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Abstract
This paper looks into the impact the accessionhef\Western Balkan countries of
Albania, Serbia, Montenegro, Croatia, Bosnia andzegovina, and FYROM would
have on voting power in the EU Council. Particukttention is paid to the
implications of a priori coalitions between membtates. The Shapley-Shubik power
index is used to estimate voting power and two &ges are considered: accession
under the Nice Treaty and the Reform Treaty rulliethe Western Balkans accede
under the Nice Treaty rules then the efficiency aatkability of the EU would
deteriorate, although the “paradox of new membamgjht occur where the power of
some existing members is increased. Converseheifitcession took place under the
Reform Treaty rules then there would be little ictpan the ability of the EU to act.
The inefficiency of a priori coalition formation tveeen countries of dissimilar size is
revealed, as well as the likely occurrence of tparddox of size” where some
countries are made worse off through cooperatidre &nlargement will not affect
this.
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1. Introduction

Ever since the collapse of communism, and the drntieoBalkan wars that
followed the dissolution of Yugoslavia, the couesriof the Western Balkans have
contemplated the idea of joining the European Uriled) and thus following in the
steps of Slovenia, the first former Yugoslavian oy to become an EU member in
2004. Since then Croatia and the Former YugoslauBe of Macedonia (FYROM)
have been awarded candidate country status, armaSé&dbania, Montenegro and
Bosnia and Herzegovina are hoping to follow suthia future.

Although the EU recognises the Western Balkan t@ms as potential
candidate countries, it is not certain when or Wwhetthey will join. The most
optimistic scenarios place EU accession around-2015 (Gropas (2006)) given the
progress made so far, whereas recently there heue \wices in the Union calling for
a privileged relationship option to be offered @#t. Regardless of the outcome,
looking into the consequences that the enlargenmetihe Western Balkans would
have on decision-making and the distribution of powetween member states will
provide a clear idea of what to expect.

Decision-making in the EU rests on a triangle ofe¢h institutions: the
European Parliament, the European Commission, aed Gouncil of Ministers
(subsequently referred to as the Council). The obltne European Commission is to
look after the interests of the EU as a whole ands iindependent of national
governments. It is politically accountable to ther@pean Parliament, which has the
authority to dismiss it by means of censure. On¢hefmost important tasks of the
European Commission is drafting proposals for nesgislation, which are
subsequently presented to the European Parlianmehtree Council. The European
Parliament is made up of members directly elecieBW citizens every five years to
represent their interests and is structured acegrth political rather than national
interests. The Council makes day-to-day decisiomd along with the European
Parliament decides on EU legislation and the anklalbudget. It also promotes



economic and employment policy coordination, anckesalimited decisions about
common foreign and security policy. It consistsnaihisters of the governments of
every member state of the EU, and so can be seen abinet of cabinets that
represents national interests. Therefore the digtan of power within the Council
matters. The make up of the Council changes depgruh the nature of the subject
under discussion. For example, if decisions nedoetonade about farming, then the
ministers of agriculture will form the Council.

Given the importance of the distribution of poweithm the Council this
paper focuses exclusively on this institution. E@ of the paper is to measure the
voting power of each EU state within the Councidenthe assumption that the
Western Balkan countries accede to the Union. Wiperger is used to mean the
probability of a country being pivotal to the outee of a given vote. A number of
papers in the past have applied different poweicewd to political bodies and
situations that can be described as weighted vaiamges. For example the Shapley-
Shubik Power Index (SSI) was used by Shapley anti®{1954) to model the US
Congress, and subsequently by Kauppi and Widgred4(2to explain EU budgeting,
by Levinsky and Silarszky (1999) and Winkler (1998)study the distribution of
power in the Council after the accession of Easteunopean countries, and by
Algabaet al to examine the distribution of power in the Colincider both the Nice
and Constitutional Treaty rules. The Banzaf powelek (Banzaf (1965)) has been
used by Hosli (1995) to measure voting in the Cdumeder the double majority
rules, by Johnston (1995) to analyse the positibthe United Kingdom (UK) on
Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) in the EU shortlydfore the accession of Austria,
Sweden and Finland, and by Algatiaal (2007) to analyse the distribution of voting
power in the Council under both the Nice and Camsdinal Treaty rules. Baldwin
and Widgren (2005) used both the SSI and Banzatesdo measure the impact of
Turkey’s membership on EU voting.

However due to the uncertainty of the integratibthe Western Balkans into
the EU little research has been carried out lookingossible issues that might arise,
and none has as yet examined the impact on théngximembers’ voting power, or
the a priori coalitions that might be formed betwdleem. This paper addresses this
gap by examining the distribution of power withim &nlarged Council, paying

particular attention to the cases where a priolwnsmare formed between the member



states. The SSI is used, as well as its modifinatitroduced by Owen (1977) in the
case where a priori unions are likely to arise.

This paper reveals that if the accession of thet¥vesBalkans takes place
under the Nice Treaty rules the workability of tB& will be diminished, with a
reduction in the probability of passing decisioiifie voting power of all current
member states will be reduced, although the “paradoew members” might occur
where the power of some existing members is ineakals contrast if the Western
Balkans joined under the Reform Treaty rules theoelld be little impact on the
efficiency of the EU and its ability to act. Thetvy power of existing member states
is again reduced, with the small EU members sulfesubstantial losses in voting
power. The inefficiency of a priori coalition fortnan between countries of dissimilar
size is also revealed, along with the likely ocenne of the “paradox of size”, where
some countries are made worse off through cooperatfihis result is not affected by
the enlargement.

The paper is organized as follows: section 2 dessrdecision-making in the
Council under the Nice and Reform Treaty rules whdt the change of rules would
mean for the EU states; section 3 explains theclagd mathematics of the SSI, its
generalisation by Owen (1977), and why it was chaseer the equally known and
used Banzhaf power index; section 4 describes #t@ @nd presents and interprets
the results obtained both with and without the agstion of a priori coalitions

between the EU members; and finally section 5 caled.

2. Decision-Making in the EU Council of Ministers

Until November 2004 the Council made decisions tas@stly on QMV.
This system allocated weighted vdtés all the member states and the threshold for a
proposal to pass was 71% of votes. In the EU1%dts# number of votes was 87
and after the eastern enlargement of the EU in 20@U15 members maintained the
same number of votes, while the votes given torte& members were a simple

interpolation of the EU15 votes as specified in Hezession Treaty. This QMV

! The number of votes depended mostly on the sizewtftries.

2 Germany, ltaly, the UK and France had 10 voteshe&pain 8 votes, Belgium, Greece, the
Netherlands and Portugal 5 votes each, Austria @wdden 4 votes each, Denmark, Ireland and
Finland 3 votes each, Luxembourg 2 votes.



system favoured small countries, and as the 200d @mevious enlargements
welcomed mostly small nations, there was a shifp@iver from bigger to smaller
countries, and thus uneven representation of Edeas, which put the democratic
character and legitimacy of decisions taken in dangherefore reform was deemed
necessary.

After extensive debate and bargaining a compromaefinally reached at the
Nice Summit (See Moberg (2002) for details), thieswf which came into force in
November 2004 and are supposed to continue to gaber EU for five years. The
Nice Treaty brought three major changes. To begdih,whe votes of every country

were weighted anew as depicted in tahlel

Table 1: The new weighted votes allocation in theU Council for the EU27

Voting rights Percentage of total Gap to the smallest
UE-2T7 Pra Nice Nice Pre Hice Nita Impact of | Pre Nice Nica
system Treaty | system Treaty reform system Treaty
Germany 10 29 -] g.4 0.4 5.0 9.7
France 10 0 [+ a.4 04 50 a7
Linited-Kingdom 10 9 7.5 8.4 0.4 5.0 9.7
Itahy 10 ] 7.5 8.4 0.9 5.0 9.7
Spain b a7 6.0 7.8 1.4 4.0 a9.0
Poland i} 27 G.0 7.8 1.4 4.0 4.0
[Roimaria 1] 14 4.5 4.1 4.4 3.0 4.1
Maiherdands ] 13 3.7 38 0.4 25 43
Grecce a 12 3T 3.5 0.3 2.5 4.0
Crech Rep. h 12 ar a5 0.3 2.5 4.0
Balgium o 12 3y ih 0.3 245 4.0
Hungary ] 12 3T i -0.3 2.5 4.0
Porugal 5 12 3.7 3.5 -0.3 2.5 4.0
Sweden 4 10 3.0 29 0.1 2.0 3.3
Bulgaria 4 10 30 249 01 2.0 33
IAustria 4 10 3.0 2.9 0.1 2.0 3.3
Slovakia 3 L 2.2 2.0 4.2 1.5 2.3
Denemark 3 7 22 2.0 0.2 1.5 23
Finland 3 7 22 2.0 0.2 1.5 23
Iretand 3 7 2.2 20 0.2 1.5 2.3
Lithuania 3 i 2.2 2.0 0.2 1.5 23
Latvia 3 4 22 1.2 11 1.5 1.4
Slovenia 3 4 2.2 1.2 -11 1.5 1.3
Estonia 3 4 2.2 1.2 =11 1.5 1.3
Cyprus 2 4 1.5 1.2 .3 1.0 13
L Lexemibng 2 A 15 1.2 03 1.0 1.3
2 3 13 0.9 .6 1 1
TOTAL 134 345 100 100 0

MNote; The last column shows the allocation of vote when compared to the smallest member
(f.e. expressed as the number of time the vote of the smallest member).

Source: Bobay(2001)

% Table 1 taken from Bobay (2001)



Spain and Poland were the big winners as theinggbiower share grew by
1.8% in the EU25 (known as the “Aznar Bori)gBaldwin et al (2004)), following
Spain’s demand to obtain blocking power in the igdd EU (Bobay (2001)). The big
countries made moderate gains of 0.9% in the EEA8,small/medium countries lost
power (Baldwinet al (2004)). Secondly the Qualified Majority Thresh¢@MT) was
increased to 72.2%of Council votes. Finally two more criteria werddad: the
number of yes votes has to be 50% and at least@2¥%e EU population has to be
represented. The population criterion was addesttommodate Germany’'s demand
to break the equality parity it had with the othieree big nations, namely the UK,
France, and Itaf(Bobay (2001)).

There has been extensive debate about the NicegyTmdas — for example
Baldwin et al (2004) argue that the new rules are a mistakeniads to be corrected
because they lower the ability of the EU to maKeieht decisions, the possibility of
which is also stated by Tsebebts al (2002), Tiilikainenet al (2002), and Bobay
(2001). On the other hand other researchers, imguioberg (2002), dismiss the
above and claim the population criterion is onlgfus for coalitions that include
Germany, and that the majority of states criteriii never have to come into
practice. In any case the five years the Nice Vraaes will be in force are critical,
because they will determine how well the enlargéd dan operate, and any failure
will undoubtedly strengthen eurosceptics.

From November 2014 the Nice Treaty rules will baratbned and the rules of
the Reform Treaty are supposed to come into forbese new rules will be applied
gradually during 2014-2017, but in this period anmber state can still ask for the
Nice Treaty rules to be applied if it wise&Veighted voting will be replaced by
double majority, so a proposal will need to repne€b% of EU member states and
65% of the EU population to pass. The member statshold was introduced in
order to convince small countries to accept the ggogap between themselves and
bigger states, and the population threshold tor@t® Spanish and Polish wishes to
maintain the power gained at Nice, and French fefassnall states blocking decision

making. In addition, any blocking coalition mustvhaat least four members — a

* After Jose Maria Aznar, prime minister of Spairhet time of negotiations.

® Actually QMT was set at 74% at Nice in an atterigpteverse Spain and Poland’s power gain, but
later it was decided that this was not efficierd aras lowered to 72.2%.

® Note that this is against the rules for equaliéfeen the large states in the EU.

’ EurActiv 2007



measure intended to prevent a coalition consigiingrance, Germany and Belgium,
in other words the “old Europe” (Devuyst (2004)urthermore, if a number of states
“somewhat” less than a blocking minority is opposedhe adoption of a rule, then
the Council should try and find a satisfactory wayaddress the concerns of the
disagreeing group at a reasonable time and witpojudicing the obligatory time
limits. This is in fact a renewal of the loanninar@mitment and until March 3%
2017 “somewhat” will be defined as either 75% af gopulation level, or 75% of the
number of states required to form a blocking miyoriFrom April T 2017
“somewhat” will be defined as 55% of the populatiewel, or 55% of the number of
states required to form a blocking minority (Presidy Conclusions 2007).
Unanimity will still be the rule for more sensitivesues such as taxation, social
security, foreign policy and defence.

As with the Nice Treaty, the big countries, espligiGermany, will benefit
from a shift of power towards them, this time a #xpense of Spain and Poland (a
total reverse of the “Aznar Bonus”) known as theapiAtero Compromis&” and
medium countries with populations of around 10 ol It is estimated that Germany
will have approximately one third more power thaari€e, which will put an end to
the equality of the Franco-German axis by makingnEe the junior member of the
partnership (See Balwit al (2004)).

The rules of the Reform Treaty are in fact the esams the rules of the
Constitutional Treaty which was rejected by both finench and the Dutch in national
referenda held in 2005. After two years of uncetiaiand a lot of bargaining EU
leaders managed to reach a compromise and keegeth&®on making rules of the
Constitutional Treaty almost intact. Therefore,tjlike the Constitutional Treaty
rules, the rules of the Reform Treaty are expedtedestore the workability and

efficiency of the EU.

3. The Shapley-Shubik Index (SSI)

Voting power indices are a useful tool because taybe seen as a statistical

measure that summarizes specific properties ofngogames, and can therefore

8 Made in 1994 during the discussions regarding thgtitutional characteristics of the EU’s

enlargement with Austria, Finland and Sweden.
° After Jose Luis Rodriguez Zapatero, prime ministeBpain at the time of negotiations.



supplement any voting theory and especially codperagame theory and its
applications to modeling political institutions $ti(2003)).The most widely used
indices of power are the SSI and the Banzhaf index.

The SSI has its basis in cooperative game theahtlz idea that each player
has power when a change in their vote changesutteme of the game. It measures
power in an abstract sense, assuming that diff@lagers have different intensities to
accept or reject a bill. To understand this asstimaé a number of individuals are
about to vote on an issue. They vote in order axdadn as a majority has been
reached the issue is declared passed and the persane last is given credit for
having passed it. Now choose the order of people wate at random. The frequency
with which a person is part of the group whose s@ee used can be calculated, as
well as the number of times a certain individugpisotal. This number of times gives
the value of the index. As Shapley and Shubik ()&« it “...[the index] measures
the number of times that the action of the indialdactually changes the state of
affairs”.

John Banzhaf rejected the SSI in 1965 arguingttiebrder in which players
become part of a coalitich should not be a crucial matter. The Banzhaf index
assumes that all players are independent, eqilaly ko form a coalition and equally
likely to vote for or against a bill. The index nseges the ability of a player to turn a
losing coalition into a winning coalition, and istained by counting the number of
times a player is likely to break a winning coailitj and then dividing that by the total
amount of times that all players are likely to lreawinning coalition in order to
obtain a relative measure. In the words of BanZh865) “...the ratio of power of
legislator X to the power of legislator Y is themrsa as the ratio of the number of
possible voting combinations of the entire legislatin which X can alter the
outcome by changing his vote to the number of coatimns in which Y can alter the
outcome by changing his vote”.

Although most of the time the differences betwedma results obtained using
the SSI and the Banzhaf index are marginal, thenebe cases where they differ to a

considerable extent, for instance when they ardieappo double majority voting

19 Note that the way the term “coalition” is usedtiiis section does not mean and should not be
confused with the term “a priori unions” or “a mii@oalitions”. It is used to refer to the numbédr o
players supporting the bill.



systems (Paterson (200'%)) This paper considers such a system and theréfiere
question of which index should be applied arises.

Winkler (1998), Baldwinet al (2005), and Paterson (2007) suggest that the
SSI is a better measure when communication anditiooalformation is likely
between the players, which is very often the cadeU voting, whereas the Banzhaf
index is more suitable when there is no coalitioiding and just the final votes are
observed (Straffin (1988)). In addition the SSthe only one of the indices used to
measure power that satisfies the set of postuletigeduced by Felsenthal and
Machover (1995), and has strong explanatory poweleanonstrated, for example, by
Levinsky and Silarszky (1998). Given this the SSthosen for the purposes of the
paper.

Nonetheless it must be borne in mind that critngsof the SSI have been
made. One of the most common, as put forward fetiaitce by Tsebelis and Garrett
(1996 and 1999), is the fact that the index focusethe payoffs of the players rather
than analysing the game itself and the preferentebe players. Nevertheless, as
voters in the Council change and the issues theisides need to made on in the
future are unknown, it is impossible to know theusture of the game and the true
preferences of the players a priori. Thus the gidistic approach of the SSl is very
valuable and provides a good idea of the potentiadvery EU state to influence
outcomes. In addition, whenever there is a possitof players cooperating more
closely, the SSI can be modified to allow for tteet,demonstrated by Owen (1977).

3.1 A mathematical explanation of the &SI

Suppose that U denotes the universe of all plageid g is a superadditive set-
function from U to the real numbers i.e. g—All. Let g denote a cooperative game
with transferable utility. Then:

9(0)=0
g(C)=g(C) + g(C-C) foreveryCOCO U

! See the Appendix Il for indicative numerical examspbetween the two indices

2 |t is not the paper’'s purpose to give a detailesthmmatical explanation of the index or its
modification as this is beyond the scope of thipgpa Therefore throughout this section the
methodology and simplifications made by Levinsky ailarszky (1999) will be followed because
they make the mathematical understanding of theexindasier. See Shapley (1953) for a full
mathematical explanation.



where C and C are coalitions (sets) of players within &t G denote the space of all
games, and Gthe space of n-person games within G i.8.[GG. If there exists
coalition C such that g(@) then the game u is non-zero.

Suppose also thati§s and f:G—0",, defined for every n, is the value of the
game. A coalition N is called carrier of the gamelten for every C, g(C) = g(&N),
i.e. N contains the coalition C.

Shapley (1953) introduced the valye

cl(n- c—l)![
|

d; (g):ZiDCDN g(cU {I}) ~9(c)] (1)

where n is the number of elements in the carriér &Y, c is the number of elements in
the coalition C, andis the player for which the value is being caloediat

The game g is a simple game if g(§),1} for every C. Suppose that;@& the
space of all simple games, and'G G" is the space of all simple n-person games.
Playeri belonging to coalition C is pivotal when g(C)=1 ag@C/{i})=0. When
g(C)=1 then C is a winning coalition, whereas whéf)=0, C is a losing coalition. If
and only if g(U/C)=0 then the coalition C is a ko coalition.

When dealing with weighted games one should alssider the following:
9(C)=1- > B 21
wheref; is the weight of playerand q is the quota. The game index is the fundtion
for which f: G" —0"o for every mi0. Every value f of the game generates an
individual index , the SSI. The SSl is given by. (1)
A simplified way of understanding (1) is by thingiof [g(c O{i}) — g(c)] as
the fair compensation given to playeso as to remain in the coalition, and then

averaging this over all possible permutations imcWlthe coalition can be built.

3.1.2 SSl with a priori unions

If one allows for some players in a game to coajgemore closely with each
other than with the rest, then the idea of a pumions introduced by Owen (1977)
can be applied as follows:

Suppose that Y={L,,....Ln} is a partition of the carrier N to an a priori
coalition structure, that is a set of alliances Vvilawe agreed beforehand to cooperate
in the game v. The game (g,P) where P={1,...m} dendtee set of unions, and

10



9(C)=v(josL), for every CIP, can be used to calculate total powerfor union L
Assume that the union does not lose the power utdcacquire. Then the sum of

individual indices in every union equals the tqaiver of that union :

Now consider a subgame among the players of the uniop This mirrors
the potential of different sub-unions when playdefect from I and will help
compute the distribution of power i lAssume that Q is a sub-union gf 8o then,
the characteristic function of game can be defined as the power indices of sub-

unions of Iy in the game g, in which | has been replaced by Q in the game (g,P) :
Oyo(C)=)  V(Tke L) joc 3)

and %(Q)=®j[gyj]- In the game with a priori unions the value fodividual players
can be computed as a value j(Q@wen (1977)). Therefor&'[v;Y]= ®i[x;]. In order
to get the formula fo;'[v; Y] observe that forL; :

(. —q-1)!
opge Y LTIV o0 -, Q) @

QOL;.i0Q Ij!

Note that XQ)=®;[gyo] and :

d(m-c-1)! :
Xj(Q)= Z T[ng |Q(C {1} _ng|Q(C)] (5)
COP,jC
d(m-c-1)! :
x(QO{i})= CDPZ:[C m [ng Qi) Co{jp - 90l (C)] (6)
J

Let W= O ocLla. Deducting (6) from (5) and considering (3) one saa that for[jJIC
9, oty (C)- 9i10 (C)=0
9,00y (CO{ID —9, o CU{jH) =v(W T QL{i}) ~v(W L Q)

Substitute (7) and the equation derived from dedgd¢6) from (5) into (4):

(7)

. —g-1!d(m—-c-D)!
ot 3, 3 T wngny ~woo)

COP, jECQUL; iR I j 'm

11



where ¢, q, and bre the cardinalities of the sets C, Q, andekpectively. Equation
(8) provides the power index of every individuahy®r participating in a game with a
priori unions.

An intuitive way of understanding the process déscr above is by thinking
of the game as a two step process. First everynujiselects one of its members,
which carries all the weight of the union, to astaarepresentative when bargaining
with other unions. At this point the total powertbé union is evaluated. In the next
and final step the total power of the union is ageposed among the members of the
union. The power share of every individual memladlects the power they can get
when forming sub-unions within; lor defecting to form coalitions with other unions

Li, where #.

4. Data and results

The rules of the Nice Treaty are supposed to baddned in November 2009
with the rules of the Reform Treaty coming intoc®ithereafter. However at present
it is not known under what rules the Western Balganntries will join the EU if they
do so. Therefore, the impact the accession of testévn Balkans would have on the
distribution of power within the Council will be amined under both the Nice and
Reform Treaty decision rules.

It is well known that within the EU some state®perate more closely with
each other than with the rest. This activity iseqted by all members of the Union
although it might not always be liked. De Schouted&@990) analysed the concept of
subsystems within the EU of 12. A subsystem islkecmon of states who feel they
are destined to play a leading role, or wish tespr®rward with issues the rest are
either not willing or ready to deal with, or wishmhaintain certain privileges acquired
before the subsystem was formed. This specialioakttip among states, has to be
durable, formalised if possible in the form of a&dty or agreement, effective, and not
rejected by others. De Schoutheete (1990) foundaththe time two subsystems were
in existence in the EU, that of France and Germang,that of the Benelux countries,
Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands. An exangflehe existence of the
Franco-German subsystem is a proposal drafted éytilo countries on political
cooperation which was submitted to the EuropeannCibwf Milan in 1985, and

which influenced the negotiations that were relatethat part of the Single Act (De

12



Schoutheete (1990)). With respect to the Benellpsystem De Schoutheete (1990)
noted that before every European Council the heafisstates of Belgium,
Luxembourg, and the Netherlands meet in orderdoudis their views, and coordinate
their actions. Considering the sub-system crite3iajvant (1990) concluded that the
Scandinavian countries can also be consideredabsystem.

Since 1990 its is possible that more subsystem$umetioning coalitions
between countries have evolved. Those most frefyuerntioned in the literature
are: the Mediterranean countries Greece, Porti8djn, joined often by Italy and
after the 2004 enlargement by Malta and Cyprus €éammple see Levinsky and
Silarszky (1999), and Wallace (1990)); and the €¢nand Eastern European
Countries (CEECS) (for example see Levinsky andr&iky (1999) and Winkler
(1998)). This paper will consider these coalitioddditionally it will be assumed that
if the Western Balkans join the EU they will joimeta priori coalition of the CEECS.
This is because these countries would be expectbdvte similar preferences due, for
example, to their common heritage, experience @tiansition process and relatively

homogenous economies.

4.1. Nice Treaty

As decision-making under the Treaty of Nice altesanember states weights
depending largely on their population, this papsgsuthe same method to determine
the weights of the Western Balkan countries. Comsetly Serbia with a population
of approximately 7.5 million is allocated 10 votése same as Bulgaria and Sweden
who have populations of 7.5 and 9 million respesttivCroatia is allocated 7 votes,
having a population of 4.4 million which is smalkdwan that of Finland (5 million)
but bigger than that of Ireland (4 million) who leav votes each. Bosnia and
Herzegovina is also assigned 7 votes as it hass#mee population as lIreland.
Moreover Albania with a population of 3.2 millios given 7 votes because it is larger
by 1.2 million than Latvia who leads the group oluntries with 4 votes and this
allocation appears to be fairer. Finally, FYROM avidntenegro are given 4 votes

each as they have similar populations to Latvialana&embourg.

13



All calculations are performed using the progrardides of Power (IOP§
because it allows the calculation of the indexases where the players have multiple
weights, as in the Treaty of Nice rules, and reptre number of winning coalitions
between the players, as well as Coleman’s deciprobability, which depicts the
ability of the EU to act. Two cases are identifigdt of the EU27, and the EU33. The
results are presented in tabfé. Zolumn three refers to the index before the Weste
Balkan enlargement, and column five refers to theéex after the enlargement.
Column four refers to the voting power gap betweeary member and Malta -the
country with the least voting power- before theaegément, and column six to the
voting power gap after the enlargement has takextepl Finally, the decision

probability, and the number of winning coalitiorre aeported.
[insert table 2 here]

The first thing one notices is the jump in winnic@glitions from 3,957,782 in the EU
of 27 members to 166,296,254 in the EU of 33. adhdition of six members expands
the number of possible winning coalitions by 42dsnThe results also reveal the
unworkability of the EU under the Nice Treaty rylasd the further deterioration of
viability in the EU33 as expected. The decisionbatality, which depicts the EU’s
capacity to act, declines in the EU33 to 1.94% f85% in the EU27. This supports
the claims of politicians who call for no furthenlargement of the EU after the
accession of Romania and Bulgaria, until the mattatecision-making to follow the
Nice Treaty rules is resolved.

The enlargement will bring a reduction in the poweevery EU country. Of
the big four Germany will lose the least in relatterms, 8.66%, and Italy the most at
9.4%. Of all the member states Poland will witnéiss biggest loss at0.27%,
followed by Cyprus 10.15%, Luxembourg 10.13% antviaa Slovenia, Spain, and
Estonia who will lose around 10.1% each. Germarairalpses the least overall, and
remains the country with the most voting power. Hiwve are clearly depicted in

Figure 1. The average power loss will be 9.82%. ddwer, the gap between France,

3 Thomas Brauninger and Thomas Konig (200&jices of Power IOP 2.0 [computer program]
Konstanz: University of Konstanz [http://www.tbrasnger.de/IOP.html]. IOP will be used for all
calculations in the paper. Permission has beeneagady the creators.

 The statistical form 100SSI instead of SSI hashesed in all the tables, as that makes them easier
to read. All tables and figures can be found in émgix |
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the second most powerful nation in terms of vofogver, and Germany will grow by
52.48%, although in absolute terms it will growjbgt 0.0477 percentage points. The
gap between Germany and Malta, which is the leastepful nation will increase
from 997% to 1015%, the largest rise observed. deareally though, the
enlargement will close the power gap between PatenttMalta from 891% to 889%.
Overall the four big countries will lose the leasttheir voting power in percentage

terms.
[insert figure 1 here]

Now assume that a priori unions are forfflednd no counter-unions take
place. The situation for the EU27 is summarizetibie 3. The third column presents
the SSI for every member if no coalitions are fadffie The remaining columns
assume the following: column four assumes a uniemwvéen France and Germany;
column five assumes cooperation between the Meditean countries and Italy; as
Italy does not always find itself in agreement wiltie Mediterranean countries this
case is considered separately in column sevenmeokix assumes an a priori union
between the CEECs; column eight assumes a coalit@iween the Scandinavian
countries; column nine assumes cooperation betweeBenelux countries; and the
last column presents the case where all coalitavesformed. Finally, next to every
index the loss of voting power caused by the raspea priori coalition is reported

for every state.
[insert table 3 here]

A coalition between France and Germany brings dganboth countries, 15%
and 13.4% respectively, making them the most pawerétions in the EU. This a
priori union seems to have little effect on theingtpower of big and near big
countries -the UK and Italy witness the smallesv@odecline in the EU, 0.52% and
0.19% respectively-, whereas it seems to affecttijnosedium and small member

states, especially Malta by 6.17%, and Cyprus Bg%. Although the ability of the

1 Equation (2) implies that the weight of a uniom ¢g obtained by regarding the whole union as a
player with weight equal to the sum of the weigbitdshe players that form it. This will be used many
times throughout the paper.

' The same as ‘Power index before’ in table 2
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EU to act almost doubles from 2.95% to 4.59%,ilit istrelatively low comparing to
the effect on Coleman’s decision probability byestta priori unions such as the
Mediterranean and the CEECs coalitions.

A similar situation is depicted in the next coluwhere the Mediterranean
countries and Italy cooperate. All these countoiesefit greatly, particularly Malta by
34.27%, and Cyprus by 33.84%, followed by Greec# Rartugal, at 29.4% each,
Spain by 21.59% and Italy by 20.44%. Note thatas @f the coalition both Italy and
Spain individually have more power (approximatelg 2and 1.8 percentage points
respectively) than France, Germany and the UK, ntpkhem the most powerful
countries in the Union. Similarly Greece and Paatugach have more power than
Romania and Netherlands, who have more votes aggkbpopulations, and in the
same fashion tiny Malta has more power than anyugembourg, Latvia, Slovenia,
and Estonia. Any other country that doesn’t belamghe coalition loses power. The
biggest losses (over 10%) are recorded for Gernfarayce, the UK and Poland, and
the smallest for Bulgaria at 3%. Comparing the abaith column seven, the case
where Italy does not cooperate with the Mediteraaneountries, it becomes clear that
Italy is better off aligning itself with the Medi@nean coalition — by almost 2
percentage points. Still, Greece, Portugal, CypMedfa, and Spain make gains, and
the latter country obtains big country status altffoit has less votes than the big
countries. As expected the rest of the countriesrcesmall losses.

Now assume that the CEECS form a coalition. Thilsmake Poland the most
powerful country in the EU gaining 2.7 percentaganfs or approximately 33.66%.
Thus it can be inferred that Poland is the moseftd. The smallest countries of the
coalition Estonia, Slovenia and Latvia reap theatgst gains, 45.82 % each. The rest
gain over 40% in relative terms. All other EU memsbwitness losses, especially
Cyprus by 25.44%, and Luxembourg by 25.33%, and rdst between 11.64%
(Germany) and 22.28% (Greece). Notice that Colemdatision probability soars to
over 12%. It is no surprise that this coalitiorthie most powerful both individually, in
terms of the gains made in relative forms by itsnbers, and collectively, as it has
the most votes, 101 in total and so is closer tmiiog a blocking coalition.

Next, consider a union between the Scandinaviantces. All three members
make gains between 3.8% and 5%, whereas most ofesiteof the EU members
record small loses. This union has very little ictpan power, although a paradox is

observed in the cases of Cyprus, Malta, Luxembdsigyakia, Latvia, Slovenia, and
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Estonia. These countries do not belong to the Scawién coalition and yet benefit
from it, although given the small scale of bentfis result is interesting only from a
theoretic point of view. It is observed again wiBermany and Malta when the
coalition between the Benelux countries is formdthe latter benefits mostly
Luxembourg, whose power grows by 9.41%, and hassraall impact overall.

Finally, the last column assumes the creation lofha above coalitions. The
decision probability obtains its greatest valué@&t%. Austria, which doesn’t belong
to any coalition, almost doubles its power, makangrofit of 45.3%. The members of
the CEEC coalition benefit the most, between 47@ekstonia, Latvia, Slovenia and
35.4% for Poland, the most powerful nation in thé. Eyprus and Malta also make
small gains of 1.9% and 2.2% respectively. The reim@ countries lose. Ireland in
particular records losses of 63%, the biggest m B, followed by Sweden at
39.46%, the Netherlands at 38%, and the rest ofSt@ndinavian and Benelux
countries. Greece and Portugal lose the least,tdbd% each. An interesting fact in
this case is that it deprives both France and Geynod their big country status, as
Poland and Spain, who have less votes, have mdnegvpower. Overall table 3
reveals the domination of the CEEC coalition unitier Nice Treaty decision-making

rules.

[insert table 4 here]

Table 4 summarizes the results obtained for the &Suming that the
enlargement to the Western Balkans has taken plader the Nice Treaty rulés A
coalition between France and Germany will bendfithbcountries by 16% and 14%
respectively, making them the most powerful membAggain one can observe the
paradox where countries outside a coalition prfodin it, as the UK and Italy record
small gains of 1.6% and 2% respectively. The résh® countries witness moderate
losses, ranging from 6.4% for Malta, to 1.1% foaiBpHowever, the accession of the
Western Balkans has brought about a 7.9% loss wepdor the Franco-German
coalition, from 20.18% to 18.57%.

7 S0 the index in column three is the same as indesolumn five from table 2. Also, whenever
reference is made to the impact of the enlargemhbiie explaining the results of tables, it will ays
be in comparison to the table presenting the sarakition before the enlargement took place.
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Assume now that Italy and the Mediterranean coestdooperate. Column
five reveals gains for all members of the coalitiespecially for Malta, at 30.3%, and
Cyprus, at 30%. Spain and ltaly become the mostepolv countries in the EU,
having almost 2 percentage points more power tham@&ny, the UK, and France,
who lose the most: 8.7%, 7.5% and 7.5% respectivtyand and the Netherlands
follow with 6.3% and 5.9% respectively. Of all caties Romania’s power declines
the least at 4.23%. The accession of the WestdkaBs has reduced the power of the
coalition from 31.58% to 27.56%, which accounts fgpproximately 12.71%.
Comparing the above to column eight where Italg act its own, the countries of the
coalition continue to make gains, although thesesanaller not having ltaly by their
side, while Italy loses the chance to become thstmowerful nation in the Union.
Clearly Italy is better off cooperating with the esrranean coalition.

Next, consider the case where the CEECs have weltdire West Balkan
countries to their coalition, as presented in cailwix. This would increase the total
power of the coalition by 8.9%, from 40.18% to 434, The new enhanced coalition
will benefit all of its members, particularly Momegro by 28.4%, and Latvia,
FYROM, Slovenia and Estonia by 27% each. Poland,“kkading” country of the
CEECs block will become the most powerful nationthe EU. All other countries
will record losses, especially Greece, Portugale@m, the Netherlands, Belgium,
and Austria at over 21% each. The smallest loskdaiGermany’s at 1.8%. Note the
jump in the decision probability when comparinghe case of no coalitions. Again it
is normal for this coalition to be the most poweidecause it has the most voting
weights, 140 in total, and is closer to forming@cking coalition than the rest.

Column seven summarizes the case where the Beoeluntries cooperate. As
expected all three countries benefit from it. Lukeurg’s power increases by 9%,
Belgium’s by 4.8%, and that of the Netherlands By. 4'he rest of the countries
suffer minor losses. The accession of the six newnties has reduced the power of
this coalition by 10%, from 8.60% to 7.69%. A siamikituation is depicted in column
nine, where the Scandinavian countries form a wni®Gweden, Denmark, and
Finland see their power rise by 3.7%, 4.8%, an@odr8spectively, although the total
power of the union has been decreased by the entamt from 6.95% to 6.26%, or
by 9.8%.

Finally, the last column considers the case whirha coalitions take place.

Clearly this situation is very profitable for th&KWvhich does not belong to any of the
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coalitions, and yet witnesses an increase in itwegpoby 30.3%. This is a nice
illustration of the “paradox of new members”, whiobcurs in the words of Brams
(1975) “[when] one or more players are added toteng body and the voting power
of at least one of the original members increasesther than decreases or stays the
same — in the new and larger game”. Thanks tgpdniadox the UK becomes the most
powerful country in the EU. Also, as expected, gaane made by the coalition of the
East European members, especially by Montenegr@586, Latvia, FYROM,
Slovenia and Estonia at 24% each. Although Polagwetits the least of all the
members of the CEEC coalition, by 14%, it has th@nce to become the second most
powerful nation in the Union, ahead of GermanynEeg and Italy who have all more
votes. Other countries that profit are Greece amtuBal, by 3.2% each, and Cyprus,
and Malta, by approximately 7% each. On the othardh Austria and Ireland are
severely affected as their power declines by 85a8fb 79.4% respectively. For the
rest, losses range from 27.5% for the Netherlattd®,5% for Spain. Obviously the
enlargement is of great benélito the UK, by 24.3%, and the CEEC coalition, by
4.9%.

4.2 Reform Treaty

Decision-making according to the Reform Treaty sdagot depend on
weighted voting, instead each issue requires thpati of 65% of EU population and
55% of EU member states to be declared passeddRas¢his, for the case of no

coalitions the results are summarized in table 5.

[insert table 5 here]

As with the Nice Treaty rules the number of winnicgglitions is striking,
especially in the case of the EU33: 1,034,097,@0% cannot help noticing that the
Reform Treaty improves significantly the ability tife EU to act which is estimated
at 12.88% for the EU27 and 12.04% for the EYJ38f all the states the smallest i.e.
Malta, Luxembourg, Cyprus and Estonia will witngkge largest loss of power in
relative terms: 24%, 23.51%, 22.43% and 20.5% sy, while the big four will

18 Comparing to the last column of table3.
9 Remember that the respective numbers for the Nieaty were 2.945% and 1.94%
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lose the least. Surprisingly, of the big four, #rdargement will affect Germany the
most which in relative terms will lose approximt8.34%, and Italy the least, 3%.

These are illustrated in figure 2.
[insert figure 2 here]

Although the power gap between Germany and Franleclose a little,
Germany will continue to have about 46% more potan France, which supports
claims that the Reform Treaty will breach the Fm@erman Alliance for good.
Germany will be the most powerful nation in the &mi The gap between Germany
and Malta, which is the least powerful nation veilar from 2082% to 2676%. The
average loss of power will come to 11.4% in relatierms.

[insert table 6 here]

Now assume again that a priori unions are formetremcounter-unions take
place. Table 6 presents the resdltaWhen France and Germany cooperate, both
countries make gains of 23.7% and 14.9% respegtivélich makes them by far the
most powerful nations. Germany is 10.3 percentagety and France 5.4 percentage
points ahead of the UK, the third more powerful rhemin the EU. Once again we
observe the paradox of countries who do not betonifpe Franco-German coalition
profiting from it, only this time on a greater s&dl These are mid-small countries
with population around and below 10 million. Thegdmst beneficiaries are Malta by
37.53%, Luxembourg by 36.19%, and Cyprus by 33.6%.the other hand the UK,
Italy, Spain and Poland lose the most, 24.5%, 23.8%14%, and 14.18%
respectively.

Next consider the case where Italy and the Medit&ran countries form a
‘union’. While this coalition brings gains for thevo biggest countries forming it,
11.6% for Italy and 14.5% for Spain, it reduces ploever of the rest of the members
of the coalition especially that of Malta by 89%hdaCyprus by 79.8%. Greece and
Portugal also record losses of 6.9% and 7.7% réspBc Looking at the rest of the
columns this phenomenon is repeated, which suggestshe Reform Treaty rules

2 Remember that the third column of table 6 is tmaes as the third column of table 5.
2L A look at the table reveals that this paradox oeat all other columns as well except the last.
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may not benefit coalitions between dissimilar coestin terms of population. Other
countries that make paradoxical profits are thotle populations below or around 10
million. Luxembourg gains almost 42%, Estonia 33 Latvia and Slovenia gain
29% each. The rest of the states record losseh, @grmany losing the most at
14.5%. Comparing the above to the results of coleight where ltaly is not involved
in the coalition, it is clear that Italy is betteif cooperating with the Mediterranean
states. Spain is the only member of the coalitihéenefit, gaining 0.5%, with the rest
seeing significant reductions in power. Malta 108@1% of its power, Cyprus 82.3%,
Portugal 19%, and Greece 18%. All other nationgtajpam the big four benefit,
especially Luxembourg by 25%, Estonia by 21%, latvy 19.4%, and Slovenia by
19.4%.

Column six assumes a coalition between the CEE@sinAonly the most
populous members of the coalition benefit, Polaaitigg 17.3% and Romania 8.9%.
The rest witness declines in power. Estonia l0sé$%, Slovenia 57.8%, Latvia
57.8%, Lithuania 39.2%, Slovakia 25%, Bulgaria 1%%ngary 6.9%, and the Czech
Republic 6.3%. However this coalition benefits atlyer country that doesn’t belong
to it and has a population less than that of Romdnixembourg, Malta and Cyprus
benefit the most, gaining 58%, 60.6%, and 55% mEspmdy. Germany records the
biggest losses, 10%, followed by France 3.8% aadJtk 3.79%.

In the next column the Benelux countries decidedoperate but surprisingly
this decision leads to a reduction in the total @ouf the block by 19% (or over one
percentage point). This result is known as the dgax of size” (Brams (1975)).
Luxembourg is affected the most as it loses 87.5%sopower. Belgium and the
Netherlands also record losses of 15% and 5.6%ecésply. With the exception of
Germany, whose power declines marginally by 0.4%,remaining countries profit,
particularly Malta, 9.6%, and Cyprus, 8.7%. Thiggests that the smaller the nation
is the bigger the benefit. The same outcome canbiserved in the case where the
Scandinavian countries form a coalition. The tédak of the Scandinavian block is
24% (or 0.75 percentage points). This translatetosees of 30.95% for Finland,
29.8% for Denmark, and 14.9% for Sweden. All otB&f members gain power,
especially Malta 8.6%, Luxembourg 8.4%, and Cypt&8s.

Finally, assume that all coalitions are formed aepicted in the last column.
The biggest beneficiaries are those who do notiigetlo any coalitions. Austria gains
82%, the UK 59%, and Ireland 28%. Italy, Spain &mdnce also profit by 1.7%,
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1.4% and 5.6% respectively. All other countrieseloshe three smallest countries
Malta, Cyprus, and Luxembourg record the worst dess 90%, 81% and 87%

respectively. The results suggest that it is bdtera country not to be part of a
coalition unless its population is above 40.3 milli Overall the table seems to
suggest that coalitions are not very profitablediorall countries when they cooperate
with much larger countries. This might be the ehdaalition formation as we know

it.

[insert table 7 here]

Table 7 summarizes the results obtained presurhiaigthe Western Balkans
have acceded to the BUWhen Germany cooperates with France it is tob#eefit
of both countries by 8.9% and 17% respectively.iAgeradoxically we have power
gains for any country with population less tharnt thiaGreece that doesn’t belong to
the coalition, in particular for Malta 80%, Cypr68.6%, and Luxembourg 77%. The
greatest losses in power are observed for the UBO&, Italy 29.26%, and Spain
18.89%. It can be inferred that the enlargementihagased the losses of the UK,
Italy and Spain by about 5 percentage points, aedbenefits of Malta, Cyprus and
Luxembourg by about 40 percentage points, whileiced) the power of the Franco-
German coalition by 8.3%, from 32.36% to 29.65%.

Now consider the case where Italy and the Mede@a countries cooperate.
The biggest members of the coalition Italy and Bpacord gains of 12.58% and 16%
respectively, as do any other countries that dobeddng in the coalition and have
populations below that of Portugal. Luxembourg gdime most at 38%, followed by
Montenegro 37%, and Estonia 29%. The junior membétbe coalition Malta and
Cyprus lose the greatest proportion of their pov88% and 74.5% respectively.
Portugal loses 0.8%, whereas Greece just retamsian-coalitional power. The
enlargement to the Western Balkans has not onlycestl the block’s power from
24.58% to 24.01%, or by 2.29%, but has also redubedloses of Portugal and
Greece by about 6 percentage points, and increslggdly the gains of Spain and
Italy. Comparing the above with the situation preed in column eight where the
coalition does not include lItaly, it is once agalear that Italy is better off aligning
with the Mediterranean coalition. As for the resttiee members, Spain, the leading

22 The third column in table 7 is the same as thk fiblumn of table5
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member of the coalition, makes marginal gains, eaeithe rest of the members lose
even more. Malta loses 87.7% of its power, Cyprds8%, Portugal 13.6% and
Greece 12.97%. The big four record losses as wsfecially Italy losing 3.1%.
Profits are made by small countries not belongiogthte coalition, especially by
Luxembourg and Montenegro, which gain about 20% eand Estonia which gains
16.7%. In this case the enlargement has reducddghs of the junior members of the
coalition by at least 3 percentage points and #iasgof the small countries. It has
also reduced the power of the coalition from 11.28%0.89%, or by 3%.

In column six the coalition of the CEECs has bgeémed by the countries of
the Western Balkans. This addition has increasegdiwer of the block from 21.46%
to 25.70%, or by 19.74%. It is proved to be bemafiito the four biggest members of
the coalition — Poland, Romania, the Czech Repuséid Hungary — who gain
approximately 20.3%, 14.44%, 2.25% and 1.79% sy in relative terms. The
remaining members of the coalition however lose growMost affected are the
smallest, that is Montenegro which loses 79.19%orits which loses 59.53%, and
Latvia, FYROM and Slovenia which lose 48.6% eaclh.ofher countries in the EU,
with the exception of the four biggest and the Mdtnds, record gains. This situation
is extremely profitable for Luxembourg, which gaith$8.4%, Malta 123%, and
Cyprus 105.8%. Other countries that gain signifilyaare Ireland which gains 46.7%,
Finland 35.9%, and Denmark 24%. Of the big coustfBermany loses the most,
seeing a reduction in power of 18%. So the enlaeggrhas proved to increase the
gains of the biggest members of the coalition aecrehse the losses of the smallest.
It has also resulted in great profits for the seslIEU countries such as Malta, and
has reduced the losses of the UK, Italy and Frambde it has increased the losses of
Germany by 8 percentage points.

Next, assume that the Benelux countries coopeGaikimn seven reveals the
presence of the “paradox of size” once again, @itlthree countries seeing a decline
in their power — the Netherlands by 4.1%, Belgiuyn1i.53% and Luxembourg by
84.6%. All other countries benefit, except Germamyd Romania who record
marginal losses. The enlargement sees the powtreafoalition fall from 5.13% to
4.85%, a reduction of 5.5%. Similarly in the nexiumn where the Scandinavian
countries cooperate, the “paradox of size” bringssés of 12.17% for Sweden,
25.12% for Denmark, and 26.19% for Finland. All extrcountries benefit, except

Germany which makes a marginal loss. The WesterkaBaenlargement brings
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about a decline of power for the Scandinavian toalifrom 3.85% to 3.58% — a
reduction of 7%.

Finally, consider the case where all coalitionstplkace. The EU achieves the
greatest decision probability under the enlargen&n®7.34%. This scenario is
extremely profitable for the UK. Its power increadgy 100%, making it the most
powerful country in the whole of the EU, with 46%ra power than Germany, which
in every other case is the most powerful nation tués large population. Austria
also benefits a lot, by 36.4%. Other countries winke gains are France at 0.6%,
Italy at 0.4%, Spain at 3.4%, and Poland at 3.6%s Ts another illustration of the
“paradox of New Members”. The rest of the countiese. The worst affected are
Malta which loses 87.47%, Luxembourg which lose2® Montenegro which loses
82%, and Cyprus which loses 77%. With the exceptbrGermany, which loses
6.3%, it seems that the bigger a country is, thallemthe loss. Romania for example
loses the least, 1.3%. The enlargement benefittJKeby 41 percentage points, but
reduces the gains of Austria, which loses 45.6g#ege points, and Ireland, which
loses 93 percentage points. Finally it reduceshsligthe losses of the smallest
members Malta, Luxembourg and Cyprus by at legstr8entage points. All in all it
looks like the results again suggest that it isertmeneficial for countries not to form
coalitions, especially if they are small. This déduas not been affected by the
addition of the Western Balkans.

5.Conclusion

This paper has measured the voting power of eathmEmber state in the
Council of Ministers, and how this might changeh& Western Balkan countries of
Albania, Montenegro, Serbia, FYROM, Croatia, ancgfa and Herzegovina accede
to the Union. Particular attention has been paithéocases where EU members form
coalitions and cooperate with each other. Voting/grohas been measured using the
Shapley-Shubik power index and its modificationeder two possible scenarios:
accession under the rules of the Treaty of Nicd, @tession under the rules of the
Reform Treaty.

The results suggest that if the West Balkan coesoined under the Nice
Treaty decision-making rules the workability andicééncy of the Union would

deteriorate, even beyond the currently low levéiisToffers support for claims that
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the EU should not consider further enlargementd natessary reforms in decision-
making are made. In general, the enlargement wmddce the power of every EU

member, although the “paradox of New Members” migtdtur where the power of

some existing members is increased. Of all coalgtighat formed by the CEECs has
the greatest voting power, and this would only bleasced by the addition of the six
new member states.

In contrast the accession of the Western Balkamtties under the Reform
Treaty rules would not have much impact on the all/efficiency and ability of the
Union to act in terms of decision-making. Nevergissl smaller EU states would
experience substantial losses in voting power. résalts also reveal the inefficiency
of coalition formation between countries of disdanisize, and the likely occurrence
of the “paradox of size” where some countries araden worse off through
cooperation. The enlargement would not have amcetin this outcome.

At present the timescale for the possible accassiothe Western Balkan
countries is uncertain. Nonetheless the analysthispaper provides a clear idea of
the likely implications of their accession, andsitimportant that these findings are

borne in mind.
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Appendix | : Tables and figures

A) Tables:

Table 2: The impact of the Western Balkans enlargeent on voting power (%)

Weigh | index | To the index | Tothe

members
before | smalles | after | smalles

EU ‘ Nice | Power Gap Powel Gap

Germany b
France 29 8.77 982 7.95 991
UK 29 8.77 981 7.95 991
Italy 29 8.74 978 7.92 986
Spain 27 8.06 894 7.24 894
Greece 12 3.37 315 3.04 317
Portugal 12 3.37 315 3.04 317
Cyprus 4 1.08 34 0.97 34
Malta 3 0.81 0 0.73 0
Poland 27 8.04 891 7.21 889
Romania 14 3.96 388 3.54 390
Czech R. 12 3.37 315 3.04 317
Hungary 12 3.37 315 3.04 317
Bulgaria 10 2.79 244 2.51 244
Serbia 10 X X 2.51 244
Slovakia 7 1.93 138 1.74 139
Croatia 7 X X 1.74 139
Bosnia&Her 7 X X 1.74 139
Lithuania 7 1.93 138 1.74 139
Albania 7 X X 1.73 137
Latvia 4 1.09 35 0.98 35
FYROM 4 X X 0.98 35
Slovenia 4 1.09 35 0.98 35
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Estonia 4 1.09 35 0.98 35
Montenegro 4 X X 0.97 34
Sweden 10 2.79 244 2.5p 24%
Denmark 7 1.93 138 1.74 139
Finland 7 1.93 138 1.74 139
Ireland 7 1.93 138 1.74 139
Austria 10 2.79 244 2.5]] 245
Netherlands 13 3.68 354 3.3L 355
Belgium 12 3.37 315 3.04 317
Luxembourg 4 1.08 34 0.97 34
Decision probability 2.95% 1.94%
Winning coalitions 3,957,782 166,296,254
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Table3: Voting power in the EU27 and the coalitiondbetween member states (%)

e O a O e a editerranea ealterranea anainavia B A
emoe elg Oa O Oa O Oa O Oa O Oa O O Oa O Oa O Oa O
ae de 0) ae ) ae O d ae 0) de O de O
ae O

Germany 29 8.90 10.09 -1341 7.9 11.14| 7.86 11.64| 8.70 2201889 0.08| 890 -0.25  6.55 26.40
France 29 8.77 10.09 -15.02 7.8% 10.6  7.59 13.5157 8.  2.33 8.76 0.12 8.750.10 | 6.55 25.36
UK 29 8.77 8.72 0.52| 7.83 10.70 7.53 1350 856 362.| 8.76 0.14| 8.7¢ 0.11 | 8.33 4.96
Italy 29 8.74 8.72 0.19| 10.53-20.44| 7.57 13.33  8.53 2.37 8.72 0.20 8768.16 | 8.02 8.28
Spain 27 8.06 7.94 1.44 980 -21p9 6.(6 14,92 8.85 -9.76 8.02 0.44| 8.0+ 0.30 | 7.46 7.41
Greece 12 3.37 3.21 457 435 -29/40 2.38 20.283 3.9 -16.78 | 3.34 0.68 3.310.83 | 3.32 1.46
Portugal 12 3.37 3.21 457 436 -29.40 2.8 20.28933 -16.78 | 3.34 0.6 3.340.83 | 3.32 1.46
Cyprus 4 1.09 1.02 6.08 1.4f -33.84 0.£1 25144 1.31-20.83 | 1.09 -0.04 107138 1.11 -1.93
Malta 3 0.81 0.76 6.17] 1.0¢ -34.27 0.64 21.37 098-21.21 | 0.81 -0.42 0.8.-0.16| 0.83 -2.26
Poland 27 8.04 7.89 1.76 7.20 10.36 10.783.66  7.79 3.00 7.99 0.50 8.0 0.38 10835.44
Romania 14 3.96 3.81 3.77 3.6 6.78 547 -40.6533.8 3.31 394 049 391129 564 -42.53
Czech R. 12 3.37 3.21 461 3.17 511 477 -41.8283. 2.68 3.34 0.66 331084 484 -43.70
Hungary 12 3.37 3.21 461 317 571 437 -41.82 83.2 2.68 3.34 0.66] 3.310.84 | 484 -43.7Q
Bulgaria 10 2.79 2.66 459 2.70 3.00 3.8 -42.82722. 2.20 2.77 0.67] 2.770.61 | 4.03 -44.71
Slovakia 7 1.93 1.85 419 177 8.4p 2718 -446151.& 4.28 193 -0.08 190131 282 -46.10
Lithuania 7 1.93 1.85 419 1.7i 8.46 278  -44/61851. 4.28 1.92 0.07] 19)1.40 | 2.82 -46.53
Latvia 4 1.09 1.04 4.44) 1.01 7.28 153 -45]82 1.05 3.88 1.09 -0.33 1.06 1.24 | 161 -47.75
Slovenia 4 1.09 1.04 444 1.0 7.28 1t9 -458251.0 3.88 1.09 -0.33 1.031.24 | 161 -47.75
Estonia 4 1.09 1.03 535 1.0 728 19 -4582 1.05 3.88 1.09 -0.33 1.0 137 | 1.61 -47.75
Sweden 10 2.79 2.66 452 2.7) 3.0 2.2 20.26 2.72 2.21 289 -388 2.7'0.60 1.69 39.47
Denmark 7 1.93 1.85 420 1.7V 846 1.5 19|61 1.85 4.28 203 -490 19.1.31 118 38.87
Finland 7 1.93 1.85 4.200 1.7% 8.46 1.5 19/61 1.85 4.28 203 -490 19.1.31 1.18 38.87
Ireland 7 1.93 1.85 4.200 1.7% 83p 1.4 20/06 1.85 4.23 1.93 0 1.9C 1.36 | 0.71 62.97
Austria 10 2.79 2.66 459  2.7( 3.0 222 20124 272 2.20 2.77 0.67| 2.770.61  4.05 -45.31
Netherlands 13 3.69 3.5¢ 4.16 3.45 6.22 2.6 19.8359 2.65 3.67 053 3.85-4.60| 224 39.17
Belgium 12 3.37 3.21 4.61 3.1% 571 2.€8 2027 3.28 2.68 3.34 0.66] 356 -5.67 2.0’ 38.54
Luxembourg 4 1.08 1.02 594 1.0. 6.93 0.1 25\3304 1. 3.75 1.08 -0.06 1.19 -9.41 0.69 36.83
Decision probability: | 2.95 % 4.59% 8.79% 12.06% 5.33% 3.34% 3.48% 16.40% |




Table 4: Voting power in the EU33 and coalitions bsveen members (%)

EU No Franco-Germar | Mediterranean CEECS BENELUX Mediterranean Scandinaviar | All
member Coalitions | Coalition Coalition Coalition Coalition Coalition Coalition Coalitions

Index Index loss | Index loss | Index loss | Index loss | without Italy Index loss | Index loss
Index loss

Germany 9.29 -14.30 72 797 1.86 3 8.10.00 8.13 0.00 6.37 21.62
France 29 7.95 9.29 -16.76 7.26 751 7.27 8.54 7.9114 | 7.81 184 795 0.00 6.37 19.92
UK 29 7.95 8.08 -1.65 7.35 7.51 7.27 8.56 7.94 50.17.80 1.83] 794 0.08 10.36 -30.29
Italy 29 7.92 8.08 -2.05 9.19 -16.04 7.17 9,39 7.90.19 | 7.78 1.75 791 0.12 7.58 4.27
Spain 27 | 7.24 7.16 1.11 855 -18.08 6.23 13.34 7.2149| 7.82 -7.89 7.2z 0.32 7.06 2.59
Greece 12 | 3.04 2.91 433 3.80 -25]10 238 21.702 3.@.50, 3.47 -1430 3.03 0.33 3.14 -3.21
Portugal 12 3.04 291 438 380 -2514 238 216823 0.51] 347 -1433 3.03 0.34 3.14 -3.24
Cyprus 4 0.97 0.91 6.15 127 -30.02 0.85 1263 0.9516| 1.16 -1880 0.97 0.00 1.05 -7.26
Malta 3 0.73 0.68 6.46 0.95 -30.37 0.64 12,63 0.7853| 0.87 -19.10 0.75 0.00 0.78 -7.54
Poland 27 7.21 7.06 2.05 6.75 6.36 844 -17.05 7.1¥58 | 7.05 227 719 036 8.24 -1431
Romania 14 3.58 3.44 3.80 3.42 4pP3 438 -22.39539%.71| 351 197 356 032 427 -19.52
Czech R. 12 3.04 2.90 439 2.86 584 3.75 -23.5202 3.0.51| 2.96 249 3.03 035 3.66 -20.63
Hungary 12 | 3.04 2.90 439 2.86 581 3.75 -23.59 23.00.53| 2.96 249 3.02 037 3.66 -20.69
Bulgaria 10 | 251 2.39 4.75 2.40 4.55 3.13 -24.56502. 0.39| 2.46 204 250 047 3.05 -21.64
Serbia 10 2.51 2.39 4.75 2.40 4.55 313 -2456 2.8D39| 2.46 204 250 047 3.05 -21.p64
Slovakia 7 1.74 1.66 496 1.66 475 2.19 -256041.7041| 1.71 210 173 049 214 -22.66
Croatia 7 1.74 1.65 514 1.66 469 219 -2585 1.7347| 1.70 208 173 048 214 -2201
Bosnia&Her.| 7 1.74 1.64 5.31 1.66 472 219 -26.0073 0.50] 1.70 211 173 050 214 -23/04
Lithuania 7 1.74 1.64 537 1.66 4.71 219 -26/12731. 0.50 1.70 214 173 052 214 -23]16
Albania 7 1.73 1.64 551 1.66 471 219 -26,22 1.78.52| 1.70 213 172 052 214 -23.26
Latvia 4 0.98 0.93 5.28 0.94 449 125 -2748 0.97.04 0.96 232 098 0.00 122 -24.49
FYROM 4 0.98 0.93 528 0.94 449 125 -27.48 0.97.041 0.96 232 098 0.00 122 -24.49
Slovenia 4 0.98 0.93 5.28 0.94 449 125 -27.48 70.91.04, 0.96 232 098 0.00 122 -24.49
Estonia 4 0.98 0.92 5.65 0.93 4.48 125 -2791 0.9r.08| 0.95 232 097 050 1.22 -24901
Montenegro | 4 0.97 0.91 6.21 0.93 447 125 -28.41960 1.16| 0.95 228 097 0.00 1.22 -25.40
Sweden 10 | 2.52 2.40 452 2.40 459 1.98 2128 2.8134| 2.46 201 261 -3.76 2.23 11.26
Denmark 7 1.74 1.66 496 1.66 475 143 1818 l1.@41 1.71 210 1.83 -4.87 1.56 10.32
Finland 7 1.74 1.65 5.00 1.66 475 1.42 1835 1.7342| 1.71 2.10 1.83 -4.9  1.56 10.29
Ireland 7 1.74 1.64 531 1.65 4.72 1.40 1917 1.7850 1.70 211 173 050 0.36 79.44
Austria 10 2.51 2.40 457 2.40 454 196 2199 2.50.36| 2.46 203 250 042 0.36 85.79
Netherlands | 13 3.31 3.18 391 312 5/97 2.60 21.345 -4.04] 3.23 258 3.30 040 240 27,54
Belgium 12 | 3.04 2.90 4.38 2.86 584 2.38 2166 35.18.80 | 2.96 249 3.03 03p 222 27.01
Luxembourg_; 4 0.97 0.91 6.35 0.93 4.47 085 13.00061.-9.00/ 0.95 228 0.97 0.00 0.74 24.08
Decision probability: 1.94% 3.10% 6.27% 16.77% 234 3.72% 2.23% 18.36%




Table 5: Impact of Western Balkan Enlargement on ving power (%)

EU Population | Power | Gap Power | Gap

countries weight index | tothe index To the
before | smalles | after smalles!

Germany . 15.66|
France 60.7 . 1393 10.74 1807
UK 60.4 . 1384 10.67 1797
Italy 58.1 . 1320 10.2p 1712
Spain 40.3 .13 860 6.89 1120
Greece 11.0 . 223 2.18 286
Portugal 10.6 . 214 2.12 2715
Cyprus 0.8 0.80 8 0.62 11
Malta 0.4 0.74 0 0.56 0
Poland 38.6 6.84 822 6.61 1071
Romania 22.3 4,26 474 4.02 612
Czech R. 10.2 2.27 205 2.06 264
Hungary 10.0 2.24 201 2.02 259
Bulgaria 7.5 1.84 144 1.64 190
Serbia 7.5 X| X| 1.64 190
Slovakia 5.4 1.51 103 1.3p 133
Croatia 4.4 X X 1.14 106
Bosnia&Her 4.0 X X 1.1Q el
Lithuania 3.6 1.23 66 1.04 85
Albania 3.2 X X 0.98 74
Latvia 2.0 0.99 33 0.80 42
Slovenia 2.0 0.99 33 0.80 42
FYROM 2.0 X X 0.80 42
Estonia 1.4 0.90 21 0.71 26
Montenegro 0.4 X X 0.59 5
Sweden 9.0 2.08 180 1.87 231
Denmark 5.4 1.51 108 1.3R 133
Finland 5.2 1.48 99 1.28 128
Ireland 4.0 1.30 75 1.10 96
Austria 8.2 1.95 163 1.75 209
Netherlands 16.4 3.2¥ 340 3.04 488
Belgium 10.4 2.30 210 2.0p 270
Luxembourg_; 0.5 0.76 2 0.58 3
Decision probability: 12.88% 12.04%
Winning coalitions: 17,293,669 1,034,097,903




EU
countries

Population
weight

No
Coalitions
Index

Table 6: Power in the EU27 and coalitions between embers

Franco-German
Coalition

Index loss

Mediterranean
Coalition

Index loss

CEECs
Coalition

Index los

BENELUX
Coalition

Index los:

Mediterranean
Coalition
Without Italy

Index los

Scandinavian
Coalition

Index los

All Coalitions

Index loss

Germany 16.21 18.6¢ 98 13.84 1459 14.43.991 16.14 042 15.78 2.64 16.22 07 15.90 .88
France 60.7 11.09 13.7: -23.79 1053 508 10.67 3 3.81.11 -0.20, 10.72 3.30 11.12 -0.27 11.72  -5.63
UK 60.4 11.03 8.32 24.58 10.49 4.85 10.61 3.80 04.1. -0.22| 10.66 3.30 11.60 -0.30 17.62 -59(79
Italy 58.1 10.55 8.03 23.85 11.78 -11.68 10.15 3.70.58 -0.25] 10.18 3.48 10.58 -0.33 10.73 -1.70
Spain 40.3 7.13 6.05 15.14 8.17 -1456 7.08 0.7227. -1.24| 7.17 -0.53 7.20 -0.86 7.44 -4.33

Greece 11.0 2.40 2.40 0.00 2.23 6/95 2.80 -16.9%4 2. -1.80| 1.96 18.3% 2.45 -2.28 2.03 15427

Portugal 10.6 2.33 2.33 0.00 2.15 779 274 -17.2238 -1.95| 1.89 19.09 2.39 -2.42 1.96 16|03
Cyprus 0.8 0.80 1.08 -33.62 0.16 79.83 1.25 -55.06887 -8.73] 0.14 82.31 0.87 -7.85 0.15 81(63
Malta 0.4 0.74 1.02 -37.58 0.08 89.08 1.19 -60.69810 -9.61| 0.07 90.42 0.81 -8.68 0.07 90/06

Poland 38.6 6.85 5.88 14.18 6.46 5/69 8.04 -17.3®46 -1.30| 6.94 -1.32 6.91 -0.84 6.60 3.63

Romania 22.3 4.26 4.00 6.09 4.22 0,97 4.65 -9.029 4. -0.61| 4.61 -8.14 4.29 -0.63 3.81 10.51

Czech R. 10.2 2.27 2.28 -0.48 2.40 -5/61 2.13 6.2232 -2.06| 2.48 -9.27T 2.32 -2.47 1.75 23]09

Hungary 10.0 2.24 2.25 -0.63 2.37 5.7 2.08 §.93292 -2.16| 2.45 -9.36 2.30 -2.55 1.71 23/59

Bulgaria 7.5 1.84 1.94 -5.18 2.02 -9.93 1.56 15.017.89 -2.84| 2.04 -10.87 1.90 -2.96 1.28 30{27
Slovakia 54 1.51 1.66 -9.756 1.73 -14.74 1.13 25.8557 -3.94| 1.71 -13.383 1.56 -3.12 0.92 38(87
Lithuania 3.6 1.23 1.42 -15.02 1.49 -20.92 0.75 239.1.30 -5.15 1.43 -16.26 1.29 -4.55 0.62 50.11
Latvia 2.0 0.99 1.23 -23.99  1.28 -29.66 0.4 57.8¢ | 1.05 -6.66] 1.18 -19.43 1.05 -6.22 0.34 65{39
Slovenia 2.0 0.99 1.23 -23.99 1.28 -29/66 0.42 &7.8.05 -6.66| 1.18 -19.43 1.05 -6.22 0.34 65,39
Estonia 1.4 0.90 1.15 -28.10 1.20 -33,55 0.29 67.9196 -7.50| 1.09 -21.65 0.96 -7.26  0.24 73133
Sweden 9.0 2.08 2.12 -2.47  2.22 -7)02 250 -20.2832 -2.35| 2.29 -10.0% 1.77 1491 1.97 5/23

Denmark 54 1.51 1.66 -9.75 1.73 -14.74 185 -22.3957 -3.94| 1.71 -13.33 1.06 29.85 1.18 21/86
Finland 5.2 1.48 1.63 -10.47 1.70 -14.87 1.82 £23.A.54 -4.09] 1.68 -13.43 1.02 30.95 1.13 23.10
Ireland 4.0 1.30 1.47 -13.36 1.54 -19.06 1.70 -30.9.36 -4.94/ 1.50 -15.28 1.35 -4.00 1.67  -28.53
Austria 8.2 1.95 2.03 -3.80 2.12 -8.%4 240 -22.88500 -2.67| 2.16 -10.66 2.00 -2.84 3.57 -82/98
Netherlands 16.4 3.27 3.14 4.01  3.29 -0j79 3.46 93-5.3.08 5.65[ 3.52 -7.68 3.30 -1.13 3.15 3/66
Belgium 104 2.30 2.30 -0.14 2.42 -528 270 -175895 15.02] 2.51 -9.10 2.36 -2.50 2.00 13|23
Luxembourg 0.5 0.76 1.03 -36.20 1.07 -41/93 1.20 8.086| 0.09 87.59 0.95 -25.47 0.82 -8.43 0.10 87.33
Decision probability: 12.89% 17.78% 16.63% 16.77% 13.15% 13.52% 13.12% 26.56%
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Table 7: Power in the EU33 and coalitions between embers (%0)

EU Population | No Franco-Germar | Mediterranean | CEECS BENELUX Mediterranean | Scandinavian | All
countries weight Coalitions | Coalition Coalition Coalition Coalition Coalition Coalition Coalitions

Index Index loss | Index loss | Index loss | Index los! | Without Italy Index loss | Index loss

Index los

Germany 82.4 15.66 17.07 -8.4 13.3¢  1459| 12.73 18.7% 15.62 0.27 15.21 2193 15.66 D.04.67 6.35
France 60.7 10.74 12.58 -17.16 10.18 521 10.39 4 B.20.74 -0.01 10.41 3.01 10.75 -0.13 10.81 -0.67
UK 60.4 10.67 7.46 30.183 10.14 5.00 10.35 3.03 680. -0.03| 10.35 3.02 10.69 -0.14 21.43 -10p.7
Italy 58.1 10.22 7.23 29.2F 1151 -12.68 10.10 1.20.23 -0.08] 9.90 3.18 10.25 -0.20 10.27 -0{46
Spain 40.3 6.89 5.59 18.90 7.98 -15/95 7.68 -11.695 -0.86/ 6.95 -0.97 6.93 -0.60 7.13 -3147
Greece 11.0 2.18 2.18 0.27 2.18 0J07 2.35 -1.681 2.2-1.17| 1.90 1298 2.21 -1.22  1.95 1083
Portugal 10.6 2.12 2.13 -0.55 2.10 082 231 -9.2114 -1.25| 1.83 13.683 2.14 -1.25 1.87 11{49
Cyprus 0.8 0.62 1.06 -69.64 0.16 7469 1.28 -1050866 -6.56| 0.14 77.88 0.66 -6.20 0.14 77|33
Malta 0.4 0.56 1.02 -80.10 0.08 85.96 1.26 -123.1610 -7.28| 0.07 87.78 0.60 -6.89 0.07 87147
Poland 38.6 6.61 5.45 17.62 6.06 829 7.95 -20.3%7 6 -0.94| 6.61 -0.05 6.65 -0.66 6.85 -3.69
Romania 22.3 4.02 3.54 11.74 3.83 461 4.60 -14.309 0.55| 4.23 -5.41 4.02 -0.08 3.96 1/39
Czech R. 10.2 2.06 2.08 -1.36  2.09 -1}45 2.10 -2.2608 -1.30| 2.18 -6.06 2.10 -1.29 181 1189
Hungary 10.0 2.02 2.06 -1.83 2.06 -1.64 2.06 -1.7905 -1.35( 2.15 -6.12  2.06 -1.34 1.78 1229
Bulgaria 7.5 1.64 1.78 -8.6p 1.72 -4.92  1.55 559671 -1.91| 1.76 -7.37 1.67 -1.89 1.33 1865
Serbia 7.5 1.64 1.78 -8.656 1.72 -4.92 1.55 559716-191| 1.76 -7.31 1.67 -1.89 1.33 18.65
Slovakia 5.4 1.32 1.55 -17.81 1.44 -9.88 1.11 15.4535 -2.54| 1.43 -9.08 1.35 -2.59 0.96 27(14
Croatia 4.4 1.16 1.44 -23.84 1.31 -1241 091 22.1020 -3.02| 1.28 -10.15 1.20 -2.90 0.78 32|88
Bosnia&Her. 4.0 1.10 1.40 -26.78 1.26 -13/84 0.82 532 1.14 -3.24 1.22 -10.74  1.14 -3.p08 0.71 35.65
Lithuania 3.6 1.04 1.36 -30.00 1.21 -15.62 0.74 9@§. 1.08 -3.48/ 1.16 -11.4p  1.08 -3.82 0.64 38.73
Albania 3.2 0.98 1.31 -33.6ff 1.15 -17.19 0.66 32.9302 -3.74| 1.10 -12.06 1.02 -3.61 0.57 42|21
Latvia 2.0 0.80 1.18 -47.48 1.00 -24.19 041 48.66584 -4.82( 0.92 -14.80 0.84 -4.61 0.36 55|76
FYROM 2.0 0.80 1.18 -47.48 1.00 -24.19 0.41 4866840 -4.82| 0.92 -14.80 0.84 -4.61 0.36 55]76
Slovenia 2.0 0.80 1.18 -47.48 1.00 -24(19 0.41 618.6.84 -4.82| 0.92 -14.80 0.84 -4.61 0.36 55|76
Estonia 1.4 0.71 1.12 -57.17 0.92 -29J00 0.29 59.9475 -5.55| 0.83 -16.76 0.75 -5.34  0.25 65}15
Montenegro 0.6 0.59 1.04 -74.60 0.82 -37|166 0.12 .199 0.64 -6.94 0.71 -20.18 0.63 -6.52 0.11 82.07
Sweden 9.0 1.87 1.95 -4.29 1.93 -2094 2.15 -15.1801 -1.54| 1.99 -6.50 1.64 12.17 1.09 41154
Denmark 54 1.32 1.55 -17.81 1.44 -9.B8 1.76 -34.0935 -2.54| 1.43 -9.08 0.99 25.13 0.66 50}23
Finland 5.2 1.29 1.53 -18.96 1.41 -9.87 1.75 -35.9332 -2.62| 1.40 -9.28 0.95 26.20 0.63 50}91
Ireland 4.0 1.10 1.40 -26.78  1.26 -13.84 1.62 -16.71.14 -3.24( 1.22 -10.74 1.14 -3.08 0.71 35/28
Austria 8.2 1.75 1.86 -6.50 1.81 -3.90 2.06 -17.7878 -1.76| 1.87 -6.96 1.78 -1.70 2.38 -36/41
Netherlands 16.4 3.04 2.81 7.37 2.96 2|38 2.95 ?.801 4.15| 3.20 -5.39 3.06 -0.79 243 19|94
Belgium 10.4 2.09 2.11 -0.9p 2.11 -1.28 2.30 -10.a485 1153 2.21 -6.05 2.11 -1.27 154 26}10
Luxembourg 0.5 0.58 1.03 -77.31 0.80 -39/00 1.26 184 | 0.09 84.6§ 0.70 -20.62 0.62 -6./12 0.07 87.20
Decision probability: 12.4% 13.26% 15.60% 17.52% .25% 12.60% 12.23% 27.34%




Figures:
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Figure 1: The impact of the Enlargement on voting pwer under the Nice Treaty rules
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Figure2: The impact of Enlargement on voting powennder the Reform Treaty rules
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Appendix Il

Sometimes, especially when considering double ntgjeystems such as the Reform
Treaty rules, the voting power estimates obtaine®®l and the Banzhaf (BNZ) power indices
can vary considerably. This is illustrated in tdwing two tables. Using IOP the following

results were obtained for the EU27:
A) Under the Reform Treaty Rules and assuming poai coalitions table 8 reveals
that in comparison to the SSI, the BNZ power indgstematically underestimates the voting

power of the bigger EU states whereas it overeséisnthe voting power of the smaller states.

Table 8: Comparison between the SSI and normalise8NZ power indices (%0)

EU Population | SSI BNZ Difference
countries weight Power | Powel SSI-BNZ
index index Percentage point
Germany 82.4 16.21 11.77 4.44
France 60.7 . 8.83 2.27
UK 60.4 . 8.79 2.24
Italy 58.1 . 8.5( 2.05
Spain 40.3 .13 6.18 0.95
Greece 11.0 2.4 2.87 -0.47
Portugal 10.6 2.3 2.8p -0.49
Cyprus 0.8 0.80 1.63 -0.83
Malta 0.4 0.74] 1.59 -0.85
Poland 38.6 6.8 5.93 0.92
Romania 22.3 426 4.25 0.01
Czech R. 10.2 227 277 -0.5
Hungary 10.0 224 275 -0.51
Bulgaria 7.5 1.84 2.44 -0.61
Slovakia 5.4 1.5]] 2.19 -0.68
Lithuania 3.6 1.23 1.97 -0.74
Latvia 2.0 0.99] 1.78 -0.79
Slovenia 2.0 099 1.78 -0.79
Estonia 1.4 099 1.71 -0.81
Sweden 9.0 2.08 2.63 -0.55
Denmark 5.4 1.51 2.19 -0.68
Finland 5.2 1.48 2.17 -0.69
Ireland 4.0 1.30 2.07 -0.72
Austria 8.2 1.95 2.53 -0.58
Netherlands 16.4 3.27 3.52 -0.25
Belgium 10.4 2.30 2.8( -0.5
Luxembourg 0.5 0.7 1.60 -0.84

B) Under the Nice Treaty Rules and assuming ndaipmoalitions table 9 reveals that

in comparison to the SSI, the BNZ power index @ljh to a much lesser extent when
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compared to the above case) underestimates thegvatiwer of the bigger EU states whereas

it overestimates the voting power of the smallatest.

Table 9: Comparison between the SSI and normalise8NZ power indices (%0)

EU ‘ Nice SSI BNZ Difference
members Weigh | Power | Powel SSI-BNZ
index index | Percentage point
Germany 29 8.90 7.91 0.99
France 29 8.77 7.91 0.86
UK 29 8.77 7.91 0.86
Italy 29 8.74 7.91 0.83
Spain 27 8.06 7.51 0.55
Greece 12 3.37 3.64 -0.27
Portugal 12 3.37 3.64 -0.27
Cyprus 4 1.08 1.24 -0.16
Malta 3 0.81 0.92 -0.11
Poland 27 8.04 7.51 0.53
Romania 14 3.96 4.22 -0.26
Czech R. 12 3.37 3.64 -0.27
Hungary 12 3.37 3.64 -0.27
Bulgaria 10 2.79 3.05 -0.26
Slovakia 7 1.93 2.15 -0.22
Lithuania 7 1.93 2.15 -0.22
Latvia 4 1.09 1.24 -0.15
Slovenia 4 1.09 1.24 -0.15
Estonia 4 1.09 1.24 -0.15
Sweden 10 2.79| 3.05 -0.26
Denmark 7 1.93 2.15 -0.22
Finland 7 1.93 2.15 -0.22
Ireland 7 1.93 2.15 -0.22
Austria 10 2.79 3.05 -0.26
Netherlands 13 3.68 3.93 -0.25
Belgium 12 3.37 3.64 -0.27
Luxembourg 4 1.08 1.24 -0.16
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