror A H. Mugxukana).

1272. Zlurnlp'quu'nuﬁ r. Ybubuplp Uppfupwhiibph Jowm:—
«b[v[uub/r Swduju.», 1968, M 3, tp 61 —53: u:hllnl./rnuf[r anw. (bg.:

V BEHEIHaHCKHX MXHTAPHCTOB.

Ubiphf-RFuhpuwt U. S. Uhtbpph qponcftjwt quyprgp: (12—14-pq
nn.): SE u N 578:

Aknepekas wkoaa niucbmentoctH. Cuv. Ne 578.

1273. U'nllullu'!wﬁ U. h. Pwrlbzlv U“‘Il”l"ll' r}u"y-ng[n—«pwilp[ip
b[lluufl/, Swifwypu.n, 1967, M2, ty 81—95: Udthnipnidp nnwu. jhy.:

*
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Anpaoasckas mxoaa baremwa. (O cpeaHeBeKoBoil apMsii-
CKOW BbicUICTT HIKOJIE).

1274. Lhr‘ubu"mﬁ 2. L. Zlu_( uwbwly hpfndffwh Swid winnm
wpundncffyndi g (Zuufu:nnm u;lﬂuu[rl{):—«b‘/zluui/[r Swduggu.on, 1969,
NS, by 66—72: Uidefinsfnidp nnwu. phiy.:

Hs sictopii .sexckoro ob6pasosanust 8 \pMenn.

1275. q'lnl]nu':ulf. 2. U. Fu:[r&[nuqmﬂl Lpfncfd juite quipgmgnolp
Zul_(wumluilnuf:—((ﬁ:uf:pb[r bpluubﬁ Swduju.», 1967, M3, Ly 93—
]05-' [Ll)‘lﬁnlflnllj[’ nneLuy. lbll-o‘

Passitie Boiciero obpasosannst B ApMenii.

1276. Uluﬁull”l,u{"l G. U. Up pwih wfpeihp Yngplnifhuup
quipngliliph fbpupbpguy (20-pg quipf uhpyp)i—cFPutiphp Gplotf
Suwdugu.n, 1968, M 3, Ly R19—224: U,lhﬁnlfmuf[r . (hg.:

fekoTopbie jgantibic 00 yueOHBIN 3aReICHIAN 3axKaBkasbd B
tavyajce XX B.

1277, Vwemppwbpnb U 0. Bbwhpw Cppwlugne & wil wihuli
no d bl updulpnh L}np&nlbanﬂJnlbﬂ:—\’(/]Lu:uilnlll.ullwb ghun.
m/nl[i[{un]ﬁ[rn (b[r[uub/: /.'uuf.'ulu.), 1964, N 10, wyp. 1, kg 15—21:

Boevs Aranus Illupaxkaun u ero negarornyeckasi Jesaredib-
HOCTbD.

1278. Uu‘lr‘nll’ul.uﬁ'uutl u. n. }ULllZUJlnnL[l U.FnLlJUJDﬁ JulilllLulllll[l—
dwlpwl-qguumpupolywlu 4'Lu!1ugpilb[1[1\ puur g ((quu)'m,ﬁ!nlfl
S[vq[uufl/r ywd pupngulul fupuonbbp Swy Fwlindgubph S wp»
dJwblurd wipdulyub-ghgupdhiomwljud bp&/ﬂ——-((ﬂLqunrlw[lwil qfiur.
mlnlbl[mqﬁp» (bp'ltwilﬁ 4Luszlu.), 1968, N 14, ty 61 —62:

[Tenaroruyeckue BoCmHTaTe bHble B3rAsAbl Xauatypa AbGoss-
Ha N0 ero MeAarorHko-XyJAOXKEeCTBEHHOMY MpoH3BeleHHo «H
TOpHUS T-Hrpalia HJIH MOpaJHCTHYeCKHEe COBEeThl TJad apMAHCKHX
nere».

1279. Umlb‘ul'mﬁjwﬁ U b‘pluubﬁ l{. Umppufr wfu[luil u/nl'_/unli/u-
Ifrlyus oty ,‘riru-m/nnnunp:—((b[rluubﬁ Sundfwgu.», 1967, M1, by 40—
42:

Epesanckuit moautexunueckyit unerntyt um. K. Mapkea.

1280. Slir‘—llmlil.llwﬁ']mﬁ U. Yuwpln Vwliwump gt fwpdupu-
b[yr—-((bpluufl/r Swidwu.», 1970, M 6, kg 47 —52: qul/mlﬁnuf[r nnLy.
thig.:

Kapuncroe CanacapsHckoe yuHHiLe.

1281. Pbﬁr}brjujﬁ 2. U. «hopiuin Jupnigy dngmifwénih Shnf-
bwhf (2o Sk UVwirmgndbgni) Suwpgp enipgi—cPRuwliphp Gpluubp
Swilwu.n, 1970, N 3, by 182—189: qut/nufmuf[r nnwu. hg.:
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K Bonpocy 06 asropekoit (Moanny Maitparovenn) rpunan-
Jacikuocti knurn «Hacrasiaenuss no noseaenuios.

1282, Bapacauau T. A. M3 ucrtopuu npuiotckux mkoa Ap-
menin  (1916—1920 rr.).—«Moonoit nayun. padormuux» (Epe-
Bancrnit vu-t), 1970, Ne 1, c¢. 120—130. Pes. na apwm. 3.

1283. Teaycro A., Anapuacsu T. Tlepseiii pyveckuii Bya Ap-
MeHi — «Epcranckuit ya-T», 1969, Ne 5, c. 43 —-47.

1284, Moscecsin A, X. M3 ncropun apmMsinckoil mkosbl 1 me-
paroriki (¢ nadaaa 1o NVIT o sexa). Ep., 1968. 129 ¢. 1 ..
noptp. ¢ w1 (Tpesanckuit roe. vi-t). Bubanorp.: ¢ 126—128.

1.000.

p. brlwlp fwdwjuwrud
6. EpeBaHCKHil yHUBepcHTeT

1285. Unrl‘ll,lﬁulli'llu['l U. %. Ziuuq/ttnfuﬁ!wb L wnpnipuighuine
ﬂjwfl Lulfpl‘mil[r:—((’}[:/,luflﬁ Swdlmqu.n, 1970, N 7, Ly 12—16: Ui~
thntpnulp nnws. k.

Kadepa apxeoqorun 1 HCTOMHHKOBE,1eHHS.

1286. U.l]unl"quxﬁ 2. h. (bpliiif Sundd g pulf ) Z/:uiuu:f_(ul
walmu{tupf:—«b/rb_wbﬁ Surdwpu.», 1970, N 8, [y 12—18:

Maruacestiternnit nyrs (Epesanckoro ymusepentera).

1287. ll-r}lUll"lmﬁ 2. b, 7//1[1 fwplnp dhongunnollikpy: (;‘uuf;ul-
vwpulbp Sk lyuphihpph bd pl )i — «bpliwiif Suwnfwpu.n, 1969, N 4,
by 3—4:

Hosble Bamuble meponpusitist. (O mepenektusax Epean-
CKOTroO _\'H!H?('F(‘“T(‘Tﬂ).

1288. U.r]njulﬁ V. Puglinu Uisforpuaypr b by guas: (Siunlauu.qu;’r e
uﬁﬁ):—«b‘pluubﬁ Swdwu.», 1968, M 2, by 65—67:

Taresoc Apnaabexsin, 3

1289. U‘plur‘pbl”mﬁ U. U. Fhinmdngny G fpfms Sppaqppfs bi-
q&lu/r di:f/n!/ufl I50—u!l)‘jlﬂl[ﬁjl.‘—«ﬁ“li[["lip hpluuilfv *:uufu.llu.)), 1970,
N3, g 242 —243:

Kondbepenns, nocssiutennas 150-1eTHIO €O AHS POKICHHS
®p. dureanca.

1290. Upwpbljjwt V. V. Zuwguwgpmwlml Sbmwynundfdgndiih-
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rh ulpnplbsz‘(ﬁb llupllllulmnﬂl‘ll.ull:-—((Fluill![:ﬂ [)/rhu:bﬁ Swdurju.n,
1970, N 2, kg 265 —266:

[MpoGaemuast abopaTopHs apMOHOBEIUCCKHX HCC/Ie10BaHMIL

1291. Bjugbdhlynu Urwh,; Vbrupuywbp 60-wdjwlyp: —«Fwi -
plp I/‘{nbwil/r Swidwpu.on, 1970, N3, Fy 247 —249:

60-aetre akaaeviika Mxprbiua Hepeuesna.

1292. U.lllujwﬁ k. B Z[rwuw U.Kulnjwfl: (Unll[l.upwil/v o i~
uﬁb):—((bpluuitﬁ Swdluju.», 1968, N 3, Ly 65—67: U.Lftﬁnl/v\nuf[l
nnwu. jhig.:

Pauns Auapsu.

1293. uﬁmn'!wﬁ 2r. ll_(mlll_z/ru Snipbphy: /vt)‘(v.\ k. Unpuyuil/n
bp., 1967: 458 g, 10 [F. uly.: (b[rluuil/r b, Swdwu. ): Uwink-
Grugp.' by 442—454: 10000:

3 MOMX BOCIOMHHAHHI.

1294, Vhwhywt % *., ®nypnmunyub U. L. Puwbwoppwluh
glunnfynibbph qupgugnalp (bpl.uuilﬁ 4Lud'1.uluw[1u1bnu)'):—«f"wb-
pbp Gplwip Swdwpu.», 1970, N3, bty 82—94: Uidspnpnidp nniu.
lbll;f

Passuthe ¢uaonornueckoil Hayku (B EpeBanckov yHuBep-
curere).

1295. U-nulfbuwﬁ b, Ubp gpuslyui ulnnu;/twfl:—((bp[u.uflfr S
Juwju,n, 1968, N 2, Ly 32—33:

Hawa axtepaTypHasi CTyAHS.

1296. U-UI"JLUG ll\- Z. b{"[lulil/l 4’1!‘[“—’[”“1[7“17!/[ qFW‘”w[’.wllz"L-
P yusks whywd nul[lflr—«bpluuflﬁ Surdwgu.», 1970, N8, bty 30—36:

[TyTb, npoiiaennbiii n3nareapctsoM (Epesanckoro) yhusep-
cuTeTa.

7297, Uunyplbr fwdwjuwrwuih dwupb: (2. Pnofwipul, U.
U!wuil,[vl“ulil, U. U'nuul!wfl, U, lnLszwpu[lﬁ):—«bple-b[r S~
dupu.», 1970, N 8, kg 3:

BoickasbiBanust 00 yHUBEpPCHTETE.

1298. Ubmquub %. b. Dwwpwumifnul £ 2w ywumwf wbgqu-
Tndhilibpp Swlhpugfimwlul Flullu.lpluilt—((b[rllulil\l‘l Swdwpu.», 1968,
N2, by 19—R0:

TOTOBHTCS SHUHKJAONCAHUECKUIT CI0BAPb 10 apMAHCKOH TO-
TTOHUMHKES.

1299. U-l.ltquwﬁ 1. Znu[ﬁuirilbu llwpwu/bm!wil: (bp.l”nupwflﬁ
dwupi)i—cbplwbp Swidwju.y, 1968, N 3, Ly 68—69: Ul spnspnudp
anwu. (b

Osarec Kapanersn.

it0



1300. f‘lupnlr';wﬁ U. 4. Zu/!-l[llulglul{u.l‘b puwlimufipncfd guh fu-
plhubumfp pu.lgnuf[l:—«pu.lflplzp b’pluub/y Swdwyu.n, 1967, N3, fy
265 —266:

OTKpBITHE KaOHHCTA aPMSTHO-TPY3HHCKON (DHJIOJIOTHH.

1301. Pugbjwi L., bighpuwrjub 4., Qwrenwlywd W. Zwdw; -
vwpuwlth ghumwlpul Gumuypewlp:—«FRubiphp bpluwbh Swidwpu.n,
1967, N 2, Ly 254 —256:

Hayunast ceccust ynnuepcnrera.

1302. 'Eml}b'lm& L. an[zuwbw[lwb Uwimwippguls (iuljr[n{lu() L~
ywumwlhnod undbmuwlpwl hwpgbpp Swomwmlwhy b fad e fomw-
Lk llnluwllgnL[J!LufJ Spo gl 50~lu1r.{w[lllil)-‘—((ﬂl.uilpb[1 bp/uu..
bp Swidwpu.», 1970, M 3, by 245—246:

I06uaeiiias ceccust, (nocssiutennas 50-1eTHIO YCTAHOBIEHH S
COBCTCKOM BJaCTH N OpraHH3alHH Kf).\‘l7\"1_\'”“("]‘“"((‘(‘}\'()ﬁ MapTiH B
Apmennn).

1303. Funlr}wuwl‘.!uxﬁ . Umblléllbl £ 4w1wz“‘1mlup!wb bln -
pnil:——«bpbwbﬁ Swifuwpu.», 1968, N 3, ty 23—24:

Co3aH LeHTP apMeHOBEAeHHS.

1304. Pwmlll”wﬂ V. [hnf /)‘nm[yiiiwb:—«b{r&wb[v Swidwju.y,
1969, M5, kg 79—83: U.Jlﬁn'tlmud'g nncu. (big.:

JleBon Fotunsin.

1305. q'ulql]ll Umblllluﬁll ‘}‘ulllPJwﬁ (ULIII}!UJIII Go-uuflw[dv wn-
ﬂ[u[):-—(((}'/un. m‘lillbliwq[r[r)) (bp/.uuflﬁ 4uufullu.), 1970, N1, 153
1356—137:

larnk CrenanoBuu JlaBrsiy.

1306. q‘uluullul‘llmﬁ 1. U. bp[uuil[r wbw bl Kas ol vas poo s proas o fr
Spuwmwpuhnifynibbpf phppregrad oo (1922—196'3): bp., 1964:
294 ty: (bplwtp wyhw. Swdwiu.: Spun. gpugupwl): Shpump Swy ke
nnwu. byg.: 1000:

Bubauorpabus wuaranuii Epesanckoro roc. yHuBepcHTeTa
(1922--1963)

1307. (huuululr‘Jmﬁ v. U. Phipundiw gl Spnpp (Gplowif )
¢m1fw[uu.1[rwi:nuf:—«F'wirpl;[: bpluuf:ﬁ 4uufwlu.», 1970, M3, Ly
75—81: Udspinspnudp nneu. (hg.:

Tsopueckas jgesteabHocTh Kadeipsl duaocoduu (Epesan-
CKOI'0) yHHBepCHTETA.

1308. Pwuwwrywb V. U. Ppypunpw nfd juts wdppnbp:—cbph-
Ywbp Swdugu.n, 1968, o3, ty 17—19: Udspntpnidp nnww. jhy.:

Kapeapa ¢uiaocodun.
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Hocrrnkon B2 CL 95, 108

[Mocrynaaeriii . C. 1160
Hpiiroanit M. T 1167
Harmopesnn DM, 72 '
Pacyvxnn B b, 73
Pa.ssirnoe A K. 1168
Paion 100 A 109—112

Padaciann 1Ko 144
Piiacn €. AL 1169
Posos 7111 620
Poctomsin AL T 115
Pyaior B, J1. 226

Caaxsn B, M. 836839

Caaxan I'. A, 478
Caaksint T. A. 282

Caseanes B T 116

Caneasii A, J1 178, 191, 192,
Camolienso I'. B, 1102
Canapos K. C. 1103

Cap.apan A C. 227

197

Capniexsin A, 1. 228
Caprucon T C. 860
Capknean A, 3. 772
Capiiesnt B, C. 41, 42
Capxuean L. C. 86
Capkuesii O. A, 229—231
Capxucsn P. A, 146, 147
Capkuean C. 1. 487
Capkuesn C. M. 353
Caposin C. P. 37

Cadapsin B. A 1241
Cadapsn . I1. 117
Cadpazoexan . A, 400
Cacdvanos C. T. 1170
Caxapos A. JL 1171
Ceeprynenso J1. A, 118
Cepax T. T. 944, 1076
Ceapaxsin J1. M. 28
Cefipansin H. I1. 1104
Ceyunennit C. B. 1172
Crtzoposa C. T1. 83, 87
Cuacukuit K. 970
Civonoa A, K. 971, 972
1173--1177
Civionsin A, 1. 621
Civonsin T, 11 232
Cumonsin J1. B. 84

, 1105—1108,

Xvnumsua C. T.

e}

Cuporkin M. f1 11
Coromonsin b, M. 193
Ciianrapan Co 1260
Crenansn 1 O, 901
Creiausn Co Co 19
Cyracan AT, 622
Cyrizesn [0 M, 1.8
Coie 5o A TIT9

Tanasan AL AL 206
Tasmowan 1L 1L 316
Tampassan I, C. 1077
Tapauu B, M. 154 —157
Taresocsin B. B, 283
Taresocan T. 111 226,

Tep-Apancase PO 952

Tep-Mukacasn M. JL 52, 119

Tepau 11 B. 1078

TerepesnikoBa-Badasn 1. H. 317—
321, 1417

Tuman b. J1. 72

Tonawxansu T'. A 322--324

Topocsn C. E. 381

Tposxos IT. A. 1180

Tymanosa . B. 194, 195

Tymauan B, E. 137, 138

Typkracs X. B. 1181

Yakaabhue I1. 111079, 1182

YmGpacac K. T. 1183

Geabaman 1. T1. 813

®oknn A. T. 125

Naiaxans M. A. 1184

Xafiknn B. E. 122

Xanatan B. T. 1439

Xapartan A. 1080
Xaparan @. A. 814, 815
Xavarpan A. M. 103
Xauatpsiu B. A. 880, 881
Xauatpsn P. T. 1185
Xauatypsin B. 1418
Xutposa B. C. 122
Xaratan B. E. 744
Xpomuenko K. T. 1081
XyaaGamsau K. 3. 1430
1082

1242
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AVLEGLULUYL B SWENPLULIN, 2PUSULUUAB#3ARLLEPD SULY
CITHCOK ITEPHO THUECKHX 11 [TPO, TOJDKAIOIINXCY
H3 TATTHTT

Flurxp?,x* l;rl.ulﬂln ﬁunfulluulrulﬁll: :llluull‘lu[llllll, ql‘un‘: br., 1967—1970: lnl]-

L wbulnuf wwrhl 3 whquni:

N, 1967, 236 1,:
N2, 1967, 266 ty:
N3 1967, 272 1y
N 1/4/. 1968, 240 1,
N 2/5/, 1968, 264 1y
N 3/6/, 1968, 250 1y
N 1/7/. 1969, 272 1y
¥ 2/8/. 1969, 268 1y:
N 39/, 1969, 260 Ly
N 1/10/, 1970, 250 1,
N 2/11/, 1970, 270 1y
X 3/12/, 1970, 258 1y

Beernuk Epesanckoro yu-rta. Oduicersennpie nayxi. Ep., 1967—
1970. Tlepuonunocts 3 pasa B rol.

Ne T, 1967,

256 c.
No 2, 1967, 266 c.
No 3, 1967, 272 ¢
Ne 1 (4), 1968. 240 .
Ne 2 (5), 1968, 264 c.
No 3 (6), 1968, 250 c.
Ne 1o (7)), 1969, 272 c.
No 2 (R), 1969, 268 c.
Ne 3 (9), 1969, 260 ¢
Ne 1 (10}, 1970, 250 ¢
Ne 20 (11), 1970, 270 ¢
No 3(12), 1970, 258 ¢

Gpuwlub whypbjuqhr (brlwip fwdwju.): br., 1964—1970: 2. 88—115:
1967 p. N 105-hg ulunud k nyju wbubly wnwrhb 3 whqud plulub ghuni-
pymbhhrp ubrhuyny:

2. 88§, 1964, Stw. q¢hw. ubrpuw, wyr. 2, 72 Ly
2 89, 1964, Nuwwndw-hhipunth. qhw. ubrpw, wr. 5 62 Ly:
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2. 90. 1961, ”lunnlflu—llxllllmmln. qpwn.  ubrpu, yr. 6.

2. 91, 1964, Stn. t”nn, uln‘luu. wr. 3.
<& 92, 1964, l‘r‘uui\u’v. . ulrhu, wr. .
. 93, 1964. ﬂ)]ﬁq.—ﬁlu,». qhw. ul'.r‘]nu. ur. 1,
<. 94, 1964, Nhuwdw—]hpuni. qhw. ubrpuw, wr. 7.
25 95. 1964, fwlwupr.  qhwn. ubrhw,

o096, 1665, ’:humll'lu—lfll\llnumb, q]lln. ubl‘}\u.l. vyr. 8,
S, 97, 1965, Ubluwp. ¢hwn. ubrju.

L AN 1965, Fwlwupr. ¢hw. ubrhuw,

& 99, 1965, trlrwp.—wpjuwrfi. ghw. ubrhw,

P4 100. 1966, "I‘H.Illl“[‘. gpw. ubrpuw,
2. 101, 1965, Prwdap. Ghmn. ubrhuw.

d 102, 1966, l“llllllll'ulfllllllllulllll. G|, ulil‘luu.
2 103. 1966. Shm. qhwn. ubrpuw,

2. 104, 1967. fivllq.—nful[\. q]nn, ul.rlvul.
N1/105 . 1967, 168 1s:

N 2/106/, 1967. 164 Ls:

N1107/, 1968, 146 -

N 2/108 . 1968, 175 Ls:

N 3/109/. 1968, 210 p:

N 1/110/, 1969, 204 1

N2/111). 1969, 136 Ls:

N 3112/, 1969, 140 Es:

N 1/113/, 1970, 146 Ly:

N 2/114/, 1970, 136 1s:

N 3/115/, 1970, 167 Ly:

O Ly
103 1,
b l,:‘:
67 1o
86 1::
100 t;:
96 1s:
160 Ly:
100 Ly:
130 1>
a3 I,;’:
125 Lo:
115 Lo
94 ko:
161 1y:

Vuenbie samuck  (Epesanckiit vu-t). Ep., 1964—19700 1. 88—

115.
C Ne 105 1967 r. maua’1 BHXOTL € NCPHOTHUHOCTLIO 3 pasa
rO/l B CCPHH €CTECTBEHHBIX HAVK.

103, 1966, Cep. skoi. Hayk, 94
104, 1967, Cep. dus-mMaT. nayx. 161

T. 88. 1964, Cep. 3xon. pave, nean 2 72
T. 89, 1964, Cep. mneT-¢puaocod. HayvK, Bbill. D, 62
T. 90, 1964, Cep. ner-dunocod. nayk, Boim 6, 91
T. 91, 1964 Cep. 3xou. Havk, Bbin. 3 103
T. 92, 1964 Cep. 1opuil. Hayk, BbIl. 5, 83
T. 93, 1964, Cep. ¢us-mat, mHayx, Bbil. |, 67
T. 94, 1964, Cep. ucr-duaocod. Hayk, Bbi. 7. 86
T. 95, 1964, Cep. duion. nayk, 105
T. 96, 1965, Cep. ucr-guaocod. Hayk, Beii. 8. 96
T. 97, 1965, Cep. Guous. Hayk. 160
T. 98, 1965, Cep. ¢u.io1. Hayk. 100
T. 99, 1965, Cep. reos.-reorp. nayx, 130
T. 100, 1966, Cep. wopun. uayx. 93
T. 101, 1965, Cep. 10pH1. HAVK, 125
T. 102, 1966, Cep. ucr-duaocod. nayk, 115
T.

T.
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Ne 1 (105), 1967 168 c.
o 2 (106), 1967, 164 ¢

I (107), 1968, 146 c.
Ne 2 (108), 1968, 176 c.
Ne 3 (109), 1968, 210 c.
Ne 1 (110), 1969, 204 c.
Ne 2 (111), 1969, 136 ¢
3 (112), 1969, 140 c.
(113). 1970, 146 c.
(114), 1970, 136 c.
(115), 1970, 167 c.

2 &
— wt

e 2
w S

briwip fwdwppwrab: be., 1967—1970: N 1—-7:
Ubrbwqr.® 1967 N 1—1968 N 2 brhwip whunuilwb fiwdwjuurwb:
bépulbrlimqr.” 1967 ¥ 1—1968 N 2 Lrwuwn:

N1, 1967, 56 Lo
N2, 1968, 67 I -
N3, 1968, 69 1y
N4, 1969, 71 L
N5, 1969, 92 Ly
N6, 1970, 71 Lo
N7, 1970, 75 by

Epesancxnit viausepenrer. Ep., 1967—1970. Ne 1—.

3ara: 1967 No 1—1968 Ne 2 EpeBaHckiit rocylapCTBCHHBIA YHu:
BCPCHTET,

[Toaseraa.: 1967 Ne 1—1968 Ne 2 BioslieTeHs.

Ne 1, 1967, 56 ¢
Ne 2, 1968, 67 ¢
Ne 3, 1968, 69 ¢
Ne 4, 1969, 71 c.

5, 1969, 92 ¢
Ne 6, 10970, 71 ¢
Ne 7, 1970, 75 ¢

brhuwuwry gpuwpjiwnng (brbwbp fwdwpu.): be., 1965—1970, 1—12:

Ybrbwmgr.’ 1965 1—2 finplwdbbrh dngnjwonu: :

bipwbriwgr.” 1966 3—1966 4 %hwwlub nwnwWbwuprmpynidibbe, 1967 5
Ghunw-fibnwgnunulub numdbwuprnpymbibe: koyu b owbubnd fwuwrajolod
L phwlwl ghwnipynidibbep ubirhwyny: 4

N1, lwuwrwlul. qhw. ubrhw, we. 1 1965, 144 Ly
N2, an\ulpuﬁ ghw. uhr]\m, . 2 1965, 182 kg:
N 3, Zwuwrwlul. qhw,  ubrchuw, 1966, 210 bp:
N4, Zwuwrwlhuly. -qhwn. vbrpuw, 1966, 104 ty:
N5, Rtwlwb qhw. ubrpuw, 1967, 158 Ly:
N 6, Zwuwrwlul. qphw. wbrpuw, 1967, 212 Ly:
N7, Zwuwrwlul. ghwm. ubrpuw, 1968, 226 Ly:
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N8—9, lwuwrwlul. qphw. ubrpw, 1969, 254 Ly:

N 2/10/, Rhwluwé qhw. ubrpuw, 1969, 140 L;:
N1/11/, lwuwrwluwl. qpw. ubrhw, 1970, 246 1y:
N 2/12/,  Rhwlub qpw. ubrpw, 1970, 230 t;:

1969 p. 10-pg nyu L whbubnud wwrpb 2 wiqud:

Moucioii wayuusii  padorimk  (Epesancxkuit vu-1). Lp., 1965—-
J. Ne 1 —12.
Sara: 1965 Ne [ -2 Coopuik cratefi.
[Tosaraa: 1966 Ne 31966 No 4 Havunpie neciictosanis, 1967
No 5 BavuRO-ICCICIODATCILCRIC  PASLICKAHNA B CCPHH 00IICCTBITbIC
1oecTecTBehnbic navii, C Ne 10 1969 r. mo Ba nouepa B 1ol Boce-
PHE OOWICCTBCHHBIX H CCTCCTBCIIBIN HaVK.

Ne 1, Cep. o0uteeTB. Hayk, BblL 1, 1965, 144 ¢,
Ne 2, Cep. eCTeCTB. HaVK, 1965, 132 .
Ne 3, Cep. ¢OILCCTB. HAVK, 1966, 210 c.
Ne 4, Cep. o0uLeCTs.  Havk, 1966, 104 c.
Ne 5, Cep. CCTOCTUCHHDIX HAVK, 1967, 158 c.
N 6, O6uICCTB, Havhi, 1967, 212 c.
Ne 7, OoueeTs. navsmy, 1968, 226 <.
No 8—9, O6iceTs. HavKIL 1969, 254 .
Ne 2 (10), LEcrecTsenibie HaykH, 1969, 140 c.
Ne 1 (11), GCu:ceTB. HaVYKH, 1970, 246 c.
Ne 2 (12), EcrteeTBennble Haymif, 1970, 230 ¢
C 1969 r. Ne 10 msactes B rot 2 pasa.
Nuwbnqulwt qhowlué wbpbjughr  (briwéh fwdwpu.): br., 1964—1970:
Ubrbwugr.’ 1970 N 15 Nuwbnqulwi ghuwwljwlé wyhwnnipyméiberp dognju-
dnu:
N 10, wr. 1 1964, 113 Lo:
N 10, wr. 2, 1965, 60 Ly:
N12, Zwuwrwlwl. gqphw. ubrpw, 1966, 70 Ly:
N 13, Riwlwl qphw. ubrpw, 1968, 70 Ly:
N 14, Zwuwrwlul. ghwn. ubrpuw, 1968, 162 Ly:
N 15, 1970, 64 Iy:

N 11-p frunwrwlplb) § 1963 phb:

CryjlenuecKue yueHbic sanucku (Epesanckuit yu-t). Ep., 1964—
1970.
3ara.: 1970 Ne 15 COOpPHMK CTYACHYCCKHX HaVuHbLIX TPYI10B.
Ne 10 Bmim. 1, 1964, 13 c.
Ne 10, Bwim 2, 1965, 60 c.
Ne 12, Cep. obuwects. nayx, 1966, 70 c.
Ne 13, Ecrtcers. wayku, 1966, 70 .
Ne 14, Cep. obutceTs. Hayk, 1968, 162 c.
15, 1970, 64 c.
Ne 11 wu3pan B 1963 roay.
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