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Abstract The distribution of decisional power among member states of the EU hesired
a hot issue in recent discussions about the future design of Eurdjr@an decision making
and the Lisbon revision of the unsuccessful proposal of the Constitifioaaty. Usually only
the distribution of voting weights in the Council of Ministers under the qualifiegonity vot-
ing rule is taken into account. In contrast, in this paper we formulate simpfifiedels of the
consultation and co-decision procedures in the decision making of &amdpnion institutions,
reflecting the fact that together with the Council of Ministers the CommissiehEuropean
Parliament are also important actors in EU decision making. The mainusime of this paper
is that the distribution of voting power in the Council of Ministers voting prosideomplete
evidence about national influences in European Union decision maklifitf). rare exceptions
decision making is based on the consultation and co-decision procéakokéng the Commis-
sion and/or European Parliament. Legislative procedures changeehénistitutional distribu-
tion of power (among the Council, Commission and European Parliameghiring the power
of the Council and at the same time they change intra-institutional power i€abacil (the
relative power of the Member States compared to the Council voting withkimg into account
the Commission and Parliament).

Keywords Co-decision procedure, committee system, consultation proceduapdan Union
decision making, Penrose-Banzhaf power indices, qualified majaritple voting committee,
weighted majority game

JEL classification C71, D72, H77

1. Introduction

In discussions about the distribution of decisional poweoag the Member States of
the EU, only the distribution of voting weights in the Codraf Ministers qualified

majority voting is taken into account. In contrast, in thagppr we analyze models of
the consultation and co-decision procedures in the decimiking of European Union
institutions: the Commission, Council of Ministers and &uean Parliament. While
the consultation procedure is a “game” between the CoundilGommission, with an

agenda-setting role of the Commission and the consultatienof the European Par-
liament, the co-decision procedure involves all three efrifost important European
institutions, providing each of them with unconditionataweights. Table 1 illustrates
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the broad use of the consultation and co-decision procediutegislative acts decided
by European Union institutions during 2000-2006. Consigiteand co-decision are
the usual methods of European governance and the Counciini$tits is not an ex-
clusive decision maker in the EU. In this paper, using thegrandices methodology,
a distribution of influence among the Commission, Councd #re Parliament un-
der different decision-making procedures is being evalljaibgether with the voting
power of Member States and European political parties.

Table 1. Legislative proposals under consultation and co-decision proced088s-2006

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

CNP 150 140 118 152 121 132 126
CDP 94 84 140 117 73 88 112

Source: PrelLex database (http://ec.europa.eu/pretéxgimple.cfm?CL=en).
Note: CNP = consultation procedure, CDP = co-decision mloee

The inter-institutional distribution of power (among ther@mission, Council and
European Parliament) in the decision-making proceduréiseoEU (consultation pro-
cedure, and co-decision procedure) has been analyzed gréMi¢tL996), Laruelle and
Widgrén (1997) and Napel and Widgr (2004). While in the first paper (Widam,
1996) the traditional committee model is developed for thastltation procedure
(consultation procedure as a committeediember States plus the Commission with
a composite voting rule), other models are formulated imgeof three unitary actors’
(Commission, Council and Parliament) extensive form gamébout the breakdown
of the Council into Member States and the Parliament intdyfactions. European
multi-cameral procedures were also studied liylkg and Bauninger (2001) using the
explicit analysis of winning coalitions in multi-cameratasion making, but without
the formulation of the corresponding voting game model. ffaditional power indices
approach to the disaggregate modeling of the consultatidita-decision procedures,
allowing the expression of both inter-institutional antraainstitutional influence was
presented in Turnovec (2004). In this paper we extend thésist of models defin-
ing national influence as the influence of Member States irCitnencil of Ministers’
voting and political influence as the influence of Europealitipal parties in basic
legislative procedures.

In the second section we provide a short overview of the nuetlogy used, in-
troduce logical combinations of weighted majority gamed apply the power indices
methodology for the evaluation of voting power in commitsgstems. We selected
the Penrose-Banzhaf concept of voting power, which is gtyorecommended by
some authors and frequently used in voting power evaluatidghe EU (Felsenthal
and Machover 2004a, 2004b, 2007). The third section fortesleodels of different
versions of the qualified majority in the Council of Ministevoting: the Nice rule
(status quo), the Lisbon Treaty rule and the proposal ofiéllagian compromise,”
based on the implementation of the “square root rule.” Siiepl models of consulta-
tion and co-decision procedures, developed on the basieasifrom Widgen (1996)
and Turnovec (2004) are analyzed in the fourth section. Titte dection provides
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empirical evidence about the structural effects of legjigaprocedures based on the
Penrose-Banzhaf power index (results calculated fromatzdat the EU of 27). Con-
clusions are taken up in the sixth section.

2. \oting power in committee systems

In this part we define the logical combinations of weightedarity games and adjust
the Penrose-Banzhaf power index for the evaluation of its\bees’ influence.

Letnbe a positive integew = (w1, Wy, . .., W,) be a nonnegative real valued vector
andq be a real number such that:

1 n n

By a weighted majority game efmembers (Owen 1982) we mean a trighe §}, w] in
whichN = {1,2,...,n}. Numbenw; is called a weight of memberq s called a quota,
any subse8C N is called a coalition inl, g, w]. CoalitionSis called a winning one if
YiesWi > gand alosing one otherwise. The weighted majority game gesva model
of a simple voting committee (a single camera committee iickwvbach member has
one weight).

LetCy =[N, q1, wi] andC, = [Ny, g2, W2] be a pair of weighted majority games.
Thenwj, j = 1,2 denotes the weight of membee N; in C;j, andg; is the quota
in committeeC;. Let N = Ny UN,. By Wi andw; we denote the zero extension of
weight vectorsvy, wo with respect tdN = N; U N such thatwij = wij if i € N; and
Wi =0if i ¢ Nj. LetS; C Np be a coalition inCy andS, € N be a coalition inCs,
thenS= S US C Nis ajoint coalition of the members @ andC,. We assume that
the same members (if any) vote identically in both commétt&he weighted majority
gameC;j =[ N1 UNy, q;, Wj ] we call a zero extension &; with respect td\; U Ny.
Considering an interrelated system of two simple voting wittees with different
(possibly overlapping) sets of members in which the finatonte of voting depends
on the results of voting in both committees, we have to stilietthe corresponding
weighted majority games by their zero extensions with tleessets of members.

The unionCy UG, of two game<C; = [Ny, g1, w1] andCy = [Ny, g2, W2] is the
gameC,; UC, = [Ny UNy, o1 A Oz, Wr, W5 ] with the following composite voting rule:
A proposal to be passed has to obtain votes representingsitdeotal weighty; in
gameC; or at least a total weight, in gameC,. A coalitionSCN=N;UN; is a
winning coalition inC; UC; if S is a winning coalition irC; or S is winning coalition
in C, The set of all winning coalitions 6, UC; is equal to the union of the sets of all
winning coalitions inC; andC,.

The intersectiorC; NC, of two gamesC; = [N1, gz, wi] andCy = [Np, g2, Wa] is
the gameC; NC, = [N1 UNp, 01V 0, W, Wa] with the following composite voting rule:
A proposal to be passed has to obtain votes representingsitdeotal weighty; in
gameC; and at least a total weight, in gameC,. A coalitonSC N =N;UN; is a
winning coalition inC; UGC; if §; is winning coalition inC; andS; is winning coalition
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in Co. The set of all winning coalitions i8; NC; is equal to the intersection of the sets
of all winning coalitions inC; andC,.

Using union and intersection operations we can constrgitdb combinations of
weighted majority games. For exampl®l; [U Nz UNs, (g1 V a2) A O3, Wi, Wp, W3] is
a logical combination of three weighted majority gamiis, [, W1], [N, 02, w2],
[Ns, gz, ws] with the following composite voting rule: A proposal to bagsed has
to obtain either at leagy; weights in a simple committeé\|, g1, wi] and at least
02 weights in a simple committeeNp, g2, w»], or at leastgs weights in a simple
committee Ns, g3, ws]. Logical combinations of weighted majority games provide
models of committee systems (committees in which each mehasemore weights or
multi-camera committees consisting of several simplengptiommittees and complex
voting rules).

Models of simple voting committees and committee systermsapplicable to po-
litical science, as they provide instruments for the analgsthe a priori voting power
of their members. Voting power analysis seeks an answeretdolfowing question:
Given a simple voting committee or a committee system, wh#té influence of its
members over the outcome of voting? Voting power of a merisea probability that
i will be decisive in the sense that such a situation appeawhich she would be able
to reverse the outcome of voting by reversing her vote. Tandedi particular power
measure means to identify a qualitative property (deaisge) whose presence or ab-
sence in the voting process can be established and quarféfgedNurmi 1997). One
of such properties related to committee members’ posifionsting that is frequently
used as a starting point for the quantification of voting poiwehe swing position of
committee members.

Let Sbe a winning coalition in a weighted majority gani¢ g, w]. A memberk €
Shas a swing in coalitioSif yjcsW > gqandyics iy Wi < d. Assuming all coalitions
are equally likely, it makes sense to evaluate the a pridimggower of each member
of the committee by her probability to have a swing vote. Thibability is measured
by the absolute Penrose-Banzhaf (PB) power index (Penft® Banzhaf 1965):

Oi
2n—1
(whereg; is the number of swing votes of membeand 21 is the number of coali-

tions withi as a member). To compare the relative power of different neesnaf the
committee, the relative (hormalized) form of the Penrosexhaf power index is used:

(N, q,w) =

Oi
> Ok
keN

PB(N,q,w) =

@

Definitions of swing votes and PB power indices can be eagtgreled for logical
combinations of weighted majority games.
Let [Nz, g1, wi] and [Ny, gz, wa] be two weighted majority games. HC N; UNy, then

1Another property, used in the definition of an alternativa 8ay-Shubik power index (Shapley and Shubik,
1954) is the concept of the pivot. Relations between swirtgsrand pivots see in Turnovec (2007). The
most comprehensive exposition of the power indices methogiabgiven by Felsenthal and Machover
(1998).
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a) k € Shas a swing vote in the committee systeli [Ny, g1 A Oz, Wi, W3] =
[Nz, 01, wi1] U [N2, 02, wo] in coalition Sif and only if eithery;.sWi; > g1 and
Yies\(k} Wit < 01, OF YicsWiz > Gz andy g, (ky Wiz < gz (or both),

b) k € Shas a swing vote in the committee systeé¥a U Ny, g1 V 02, Wi, W] = [Ny,
g1, W1] N [N2, g2, wo] in coalition Sif and only if $icswi1 > g1 and § Wiz > 0,
ieS

and eitherzies\{k}W <01, OF Yies\ (k) Wiz < G2 (or both).

Lemma 1. Let G and G be two weighted majority games (without the loss of gen-
erality we assume the same member set N in both gamesy, ibPB(C)denotes an
absolute PB power index ang’®(C)denotes a relative PB power index of member i
in a game C, then for anyd N

®PB(CLUC,) 4+ DPB(CLNCy) = dPB(Cy) + dPB(C,)

and
@B(CLUC,) + ¢™B(C1NCr) = ¢PB(C1) + @7B(C2)

Proof. follows directly from the definition of swing votes in the eniand intersection
of game<C; andC,. Memberk has a swing vote in coalitio8 in the union of games
C; andGC; if and only if he has a swing vote i in gameCg, or in gameCy, or in
both game<; andC,. Memberk has a swing vote in coalitio8 in the intersection
of gamesC; andC; if and only if he has a swing vote i8in both game<€; andC,.
Let g;(C1) be the number of swing votes bin C; andg;(C;) is the number of swing
votes ofi in Cyp, then the sunm;(Cy) + 6i(Cy) contains two times the swing votes of
the intersection of gamé&3; andC,. Therefore, to obtain the number of swing votes
in the union of game€; andC, from the sum of swing votes i@, andC,, we have
to subtract the number of swing votes in the intersectio@08ndC,. From here it
follows thatgi (C1 UCy) = 6i(C1) + 6i(C2) — 6i(C1 N Cy). Applying the definition of
the PB power indices we obtain the statement of the lemiha.

3. Council of Ministers: A qualified majority problem

Most of the analyses of EU decision making are focused omgati the Council. The
distribution of power in the EU Council of Ministers and Epean Parliament and
the development associated with the 1995, 2004 and 200myentant of the EU has
been analyzed in Brams and Affuso (1985), Wielg(1994, 1995), Turnovec (1996,
2001, 2002), Bindseil and Hantke (1997), Laruelle (1998¢uBenberg, Smidtchen
and Koboldt (1999), Nurmi (2000), Nurmi, Meskanen and Ra{@D01), Konig and
Brauninger (2001), Leech (2002), Felsenthal and Mach@&@0®4a, 2004b), Hosli and
Machover (2004), Plechanova((2004), Baldwin and Wid@n (2004), Stomczyski
andZyczkowski (2006, 2007), Hosli (2008), Leech and Azis (2088 many others.
Also, in political discussions the problem of influence inuGoil voting is presented
as the crucial one, as a corner stone of national influencelird&cision making.
Let us shortly resume models of qualified majority votingemts of the unions and
intersections of simple voting committees.
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3.1 Status quo, the Nice Treaty

Through the Nice Treaty (2000), a qualified majority in Calmoting in the recent
EU is reached if the following three conditions are met:

a) A minimum of 255 votes of Member States is cast in favor effgthoposal, out
of a total of 345 votes,

b) a majority of Member States approve the prop8sal,
c) the votes in favor represent at least 62% of the total @ajmu of the EU.

Each Member State has a fixed number of votes. The number e$ atibcated
to each country is roughly determined by its population,drogressively weighted in
favor of less populated countries (see Table 2).

Let us consider three weighted majority games:

Cl = [Na q, V]
C2 = [Nv r, p]
Cs=|[N, ¢, €

whereN is the set of Member States+£ card(N) is the number of Member States),
g is the quota of votes,is the vector of Member States votes, r is the populationajuot
p is the vector of Member States shares of the population (inc%)int(n/2) +1 is
the member states quota aeds a summation vector (one state = one vote). The
Nice qualified majority rule can be modeled as a committeéesygenerated by the
intersection ofZ;, Cy, andCs:

Comn=C1NCNC3 =[N, qVrve, v, p, €

In the EU-27,n = 27, q = 255,r = 62%, ¢ = 14 (Member States’ weights and
guotas are seen in Table 2).

3.2 Controversial future, Lisbon Treaty

If the Lisbon Treaty (2007) comes into force, the qualifiedarity rule will be simpli-
fied. In this case, for passing a proposal in the Council, abtimajority” of at least
55% of the Member Statéshat represent at least 65% of the population of the Union
is required. In addition, a proposal backedrby 3 Member States is always adopted,
even if they do not represent 65% of population.

Let us consider three weighted majority games:

Cl = [Nv r, p]
Cz2=N, c1, €
C3: [Nv Co, e]

2|n some cases (when the Council is not acting on a proposakdEtmmission) a two-thirds majority is
required.
SWhen the Council is not acting on a proposal of the Commission,jarityeof 72% of Member States is
required.
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Table 2. Weights and quotas in the EU-27

Votes Share PopulationShare S?Ol::re Share Country Share SeatsShare
O6)  (mil) %) oo (%) (%) (%)

Germany 29 8.41 82.10 16.71 9.06 9.45 1 3.70
France 29 841 61.40 1249 7.84 8.17 1 3.70
UK 29 8.41 60.50 12.31 7.78 8.11 1 3.70
Italy 29 8.41 58.00 11.80 7.62 7.95 1 3.70
Spain 27 7.83 4470 9.10 6.69 6.98 1 3.70
Poland 27 7.83 38.10 7.75 6.17 6.44 1 3.70
Romania 14 4.06 21.70 442 466 4.86 1 3.70
Netherlands 13  3.77 16.50 3.36 4.06 4.24 1 3.70
Greece 12 3.8 11.10 2.26 3.33 3.48 1 3.70
Portugal 12 348 1060 2.16 3.26 3.40 1 3.70
Belgium 12 348 1040 212 322 3.36 1 3.70
Czech R. 12 3.48 10.30 210 3.21 3.35 1 3.70
Hungary 12 348 10.00 2.04 3.16 3.30 1 3.70
Sweden 10 2.90 9.10 185 3.02 3.5 1 3.70
Austria 10 2.90 8.30 1.69 288 3.01 1 3.70
Bulgaria 10 2.90 7.70 157 277 2.89 1 3.70
Slovakia 7 203 5.40 110 232 242 1 3.70
Denmark 7 2.03 5.40 110 232 242 1 3.70
Finland 7 203 5.20 1.06 228 238 1 3.70
Island 7 203 4.20 0.85 2.05 214 1 3.70
Lithuania 7 2.03 3.40 069 1.84 192 1 3.70
Latvia 4 1.16 2.30 0.47 152 158 1 3.70
Slovenia 4 116 2.00 041 141 148 1 3.70
Estonia 4 1.16 1.30 0.26 1.14 1.19 1 3.70
Cyprus 4 1.16 0.80 0.16 0.89 0.93 1 3.70
Luxembourg 4 1.16 0.50 0.10 0.71 0.74 1 3.70
Malta 3 087 0.40 0.08 0.63 0.66 1 3.70
EPP-ED 277 35.29
PES 218 27.77
ALDE 105 13.38
UEN 44 561
Greens-EFA 42 5.35
GUE-NGL 41 522
IND-DEM 23 293
ITS 21 2.68
NI 14 1.78
Total 345 100 49140 100 95.85 100 27 100 785 100.00
quota Nice 255 73.91% 304.67 62% 14 50.01% 393 50.01
quota Lisbon 31941 65% 15 55% 393 50.01
quota SR 58.85 61.40 393 50.01

Source: http://europa.eul/institutions/inst/indaxhtm.
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whereN is the set of Member States £ card(N) is the number of Member States),

is the population quotay is the vector of Member States’ shares of population (in %),
¢y = int(55n/100) + 1 is the Member States’ quotey = n— 3 is alternative Member
States’ quota andis a summation vector (one state = one vote). The LisbonHtpdal
majority rule can be modeled as a committee system gendogttte intersection of
CiandC,, and the union ofC; NC,) andCs:

CQMLZ (ClﬂCZ)UCQ,: [N, (I’\/C1)/\C2, p, € e], Co>Cp

In the EU-27r = 65%,c; = 15, ¢, = 24 (for Member States’ weights and quotas see
Table 2).

3.3 Fairness and square-ness story

In the late spring of 2004 an open letter from European sisisrtb the governments of
EU Member States was distributed throughout the Europesateacic community. The
open letter was originally signed by a group of nine distisgad scientists from six
EU countries, calling themselves “Scientists for a demtctaurope,” and was later
cosigned by 38 colleagues, and then was submitted to thergoneats of Member
States and to the Commissitn.

The basic idea of the proposal supported by the open |ettee i®llowing concept
of “fairness™: If the European Union is a union of citizens, then it is fairemheach
citizen (independently of her national affiliation) exses the same influence over
Union issues. It is achieved when the voting weight of eatioma representation in
the Council of Ministers is proportional to the square robtlee population

The so-called square root rule is attributed to the Brittstistician Lionel Penrose
(1946) and is closely related to the indirect voting powelaseed by the Penrose-
Banzhaf power index. Different aspects of the square rdetate analyzed in Felsen-
thal and Machover (1998, 2007), Laruelle and Wety(1998), Baldwin and Widén
(2004), Stomczfiski andZyczkowski (2006, 2007) and Leech and Aziz (2008).

The concept of indirect voting power is based on the follgwiather artificial
construction: Assuma units (e.g. regions) with different sizes of populationtérs),
represented in a super-regional committee that decidéyelit agendas relevant for
the whole entity. Each unit representation in the committag some voting weight
(number of votes). The decision-making process is perfdribyea series of referenda
in each unit and units’ representations in the committeevatimg according to the
results of referenda. In each unit an individual citizen thessame voting weight (one
vote) that provides her with a voting power (each citizemfrone unit has the same
voting power). Also, each super-regional representatasdome voting power in the
committee that follows from its voting weight in the comra@gt Then, the indirect
voting power of a citizen from a particular unit is given bythroduct of her voting
power in local referenda and the voting power of her repragiem in the committee.

4The letter (including added tables) and list of its signiemrcan be seen at the following Web site:
http://www.esi2.us.es/mbilbao/pdffiles/letter.pdf
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The representation of units in the committee is consideagdffeach citizen has the
same indirect voting power independently of the unit shergs to.

Let us haven countries,i = 1,2,..., n with the populationps, po, ..., pn. Con-
sider a randomly selected “yes/no” issue and suppose thaberenations decide their
approval or rejection by referendum. For simplicity assuh@number of voters par-
ticipating in the referendum is equal to the number of theutatpon, and the quota
(number of votes required to approve the proposal) is equal & p;. We can assume
a simple majority quota:

=int 1 i+1 ~1n
m = 2p| ~2P|

(the least integer greater thd}). Then the number of cases in which the average
citizen of countryi will have a swing vote (the outcome of the national referendu
will be identical with her vote) is:

m(pi>:m pi! 1 n
pi \ M

P (pi—m)imb 2 (B2
and the probability to have a swing vote is:
m pi! 1 p!
H(pl) - —1 A i ~ ap . 2
20t (p—m)im! 28 (B
(the power of a citizen of country, the absolute Penrose-Banzhaf index). From
the B (p;) formula it follows that the smaller the population, the heglthe Penrose-

Banzhaf power of an average citizen (assuming a simple iagprota). Using Stir-
ling’s formula:

(Felsenthal and Machover, 1998), for a sufficiently lapgeve obtain the approxima-
tion:
2
R(pi)~ | —
 (pi) o,

(for proof see Laruelle and Widgn, 1998). The larger size of the population in the
countryi, the smaller is the individual citizen’s Penrose-Banztwafer in referendum-
type country voting. If the countries’ representationshia Council of Ministers that
are voting on each issue according to the results of a natiefexenda andp; is the
Penrose-Banzhaf absolute power of the countmthe Council, then:

q)ipl(pi):ni“n,ipi

is thei-th country-average citizen (indirect) power in the ColiatMinisters’ decision
making. To guarantee the equal indirect power of citizerdifférent countries in the

Council, it must hold that:
d; i = const
TIp;
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foralli. Itholds if; = a,/pj, i.e. if the voting power of Member States is proportional
to the square root of the population.

There is still one problem to be solved: What allocation ofngtveights among
Member States leads to the proportionality of power to theasgroot of the popula-
tion? Supporters of the square root rule are proposing txaté the weights in the
Council proportionally to the square of the population,uasisig that in committees
with a large number of members the distribution of weighta good proxy of vot-
ing power. However, a priori voting power seldom reflects distribution of voting
weights. If [N, g, w] is a simple weighted committee add[N, g, w] is a vector of the
power indices of its members, then usualiyN, g, w] # aw.

Being aware of this problem, Stomdzski andZyczkowski (2006) formulated the
following minimization problem:

Minimize the sum of square residuals between the normalzEtose-Banzhaf
power indices and voting weights defined as proportionahédquare roots of the
population according to the quota q:

2 _ PB - m
a(q)—i; @ "(N,9,/P) TZN‘/W

for g € (0.5,1]. They used simulation and found the approximation of thenogt
quotaq ~ 61.4% for the EU of 27. So, the final proposal, known as “Jagiéon
Compromise,” reads as followsThe voting weight of each Member State is allocated
proportionally to the square of its population, the decisiaf the Council being taken
if the sum of weights exceeds a (certain) qti¢Blomczyhski andZyczkowski, 2006),
setting the quota equal to 61.4% of the sum of the square obtite population in the
Member States of the EU.

In our notations the square root qualified majority can bmfdized as the weighted
majority game:

Coms= [N, 1, /P,
whereN is the set of Member Statesis a population square root quota ap@ is the

vector of the Member States’ square roots of their poputatiin %). In the EU-27,
r = 61.4 and the square root of the population can be seen in Table 2.

4. The Commission, Council of Ministers and European Parlianent: Consulta-
tion and co-decision procedures

Let
N be the set of Members Statés; 1,2,...,n,

N U {1} be the set of actors in the consultation procedure (MemtseSplus
the Commission),

M be the set of factions in the European Parliament (Europelticpl parties),
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v; be the number of votes assigned to Member State
sj be the number of seats of European political party

v be the vector of Member States votes in the Council (vote isjgs defined
in Nice),

p be the vector of shares of Member States’ populations,
/P be the vector of the square roots of population shares,
e be the summation vector (one state — one vote weights),

s be the vector of the “weights” (numbers of seats) of polltigarties in the
European Parliament,

g be the votes quota in the Council (the minimal number of voéegiired to
pass a proposal),

¢ be the Member States quota in the Council (the minimal nurob&tember
States required to pass a proposal),

r be a population quota in the Council (the countries suppgrtihe proposal
must represent at leask of the total population of the Member States support-
ing the proposal),

t be a quota in the European Parliament (the minimal numbérenfitembers of
the EP required to pass a proposal).

If x € Ry, then
x(=K e R, denotes the left zero extensiomoffirst k components equal 0),
x(+K) € R, denotes the right zero extensionxflastk components equal 0),

€n.j) € Ra denotes the-dimensional unit vector with &th component equal to
1, all other components equal 0.

4.1 Consultation procedure

We assume that voting in the Commission is not influenced byitizenship of Com-
missioners and by their ideological preferences;the Casion is making decisions
as a collective body and the results of its voting are not know

The European Commission sends its proposals to both thed@afirMinisters
and European Parliament, but it is the Council that offigiathnsults Parliament and
other bodies. However, the Council is not bound by the Radiat's position, so the
Parliament cannot change the proposal or prevent its amopthen the Council either
approves the proposal by a qualified majority or rejects iatyfocking minority, or
amends it by unanimity. Depending on the version of the gadlimajority in the
Council we have three models of the consultation procedure.
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a) The Nice version of the consultation procedure. From timenittee system for
a qualified majorityComn = [N, qVr V¢, v, p, € we obtain the following model
of the consultation procedure:

Cenen = [NU{1}, ((@vrve) v An viD, ptid) et g g, elF]

The proposal is accepted if it is supported by the Commisai@mhapproved by
a Nice-qualified majority in the Council (no less thgn= 255 votes, at least
r = 62% of the population and at least= 14 Member States), or changed if it
has the unanimous support of allMember States in the Council, even if the
change is not supported by the Commission.

b) The Lisbon version of the consultation procedure:
CenpL = [NU{1}, ((rver) Aca) VD) An, pth, e e e q g, €FY)]

The proposal is accepted if it is supported by the Commisai@happroved by
a Lisbon qualified majority in the Council (at least 65% of the population

and at least; = 55% of Member States, or at least= 24 Member States even
without a population quota, or changed if it has unanimoywpsett, even if the

change is not supported by the Commission).

¢) The square root version of the consultation procedure:

Cenps= [NU{1}, (rv)An, /pHY, ey nig), €77

The proposal is accepted if it is supported by the Commisai@happroved by
a square root qualified majority in the Council (at least61.4% of square root
population weights), or changed if it has unanimous suppwe#n if the change
is not supported by the Commission).

4.2 Co-decision procedure

Co-decision procedure was introduced in 1992 (Maastrastd)modified in 1997 (Am-
sterdam).

A new legislative proposal is drafted by the Commission andubmitted to the
Council and the Parliament. During the first reading the Cdwdopts the “common
position,” by a qualified majority including its amendmeraad the EP approves it by
a simple majority including its amendments. If the two igtons have agreed on the
same amendments after the first reading the proposal bedameStherwise there is
a second reading in each institution where each considersttters’ amendments. If
the institutions are unable to reach agreement after trenge®ading, a conciliation
committee is set up with an equal number of members of théaRaeht and the Coun-
cil. The committee attempts to negotiate a compromise kettrhust be approved by
both institutions. Both the Parliament and Council havepibwer to reject a proposal
either in its second reading or following conciliation, sang the proposal to fail. The
Commission may also withdraw its proposal at any time.

The European Parliament of the EU of 27 has 785 members iniicpbbroups
(European political parties): European People’s Partsofeian Democrats (EPP-ED),
Group of the Party of European Socialists (PES), Allianckibérals and Democrats
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for Europe (ALDE), Union for Europe of the Nations (UEN), Bpean Greens — Eu-
ropean Free Alliance (Greens-EFA), European United Lefordit Green Left (GUE-
NGL), Independence and Democracy (IND-DEM), Identity, dit@n, Sovereignty
(ITS), Non Attached (NI). The distribution of seats amonditimal groups can be
seen in Table 1, the national representation in the EP ishtgygoportional to the
population. The voting quota in the EP is 393 votes (simplg@ritg).

We assume that the European Parliament represents thesitistef citizens and acts
on the basis of ideological principles expressed by Eunogmditical parties, hence
voting in the Parliament does not necessarily correlatetimg in the Council.

a) Nice version of the co-decision procedure. From the cdtemisystem for a
qualified majorityComn = [N, gV r Vv c, v, p, € we obtain the following model
of the co-decision procedure:

Ceppn = [NU{1}UM, ((qVrve) V1) Ve, vmD, pmeD) emed) g, oo,
s(*nfl)]

The proposal is accepted if it is supported by the Commisspproved by a
Nice-qualified majority in the Council (at leagt= 255 votes, at least= 62% of
the population and at least= 14 Member States), and by the required majority
in the European Parliamerit£ 393).

b) Lisbon version of the co-decision procedure:

CeppL = [NU{1}UM, ((rvey) Acz) V1) ve, pM™D elmeD el e, nnig),
s(—n—l)]

The proposal is accepted if it is supported by the Commisai@happroved by
a Lisbon-qualified majority in the Council (at least 65% of population and at
leastc; = 55% of Member States, or at least= 24 Member States even without
the population quota), and by the required majority in theopaan Parliament
(t =393).

¢) The square root version of the co-decision procedure:

Cepps= [NU{1}UM, (rv1)vt, v/p(™ D, e miqnp1y, ST Y]

The proposal is accepted if it is supported by the Commisaimhapproved by
a square root qualified majority in the Council (at least61.4% of square root
population weights), and by the required majority in thedp@an Parliament
(t = 393).

5. Empirical findings

In Table 3 we provide the Penrose-Banzhaf power indicesgative form) calcu-
lated for three different procedures (qualified majoritypsultation procedure and co-
decision procedure) in three alternative settings (Niéghdn, square root). We apply
the Lemma from Section 1 to nine corresponding committetesys
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Table 3. Inter-institutional and intra-institutional relative power in EU-27 legislativecedures
(Penrose-Banzhaf index)

Qualified majority Consultation procedure  Co-decision procedure
Nice Lisbon SR Nice Lisbon SR Nice Lisbon SR

Germany 7.78 1167 947 7.02 1015 821 6.08 7.66 6.49

France 7.78 8.87 818 7.02 7.71 7.09 6.08 5.72 5.6
UK 778 875 812 7.02 7.61 7.03 6.08 5.65 5.55
Italy 778 843 795 7.02 7.33 6.89 6.08 5.46 5.44
Spain 7.42 6.69 6.97 6.7 5.82 6.04 5.8 4.39 4.76
Poland 7.42 571 644 6.7 4.97 5.58 5.8 4.01 4.38

Romania 426 419 486 3.86 3.65 421 334 2.78 3.3
Netherlands  3.97 3.583 423 361 3.07 3.67 312 2.42 2.87

Greece 3.68 2.87 3.54 3.34 2.5 3.07 2.89 2.05 2.35
Portugal 3.68 2.81 34 334 2.54 294 2.89 2.01 2.3
Belgium 3.68 2.79 3.35 3.34 2.43 291 2.89 2 2.27
Czech R. 3.68 2.78 3.34 3.34 2.42 2.9 2.89 1.99 2.26
Hungary 3.68 274 329 334 2.38 285 2.89 1.97 2.23
Sweden 3.09 2.63 3.15 281 2.29 2.73 2.43 1.9 2.13
Austria 3.09 2.53 3 2.81 2.21 2.6 2.43 1.85 2.03
Bulgaria 3.09 2.46 288 281 2.14 2.5 2.43 1.81 1.95
Slovakia 2.18 2.18 242 1.98 1.9 2.09 1.71 1.64 1.63
Denmark 2.18 2.18 242 1.98 1.9 2.09 1.71 1.64 1.63
Finland 2.18 2.16 2.37 1.98 1.88 2.06 1.71 1.63 1.61
Ireland 2.18 2.04 213 1.98 1.77 1.85 1.71 1.56 1.44
Lithuania 2.18 1.94 1.92 1.98 1.69 1.66 1.71 1.5 1.3
Latvia 1.26 1.81 1.58 1.98 1.57 1.37 1.71 1.42 1.07
Slovenia 1.26 1.77 1.47 1.13 1.54 1.27 0.98 1.4 0.99
Estonia 1.26 1.69 1.19 1.13 1.46 1.03 0.98 1.35 0.8
Cyprus 1.26 1.63 0.93 1.13 1.41 0.8 0.98 1.32 0.63
Luxembourg 1.26 1.58 074 1.13 1.38 0.64 0.98 1.29 0.5
Malta 0.94 1.57 0.66 0.86 1.27 0.57 0.74 1.29 0.44
EPP-ED 4.87 6.74 7.13
PES 2.63 4.05 4.27
ALDE 25 3.38 3.56
UEN 0.75 1.35 1.43
Greens-EFA 0.75 1.35 1.43
GUE-NGL 0.75 1.35 1.43
IND-DEM 0.41 0.43 0.47
ITS 0.41 0.43 0.47

NI 0.41 0.43 0.47
Council 100 100 100 91.34 86.99 86.65 79.04 69.71 67.95
Commission 8.66 13.01 13.35 7.48 10.78 11.39
Parliament 13.48 19.51 20.66
Council + Commission 100 100 100

Council + Commission + Parliament 100 100 100

Source: Author's own calculations
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The results demonstrate changes in the inter-institutiorilmence of the three
most important EU institutions — the Council, Commissiod &arliament. In the case
of the consultation procedure, the Lisbon-qualified méjatile increases the power of
the Commission compared to the Nice rule, and the squareuleancreases its power
compared to Lisbon (and the power of the Council as an agtgemaver of Member
States declines). In the co-decision procedure, where we thaee institutional ac-
tors — the Council, Commission and Parliament — we can obgée/same tendency:
Lisbon increases power of the Commission and Parliamentdanckases the power
of the Council compared to the Nice rule and the square rameases the power of
the Commission and Parliament and decreases the power Gioilngcil compared to
Lisbon. Moreover, in the co-decision procedure the infleeoicbig European politi-
cal parties can be compared to the influence of big MembeesStab the political or
ideological dimension of European Union decision makingaoees measurably more
important than in earlier stages of EU development. Theeanite of Member States
is procedurally dependent and differs from their intermdlluience in the Council of
Ministers internal voting not only by size, but also by strue.

In Table 4 we provide a structural comparison of the distidsuof power in the
Council in internal Council qualified majority voting, cariation procedure voting
and co-decision procedure voting. The entries of Table 3emgthe share of voting
power of each Member State in the total inter-institutiopaiver of the considered
procedures (e.g. if the relative power of Germany in the ecision procedure under
Lisbon voting rules is 7.66% and the relative power of the 1@ilin the co-decision
procedure is 69.71%, then the share of the relative poweeaoh@ny in the co-decision
relative power of the Council is 10.99%).

The relative intra-institutional power of Member Stateshia Council of Ministers
in different legislative procedures is defined as a ratiohef tumber of swing votes
the Member State has in a given procedure to the total nunflewiog votes of all
Member States in the procedure. In block Nice we provide ¢etive power of in-
dividual Member States in Council voting under the recettingprules of the Treaty
of Nice: QM stands only for qualified majority voting in the @wil (without interac-
tion with other institutions), CNP stands for qualified nréjp Council voting in the
consultation procedure, and CDP stands for qualified nmgj@ouncil voting in the
co-decision procedure. The same information for Lisboingotules can be found in
block Lisbon and in block Square root for square root rule.

We can see that legislative procedures influence the steicfuMember States’
relative power in Council voting. Under Nice rules the cdtetion and co-decision
procedures have a negligible effect on the internal distidim of national power with
only one exception (the significant increase of Latvia'satieé power). In the Lisbon
case we can observe the negligible effect of the consulitgtiocedure, but the quite
significant impact of the co-decision procedure, genegadirtecrease of the relative
power of the five biggest Member States, a slight increaseotafniél’s power , a de-
crease of Romania and the Netherlands’ relative power arréases of the relative
power of all other medium-sized and small countries. Thesgwot rule leads to an
increase of the relative power of the five biggest statess do¢ change the relative
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power of Romania, and decreases or leaves unchanged ttieerplawer of medium-
sized and small member states.

Table 4. Relative power of member states in EU-27 legislative procedures
(Penrose-Banzhaf index)

Nice Lisbon Square root
QM CNP CDP QM CNP CDP QM CNP CDP

Germany 7.78 7.68 7.69 11.67 11.67 10.99 9.47 9.47 9.55
France 7.78 7.68 7.69 8.87 8.86 821 8.18 8.18 8.24
UK 7.78 7.68 7.69 8.75 8.75 8.11 8.12 811 8.17

Italy 778 7.68 7.69 843 8.43 783 795 7.95 8.1

Spain 742 733 7.34 6.69 6.69 6.3 6.97 6.97 7.01
Poland 742 733 734 571 5.71 575 6.44 644 645
Romania 426 423 4.23 4.19 4.2 3.98 486 486 4.86
Netherlands  3.97 393 395 3.53 3.53 3.47 423 424 422
Greece 3.68 3.66 3.66 2.87 2.87 294 354 354 3.46
Portugal 3.68 366 3.66 2.81 2.92 2.88 34 339 338
Belgium 3.68 3.66 3.66 2.79 2.79 287 335 336 334
Czech R. 3.68 366 3.66 2.78 2.78 285 334 335 333
Hungary 3.68 366 3.66 2.74 2.74 283 329 329 3.28
Sweden 3.09 3.08 3.07 2.63 2.63 273 315 3.15 313
Austria 3.09 3.08 3.07 2.53 2.54 2.65 3 3 2.99

Bulgaria 3.09 3.08 3.07 2.46 2.46 2.6 288 289 287
Slovakia 218 217 2.16 2.18 2.18 235 242 241 239
Denmark 218 217 2.16 2.18 2.18 235 242 241 239
Finland 218 217 216 2.16 2.16 234 237 238 237
Ireland 218 217 2.16 2.04 2.03 224 213 214 212
Lithuania 218 217 2.16 1.94 1.94 215 192 192 191
Latvia 1.26 2.17 2.16 1.81 1.8 2.04 1.58 1.58 1.57
Slovenia 126 124 124 1.77 1.77 201 147 147 1.46
Estonia 126 124 124 1.69 1.68 194 119 119 1.18
Cyprus 126 124 1.24 1.63 1.62 189 093 092 0.93
Luxembourg 1.26 124 1.24 1.58 1.6 185 074 074 0.74
Malta 094 094 0.95 1.57 1.47 185 066 0.65 0.65
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Author's own calculations

6. Conclusions

The author is aware of the fact that the models of consultaditd co-decision pro-
cedures that have been utilized are highly simplified (he. assumption of the equal
probability of all possible coalitions, they do not reflent tmulti-stage character of the
games and the complex amendment process). However, ureyplothesis that the
models reflect the basic features of the legislative proesjuhey lead to interesting

conclusions.
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The influence of Member States in European Union decisionimgakannot be
reduced to relative voting power in qualified majority vetim the Council indepen-
dently of legislative procedures used involving the Consiois and European Parlia-
ment. The consultation procedure (with the explicit intéian of the Commission and
Council, where the Commission has agenda-setting awghaaitd the co-decision pro-
cedure involving the Commission, Council and Europeanidadnt (with the de facto
unconditional veto right of all three institutions) affedhe distribution of the inter-
institutional voting power of EU institutions and the indrestitutional voting power
of decision-making actors (Member States and Europeatigadlparties). With rare
exceptions, decision making is based on the consultatidrcardecision procedures
involving the Commission and/or European Parliament.

Qualified majority, consultation and co-decision proceduwran be modeled as the
logical combinations of weighted majority games and the grawdices methodology
can be used. If one wants to measure national influence oraslig tf its influence in
the Council, then inter-institutional influence has to beetainto account. In consul-
tation procedures the Council shares the power with the Gesiom. In co-decision
procedures the Council shares the power with the Commisaiainthe Parliament.
Consultation procedures reduce the power of the Councévarfof the Commission,
and co-decision procedures reduce the power of the CoumdilCanmmission in fa-
vor of the European Parliament. In both procedures thisigapiot only a reduction
of the power of Member States in the Council, but also chattgeestructure of their
power in the Council. On the other hand, in co-decision pdaces, European politi-
cal parties become important actors in EU decision makimgeviluate the different
proposals of qualified majority rules from the standpointfafrness” of a Member
States’ share of power, one has to consider their effects emibér States’ power in
the legislative procedures. National influence in EU decishaking should be mea-
sured as the weighted average of power in legislative proresdwith weights given
by the frequency of use of these procedures.

The power indices methodology has its critics. What exaothwer indices are
measuring is controversial, see e.g. the arguments of tbane Tsebelis (1999) about
ignoring preferences, and the response of Holler and Wid¢t999), but they are of
general interest to political science because they canuneasayers’ abilities to get
what they want. Admittedly, a significant share of decisionder EU decision-making
procedures are adopted without recourse to a formal voteit Blay well be the case
that the outcome of a negotiation is conditioned by the [bigithat a vote could
be taken, and that an a priori evaluation of voting power dodsed matter. More-
over, analyses of the institutional design of decision mgldould benefit from the
power indices methodology (Holler and Owen, 2001; Lane aedjB1999). Conti-
nued research and a deepening understanding of the povieesndethodology reflect
an actual demand for the amendment of the traditional legalpelitical analysis of
institutional problems by quantitative approaches andraents.
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