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There is no foundation for the view that the balance between small and large member countries
has changed through the successive enlargements of the ELL In most cases, the share of voles
of the large countries is about 75 percent of what it would have been if the votes had been
distributed in proportion to their population, and this lgure has changed very linle over the
years. The great exception is Germany, which is due to the reunification. The effecis of the
enlargements and of a greater share of small and overrepresented countries have been bome to
the same extent by all member countries. The relationship between the overfunder-
representation of small and large countries has not changed since 1958, The share of the
total population necded for a decision by qualified majority has, however, fallen, panticularly
with the accession of Spain and FPortugal and the German reunification, and the majority has in
o way become “less qualified.” This will continue with the coming enlargements. but the
widespread belicf that the small countries could owlvote countries with a majority of the
population is erroneous. This article examines the changes in the system that were suggesied
during the 1996 Intergovernmenial Conference. A change of the same magnitude as these
could be achicwved through a simple formula based on objective criteria and would also
climinate the inconsisiencics of the present system and the need for new negotiations at each
enlargement.

The Problem

The central task of the 1996 Intergovernmental Conference of the European
Union was to solve the institutional issues facing the Union with the coming
enlargement. One important element in that context was the large member
countries” demand for a reform of the voting system in the Council. Similar
proposals have been made on earlier occasions, in particular in connection
with the successive enlargements, but the matter has not earlier been brought
as far as it was at this conference.
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Se¢veral member countries linked this issue with increased use of qualified
majority decisions and with a change in the composition of the Commission.
The conference did not reach an agreement on all these matters. It was,
however, decided that the large member countries, which now nominate two
members of the Commission, should give up one of them on the next
enlargement of the Union, provided that there had been an agreement to
change the voting rules, either through a reweighting of votes or through a
double majority system. Qualified majority voting was introduced in a
number of new areas.

The discussions on the voting system at the conference raises a number of
interesting points. Several aspects have already been discussed, e.g., by Hosli
in her article on coalition making in the Union (Hosli 1996), and by Widgrén
(1995), Stilvant (1993) and Hamilton (1991). These authors have concen-
trated on the voting power of individual countries in a game theory context
with a particular focus on whether one country can make a coalition win a
vote by Joining it, or make it lose by defecting. That is, of course, of great
interest, but these studies do not deal in depth with the relationship between
the relative voting power of the countries and their share of the population,
i.e., the representativity of the voting system, nor with the effects of the
forthcoming enlargements to East and Central European countries.

The purpose of this article is to look at these two aspects. After some
general remarks, it looks into the motives and concemns of the different groups
of countries, discusses the evolution of the voling system in the European
Union and finally comments on the effects of the various models that have
been discussed at the conference, or informally during the conference, and
adds a few new models.

The article is mainly based on the author’s own calculations of figures for
the population and the actual votes. Only limited reference is made to the
discussions at the conference, which were rather superficial. 1t is natural that
member states were hesitant to show their hand in the negotiations, but there
was also very little common analysis of the siluation and the effects of various
models,

The article focuses mainly on the effects for individual countries and,
unlike the articles mentioned above, it does so without making use of
Banzhaf's or Shapley-Shubik’s indices. Several interesting conclusions can
still be made with less sophisticated methods. Another point is that the
indices, while being the correct measure of a country’s voling power in a
game theory context, are based on the assumption that all coalitions are
equally probable and that any given country could be sitting on the critical
votes. However, the actual political landscape hardly looks like that,
Individual countries with a firm view on a given issue are unlikely to find
themselves 1n a pivotal position. The likelihood is greater for countries in a
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middle position or countries with a preater interest in trade-offs between
different issues. _

It should be noted that this article only discusses one aspect of the
institutional matters at the conference, the balance between small and large
countries, and only one element of this aspect, i.e., the voting system in cases
where decisions are made by qualified majority. It does not deal with other
elements, such as the composition of the Commission, or other aspects, such
as the balance between supranationalism and intergovernmental cooperation
or the balance between the institutions of the Union.

The latter aspects could be of interest. It could be argued that the voting
rules should depend on the substance of the matter. However, the basic
features of decision making in the Council were decided already in the 1930s
when the EEC was founded. Some matters should be decided by unanimity,
some by qualified majority and the small unspecified rest by simple majority.
There have been changes in this mix over the years, so that, quantitatively,
qualified majority is the rule in well over three fourths of all decisions. The
links to the weighting that were made at the conference were, however,
basically of a bargaining nature. Some countries could accept more decisions
by qualified majority on the condition that their weight in the voting
increased, but there were hardly any links between the substance of the
decisions and the weighting.”

It should also be borne in mind that the antagonism between small and
large countries, which the discussion of the voting system at the conference
seems o imply, is artificial. In the daily work of the Union, the dividing line is
rarely between small and large countries, but rather between groups of
countries with different political priorities.

Furthermore, it should be noted that a formal vote is rarely taken in the
decision making process of the Union. Rather, the Presidency interprets the
discussion in the Council and subordinate bodies in terms of whether there is
a qualificd majority or not. This should not lead to the false conclusion that
the voting power of the countries is unimportant. On the contrary, it is
constantly in the minds of all participants and influences the alliances they try
to form in the negotiations. Member states are aware that they can be
outvoted, and this probably tends to stimulate consensus decisions.

The Present System

The present system can, of course, only be explained in its historic context. It
was originally conceived for the Community of six in the 1950s and was only
slightly modified at the first enlargement in 1973, At cach subsequent
enlargement, the new member countries have been slotted into the existing
classes of countries of roughly the same size, or into new classes between
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them. The number of classes has increased from three to six. No total
restructuring has taken place. The percentage of votes required for a qualified
majority has remained at about 71 percent over the years.

The present system is, intentionally, a degressively proportional system,
where the small members are somewhat overrepresented, as a rule the more
the smaller the country is, and the larger countries somewhat under-
represented. This can be seen as a compromise between the principle “one
man, one vote” and the traditional intergovernmental principle “one country,
one vote,” reflecting the fact that both federalist and intergovernmental
clements exist in the Union. This principle has basically not been questioned
in the discussions (nor is it the author’s intention to do so). Instead, the
question has been how far this degressive principle should go.

The division into classes by size is rather crude and lumps together member
countries of rather different sizes. The differences within each group have
increased over the years. The most conspicuous case 1s that, after the
reunification, Germany has not asked for and has not been given more voles.
Thus, there is now a significant difference in size between the countries that
have 10 votes each. The Netherlands with approx. 15 million inhabitants are
in the same group as Greece, Belgium and Portugal with approx. 10 million
inhabitants, each with five votes. Another group with Sweden and Austria,
only slightly smaller than the latter countries with approx. nine and eight
million inhabitants respectively, have been given one vote less. With these
inconsistencies, there is hardly any point in trying to find a mathematical
formula that describes the present distribution of votes. As a matter of
curiosity, however, the formula that seems to come closest 15 one vole per
country and the rest distributed in proportion to the square root of the
population.

Motives for Change

The large countries base their demands on the allegation that the balance has
changed in favor of the small countries with the successive enlargements, and
particularly with the latest enlargement to Austria, Finland and Sweden. They
have often pointed at the difference in number of votes per inhabitant,
particularly in the two extreme countries Germany and Luxembourg, and they
have often warned against a situation where decisions could be made by a
minority of the total population.

However, since the concepl of “balance™ has never been defined, it 15
impossible to find an exact answer to what the large countries were trying to
get at the conference. Conclusions will have to be based on their arguments
and proposals. Their motives were probably mixed: In some cases, they
probably concerned the real power of a group of member countries, such as
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the Mediterranean countries. In other cases, the motives were probably less
rational, concerning prestige and national pride. To some extent, there seems
to exist a notion that the “large™ countries and former great powers should be
seen as a group with a special status and somehow qualitatively different from
the small countries, or even that the votes should reflect the “political weight™
of a country rather than the size of the population. It has, in fact, been
suggested that the large countries should be compensated as a group for the
loss of influence they are said to have suffered.

One conclusion is that the large countrics do not seem to be primarily
concerned about the fact that they are underrepresented in the present system.
Mone of them has taken the trouble to show any figures about it, and no
proposals about a fully proportional system have been made.

MNor does it seem likely that the large countries are aiming at a system
where they can get a qualified majority by their combined votes, even against
the will of small countries. Ideas about a directorate of the large countries
have existed (e.g., confidential proposals by General de Gaulle made in
connection with the first enlargement), but very few statements at or in
connection with the conference can be interpreted in such a way. The
proposals that the large countries made at the conference would not give those
effects.

What the large countries seem to have been particularly preoccupied with
at this conference is rather keeping the present (or restoring past) possibilities
for a few of them of blocking a decision. This is important, since decision
making in the EU operates largely through blocking minorities. The
discussions of weighting of votes during the latest enlargement negotiations
and the [oannina compromise were about just that.

In the EEC6, one large country could block a decision with the support of
one small country. In EC9 and ECI10, one large and two medium-sized
countries were necessary o block a decision. Afier the accession of Spain and
Portugal, at least two large and one medium-sized country were necessary.
Now, two large and two medium-sized countries, or three large countries, are
required for a blocking minority. The possibilities of the large countries to
block a decision will continue to diminish in the same way with future
enlargements,

Another line of argument that was used to some extent, is that the
percentage of the population that the countries forming a qualified majority
represent has decreased. This will be examined in the section on the effects of
the enlargements.

The Present Balance
The over or underrepresentation of each country can easily be calculated as
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the ratio between its share of the votes and its share of the population. It shows
the difference between the present situation and the share that the country
would have had if the votes had been distributed in proportion to the
population. If the ratio is below one, the country is underrepresented. If it is
over one, the country is overrepresented. The figures for individual member
countries, including EU26, based on one of the extrapolations made at the
conference, can be seen in Table 1. Another measure for the same relation-
ship, which has often been used in the public debate, is to calculate the
number of inhabitants each country needs for one vote. The practical
disadvantage of that measure is that it is necessary to compare the figures to
the average in order to sec which countries are over or underrepresented.

Table 1. Over/underrepresentation of Member Countries in EULS and EU26

EL15 EU26

Fopulation Percent Percent Percent Percemt Ratio
1995 Votes population wvoies  Ratio population wotes EU26

Germany 81,538 10 220 11.5 .52 1710 7.58 044
UK 58.503 10 15.7 1.5 0.73 1220 7.58 62
France 38,020 10 15.6 1.5 074 12.10 7.58 062
Italy 57268 10 15.4 1.5 0.75 12000 T.58 (L3
Spain 39177 ] 10.5 02 (.87 .20 G005 .74
Paland 38,390 g 803 606 (.75
Romania 22,840 & 4,75 4.55 0.95
Metherlands 15,424 5 4.2 57 138 323 ] 1.17
Greece 10,442 5 2.8 57 205 214 3.7 1.73
Czech Rep. 10,300 5% 216 379 LT6
Belgium 10,130 5 27 57 211 212 L7 1.79
Hungary 10,114 " 212 379 1.749
Portugal ga912 3 2.7 5.7 2.15 207 kAt 1.3
Sweden B.B16 dq 2.4 4.0 1.5 1.85 303 1.64
Bulgaria 8,770 4 1.84 103 .65
Austria 8030 4 22 46 213 1.68 insy 1.80
Slovakia 5,350 3 1.12 24 203
Denmark 5,215 3 1.4 3.4 2.6 1.0 227 208
Finland 5,098 3 1.4 3.4 2.51 1.07 227 2.13
Lithuama 3,700 a 0.7 2.27 2.93%
Treland 3570 3 1.0} 34 3558 (.75 237 303
Latvia 2,560 m 0.54 22X 4.2
%lovenia 1,950 ki .41 227 5.57
Estonia 1,530 m .32 2.27 T.10
Cyprus 0,742 2 016 152 976
Luxembourg (0,406 2 [N 23 210 {1,008 1.52 1750

Total EU1S 371,619 &7
Total EU26 477809 1527

Source for populiation: Eurostat.
* Proposed votes for EU26 applicants.
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The table shows that most of the large countries have about 75 percent of
the votes they would have had if the system had been fully proportional to the
population. The most important exception is Germany. Spain, one of the
countries that insist most on an increased weight in the voting, is closest o a
proportional representation with about 10 percent of the votes and 10 percent
of the population. If its share of the votes were increased substantially, it
could become overrepresented.

The overrepresentation of the medium-sized and small countries is greater,
but the point here is that this does not lead to such a great underrepresentation
of the large countries, precisely because these countries have a small weight
in the comparison.

As a rule, the overrepresentation is greater the smaller the country is. The
only exceptions are Sweden and Austria that have slightly fewer votes per
inhabitant than the slightly larger countries Greece, Belgium and Portugal.
This is the only case where, contrary to the basic rule, larger countries are
favored in relation to smaller countries. The most overrepresented country in
relative terms is, of course, Luxembourg.

In absolute terms (actual votes compared to the votes cach country would
have if the 87 votes were distributed in proportion to its population), the
picture is slightly different. The most underrepresented country is still
Germany with about nine votes less than the proportional distribution. The
other large countries have about 3.5 votes less, Spain 1.28 less, Netherlands
1.4 more, and most of the smaller countries have 1.8-2.2 votes more. The
most overrepresented countries are Portugal, Belgium and Greece with 2.6—
2.7 votes more.

Effects of the Enlargements

Small Changes in Representativity

It is obviopus that the share of the votes of each old member must diminish as
new members join. The shares of the individual founder countries have fallen
to about half of what 1t was at the beginning. The combined shares of the
largest countries have fallen from almost 90 percent to less than 70 in
population terms, and somewhat more in terms of votes. Hosli's articles
(1995; 1996) discuss the absolute change in voting power at the successive
enlargements. However, the change should also be studied in relation to the
change in the country’s share of the population, i.c., the ratio above.

As can be seen from Table 2, the ratio for all member countries has
changed very litle since 1958, or since they joined the union. The ratio for
most of the large countries has fallen from an average of 0.8 10 0.73-40.75. The
original ratio for France was somewhat higher, because France was smaller
than the other large countrics in 1958, but this difference has now dis-
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Table 2. Overfunderrepresentation Over the Successive Enlargements

EECa EC9 ECI0  ECI2 EUIZY EUL5 EU26
1958 1973 1981 1986 1991 1995 i

Germany 0.73 0.71 0,70 0.70 0.57 0.52 0.45
UK 0.7% .76 0.75 0.7% 0.73 .63
France (.89 (.85 (.80 077 (.81 0.74 064
Italy (.50 0.31 076 075 079 0,75 065
Spain 0.58 0.93 0.86 0.75
Metherlands 1.79 1.65 1.52 1.46 1.52 1.38 1.20
Grecoe 2.24 214 2.26 204 1.77
Belgium 2.19 20 218 215 2.28 211 1.83
Porugal 212 2.20 217 .87
Sweden 1.95 L568
Ausiria 214 1.84
Dvnmark 264 2,52 2.49 2.65 247 213
Finland 251 218
Ireland 4,32 3.80 3.60 388 361 3.10

Luxembourg 30.60 2530 23.70 23.20 24040 21.00 18.20
Pop. for OMV®  67.7%  T05%  T0.2%  63.4%  602%  5B.2% S50.3-55.2%

* After German reunification.
b Minimum percentage of total EU population needed to obtain a qualified majority.

appeared. The great exception is Germany, whose ratio has fallen
considerably, but this is mainly attributable to the reunification.

FProportional Changes for Large and Small Countries

The proportion between the ratios for small and large countries has not
changed. All member countries have given up the same proportion of their
share of the votes to the new member countries. Also the effects of an
increased share of small and overrepresented member countries have been
borne to the same extent by all member countries. The large countries have
become somewhat more underrepresented, but the small countries have also
become proportionally less overrepresented. It also affects the ratio of the
new member countries.

The effects of the increased share of small and overrepresented countries
become obvious if one makes the mental experiment of enlarging the Union
with a few large countries, such as Russia, Ukraine and Turkey. In that case,
the ratio increases and large old member couniries become less under-
represented and the small countries more overrepresented.

In fact, this phenomenon has already occurred with the accession of
countrics that were larger than the average, such as the UK and Spain.
Another example is that before the German reunification, the ratios for most
of the large countries were close to the present figures. After the reunification,
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the ratio for Germany fell sharply, but the ratio for all other countries,
including the large ones, increased. Then, at the latest enlargement, the ratios
for all countries decreased somewhat.

“Less Qualified” Majority

Another effect of the enlargements is that the theoretically smallest per-
centage of the population required to reach a qualified majority diminishes.
The last row in Table 2 shows that the greatest change took place with the
accession of Spain and Portugal when it became possible to outvote two of the
largest countries. The second largest change was the German reunification.
These changes will continue with coming enlargements. The widespread
belicf that a number of small countries have enough votes to outvote countries
with a majority of the population is erroneous. Nor will it be true if the present
system were continued in an enlarged Union. Even in an EU of 26 or 27, a
majority, if tiny, of the population will be required for a qualified majority of
the votes. 1t should be noted that the percentage is highly dependent on the
number of votes given to the new member countries that fall outside the
present groupings. If Latvia, Slovenia, and Estonia were given three votes
cach, as in Table 1, the majority would only be 50.3 percent. If they were
given two voles, the minimum majority would be 55.2 percent, and even
fewer voles have been suggested. In any case, the minimum percentage of the
population does diminish and the qualified majority becomes less qualified.
This is a valid argument for changing the voting system.

One way of addressing these problems is to change the threshold for
qualified majority rather than the weighting of the votes, an 1dea that did not
receive much support at the conference. On the contrary, there is wide support
for the idea that the threshold should be maintained so that the decision
making at least does not become more cumbersome.

Effects for “Coalitions™

It is casy (o appreciate the difficulties in identifying consistent coalitions. The
position of a country is not a simple dichotomy, such as free trade/
protectionism, but rather a question about the priority each country gives to
different interests. A country may take a more free trade oriented position in
one matter, and less so in another matter. A country may have common
interests with another country on one issuc, but with a third country on other
issues. The posilions of countries change over time. Even so, a number of
factors, such as sector interests, administrative and political traditions,
domestic political climate and agenda give the individual countries a profile
that is not likely to change radically in the short run. The priority given by
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some countries to, for example, free trade, environmental matters,
Mediterranean agriculture or transparency will probably not change
drastically after each election, even if changes do occur. This gives some
possibilities to identify reasonably stable interest groupings, which Hosli does
at the end of her article (Hosli 1996).

The calculations of overfunderrepresentation can, of course, also be
applied to groups of countries, or possible coalitions. It should be noted that,
for dichotomous groups, an increasing underrepresentation of one group
means an increasing overrepresentation of the other. If one group gets more
“underrepresented,” the opposite group become more “overrepresented.”
{This was not the case for individual member states above). Any classification
of countries as belonging to one group or the other is, of course, subjective
and should be used with care. The conclusions depend highly on the
composition of the group.

Table 3 shows how the ratios for selected groups have developed since
EECH. It is, of course, not quite realistic, since the political agenda and the
profiles of all countries have changed in these 40 years, but it may indicate
some ftrends. If one departs, just as an illustration, from Hamilton's
classification of countries as most free trade oriented® or environmentally
minded, it can be scen that both groups have become less overrepresented
over most of the successive enlargements and will become underrepresented
in EU26. If one chooses less generous definitions,” the free trade group
becomes increasingly underreprescnted, and the environmentalist group will
also become underrepresented in EU26, and more so if the United Kingdom
were included in that group. The underrepresentation of these groups, where
several countries are overrepresented, is of course due to the great weight of
Germany and the United Kingdom. The pattern seems to be largely the same
for the group of present “net contributors” to the EU budget, but the
composition of that group can change rapidly. This could give some clue to
the possible policy effects of a change in the weighting. The figures do
support Hosli's view that the last enlargement meant some reinforcement of
the “Northern” flank of the Union, but it could also be argued that this was a
correction of the earlier underrepresentation of some of these groups.

Table 3. Overfunderrepresentation of Selected Groups

EEC6 ECY ECI0 ECI2Z EUIZY EUIS EU26

Free trade: Hamilton 1.20 1.05 1.2 1.01 (.05 1.02 [1}.1:4
Revised a9 (1491 .88 .87 0.81 {LEG .74
Environment: Hamilton 1.20 1.22 .18 1.17 1,03 1.14 LIRH
Revised [ LR 1.5 (1,55 (82 10000 KT

* After German reunification.
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Any forecast of the effects of coming enlargements will, of course, have to
be based on speculation. It may be assumed that none of the present candidate
countries will join the more environmentally oriented group and maybe not
the free trade group. Whether some of them will be in favor of a CAP reform
or become net contributors will depend largely on the outcome of the
accession negotiations and the development of EU policies. It can, however,
be noted that the present members of the free trade and environmental groups
{at least in a strict sense), would lose their present blocking minority, if the
present distribution of votes were continued into EU26. [t could be restored
through a reform of the system.

Different Proposals: Reweighting of Votes

The proposals for a change in the weighting of votes that have been advanced
more or less formally are all about an increase in votes for the four largest
countries, and in some cases Spain and The Netherlands. Hardly any specific
reasons have been given for the rather arbitrary changes that have been
suggested. The proposals should, above all, be seen the in light of the possible
blocking minarities.

In some cases, it has been proposed to increase the number of votes for all
countries, but with a greater increase for the largest. One example is the final
proposal from the Dutch Presidency, which is the only one that has been
published. The proposal was that the votes of the five largest countries should
increase to 25 (2.5 times), those of The Netherlands to 12 (2.4 times), those of
the other countries should double and those of Luxembourg should increase
1.5 times. A few other proposals were based on the idea that the number of
voles should be decreased by the same absolute figure, which would mean a
grealter relative reduction for the medium-sized and small countries.

The Dutch proposal would mean that a qualified majority would require the
support of countries with at least 61 percent of the population in the present
Union, and that a blocking minority would require at least two of the largest
countries and one country the size of Sweden or Austria. In EU26 the
threshold would be 56.7 percent of the population for a qualificd majority and
al least three of the largest countries and one country of Sweden/Austria size
for a blocking minority. Several of the proposals advanced by other countries
were of approximately the same magnitude. Proposals of this kind would to
some extent increase or restore the blocking possibilities of the large
countries.

The small countrics have been hesitant to accept these changes for a
number of reasons. Basically, it would diminish their weight in the decision
making, and it would be difficult to explain to the public. A number of other
objections can also be made, The changes are quite arbitrary. If the idea is to
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pive preater weight to population, the fact that Germany is given the same
number of votes as the other large countries is hardly logical. The
disadvantage for Sweden and Austria remains or even INCreases in some
proposals, and furthermore, the proposals do not give a clear answer to what
the voting weight should be of the candidate countries that fall outside the
present classes. (Is Latvia a small Ireland or a big Luxembourg, is Romania a
big Netherlands or a small Spain?) This would make new negotiations
necessary, which increases the risk that the small countries would have o
make further concessions at a later stage of the enlargement.

Percentage of the Population as a Benchmark

One of the proposals at the confercnce was that member states should first
decide the minimum percentage of the population required for decisions by
qualified majonty and then decide whether that percentage should be attained
through a reweighting of votes or through a system with double majority.
There are several problems with this idea.

First, the method conventionally used for calculating the percentage of the
population behind a qualified majority is unreliable. The method is to find the
combination of small and large countrics with the lowest percentage of the
population that can reach a qualified majority (or the largest minority that can
be outvoted). Both groups will consist of an unpredictable mix of small and
large countries, and small changes in the percentage can lead to great changes
in the composition and the number of votes.

Second, since the voting system is not proportional, a reweighting intended
to give a minimum majorily of say 6{ percent of the population and a double
majority system at the same level do not give the same results. This is
particularly the case with Germany’s position. Furthermore, a reweighting of
that size can be made in any number of ways. How the distribution i1s made is,
of course, of great interest to member countries.

Third, and most important, a reweighting based on a certain required
percentage of the population for a qualified majority could lead to more
drastic increases in the votes of the large countries than other proposals and in
some cases absurd consequences. One reason is that some of the large
countries must belong to the group that is outvoted, and the number of voles
increases also for those countries. This can push the required increase in votes
for the large countries upwards disproportionately.

The Dutch proposal of 25 votes for the large countries (which corresponds
to 12.5 since the votes of practically all countries were at least doubled) gave
a mimmum percentage of the population of 56.7 in EU26. Clearly, a
population threshold of 60 percent in EU26 would require an even greater
increase in votes for the largest countries. Table 4 shows the number of voles
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Table 4. Votes Required for 2 Guaranteed Percentage of the Population, EUZ26

60 Parcent G2 Parcent 65 Percent

Yoles Fatio Votes Fatio Yores Ratio
Germany 18 .50 20 .61 29 0.6%
France eic. 18 083 20 .56 29 0.97
Spain 14 0.96 14 1.02 23 1.14
Romania 9 1.06 13 1.10 15 1.11
Metherlands T 1.22 T 1.14 11 1.01
Greece élo. 5 1.20 5 .20 5 093
Swieden ele, 4 .22 4 .14 4 .88
Denmark ¢te. 3 1.54 3 1.44 3 1.12
Ireland etc. 3 2.25 3 210 3 1.63
Luxembourg etc. 2 13.20 2 12.30 2 9.61
Actual pop. for QMY 60.3% 62.5% 65.1%

* Minimum percentage of total EU population needed to obtain a qualified majority.

that the large countries needed to be given to ensure that a qualified majority
of the votes cannot be reached unless it is supported by approx. 70 percent of
the population or, more important, that countries with more than the opposite
percentage can always block a decision. This example is only meant as an
illustration of the difficulties with this approach. The result depends largely
on the assumptions that are made for the intermediate countries. In this
example, the large countries are given the same number of votes, Spain is
given 80 percent of that figure, Romania and The Netherlands a number in
proportion to that, and all other countries remain unchanged.

The examples in Table 4 (where the figure for only one country in each
group is given) show that if 65 percent of the population were required for a
qualified majority of the votes, some of the large or medium-sized countries
could become overrepresented and several small countries underrepresented.
It should also be noted that as long as the distribution of votes is not
proportional 1o the population, a coalition with the necessary percentage of
the population cannot always reach a qualified majority. Vice versa, a group
of countries may be able to block a decision, even if it does not reach the
required percentage of the population.

Double Majority: Votes and Population

The idea of a double majority consisting of the qualified majority of votes in
the present system and a certain percentage of the population, which has often
been advocated by Germany, has attracted considerable attention. One of the
elegant points about the model is that it gives Germany greater voling power
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Table 5. Share of Blocking Minority through Yoling and Population Criteria. Percem

By EU15 By EU26

voles Population criterion voles Population criterion

55 60 65 35 60 LM
|'.II:H:EI1.[ ]'h'_'II:I!I'II! p[‘rccn't [H.‘,l'fll"l'l'l Pﬂll‘:ﬂ]‘l[ PEI'CEI'II
Germany 3330 4880 5490 6270 2580 3790 4270 48.80
France etc. 38300 3470 3900 4460 2580 2700 3040 34.70
Spain efe. G0 2370 2670 3050 2070 18200 2050 23.40
Romania 1550 1060 1200 1370
Metherlands 19.20 927 1040 1190 1290 117 807 922
Greece clc. 1920 025 T.03 804 1290 4.56 5,406 6.24
Sweden etc. 15.30 525 591 6,75 10.30 4.10 4.61 527
Denmark etc. 11.50 310 349 3.98 .75 243 273 KR
Ireland ete. 11.50 212 239 2.73 175 1.66 1.87 2.14

Luxembourg etc. 766 024 0.2v 031 317 019 0.21 0.24

than the other large countries without demonstrating this as clearly as a
reweighting model.

The actual effects of the two components can only be compared to each
other and to reweighting models by the share that a country would hold of the
blocking minority in each respect. (This is because the threshold for a
qualified majority and for a blocking minerity is not the same percentage for
the votes and for the population criterion). The effects of a double majority
system depend on the level of the population criterion. Table 5 shows that the
only effect in the present Union, at the levels that have been discussed most,
would be that Germany got greater blocking power, greater than it would get
with any of the reweighting proposals. At 60 percent in the present Union,
Germany alone would have 35 percent of a blocking minority by the
population against 38 percent by votes in the present system. The other large
countries would hardly gain anything in EU15, but they would get increased
blocking power when the Union has been enlarged with several new countries
or if the population criterion were set higher. It is interesting to note that in the
present system, the support of countries with at least 58.2 percent of the
population is necessary for a qualified majority. If the level of 58.5 percent
were maimtained also in EUZ6, the three largest countrnies would still have a
blocking minority. If the threshold were set higher, other blocking minorities
of three countries or less would become possible. In order o give any
advantage to the small countries, the criterion would have to be set extremely
high (85-90 percent).

The increased blocking possibilities for the large countries and the more
complicated decision making procedure have been the most important points
in the criticism of the system. Another point is that this model is in a way
based on two population criteria, i.¢., votes partly based on population and
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one explicit population criterion. However, some of the small countries have
shown sympathy for the idea, because it could be presented to the public
opinion more easily than a reweighting. It could be argued that the old
weighted votes remain unchanged, but that a population eriterion has been
added as an extra safety catch. The question is how realistic that view Is.
Simple logic says that if you introduce a new leg in the decision making
procedure, it is unlikely that you will put the same weight on the old leg as
before. There could even be a risk that the weight is shifted over to the new
leg, so that population would become the main criterion and that the old
weighted votes are relegated to a secondary role as a safety catch.

Double Majority: Countries and Population

This proposal is about a double majority, consisting of a (simple) majority of
the population and a (normally two thirds) majority of the number of
countries. It dispenses completely with the weighted votes. This is the model
that Hosli was mainly discussing in a previous article (Hosli 1995), but it only
received limited attention at the conference. The effects of the population
criterion in this model would be the same as in the previous one, but it does
not contain double population criteria.

The special problems are connected with the share of the countries that
should be required for a qualified majority. A criterion of 2/3 of the countries
would mean that in EU26 a decision can be blocked by a minority of one third
of the countrics representing 5—6 percent of the population against at least 12
percent today. A lower share, for example a simple majority, would avoid that
problem, but the combined effects of both criteria would then make the
majority “less qualified” than in the present system.

However, this model is the only one that takes care of one special problem.
If the present syslem were continued into a Union of 26, half the number of
member states would be sufficient to reach a qualified majority of the votes.
In an EU27 (including Malta) it would be possible for the jarge and a handful
of the medium-sized countries to reach a qualified majority of the votes
against a majority of the number of countries, If the votes are reweighted, this
would happen at an earlier stage. This aspect was hardly discussed at the
conference.

Possible Solutions?

If there is a political will, it is certainly possible to find a generally acceptable
formula for reweighting the votes. It should remain a compromise between a
proportional system and equal representation of all states, a degressive
proportionality that gives some overrepresentation to the small countries. It
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Figure 1. Basic and Froportional Votes.

hL-] 1

would help if it were based on objective and coherent criteria, so that the
matter could be settled once and for all, and no new negotiations would be
necessary at future enlargements. It would also help if the absolute figures for
the votes were higher than in the present system, because the figures for
individual countries would in that case not be so strongly affected by how
they are rounded off. For one of the small countries, the way the figures are
rounded off can mean a difference of 25-50 percent in positive or negative
terms and can thus have greater effects than the choice of system. Any voting
model could be supplemented by a provision that a decision must be backed
by at least half the number of member countries. Overrepresentation of the
small countries can basically be achieved in two ways.

One way is to give each country a number of votes which is the sum of two
elements: a number of voles, regardless of the size of the country {e.g., the
two votes Luxembourg has now), and then some additional wvotes in
proportion to each country’s share of the population. The balance between
large and small countries in such a model will be decided by the relationship
between the total number of “basic” votes and the total number of
“proportional votes.” If the share of “proportional” votes is low, the winners
will be the small states and possibly Germany. The proportions of 1 basic to
1.1 proportional votes (with the same number of votes for Germany and the
other three) would come closest to the present weighting in an ordinary least
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Figure 2. Yotes in Proportion to Square Root of Population,
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square calculation of the shares of the votes. If the share of “proportional”
votes is high, the winners will be the large states. The number of proportional
votes alone would decide the division of the countries into classes. About 75
proportional votes would give a division into “natural clusters” with a
substantial difference in size between the groups that are given different
numbers of votes. This figure would comrespond to one vote for each
increment rounded off to approx. 5 million inhabitants. The problem with this
model is that it creates an opportunity for endless and repeated negotiations
about the components.

The other possibility is some kind of bent curve. One very simple and
practical model could be based on a number of votes corresponding to the
square root of the population of the country in millions, which would give a
consistent degressive proportionality. One million inhabitants would give one
vote, four million two voles, nine million three votes, etc. up to eight votes for
the largest countries, or possibly nine for Germany. This would give the large
countries almost the same increase and roughly the same distribution as the
Dutch proposal, eliminate the inconsistencies of the present system and give a
division into natural clusters. This model could also be of interest Lo the small
and medium-sized countries, because the principle it is based on gives some
certainty that the voling system will remain unchanged. This is because the
system would be difficult to change in order to increase the voting power of
one group or another. It is, of course, possible to make optical changes to the
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Table 6. Effects of Various Proposals in EU26

Combination of Basic
Duich Formula I and Proportional Votes Square Root

Voles € Vores Rano  Vores 9% Voles Ratio Voies % Voles Ratio

Germany 25 B.83 052 14 9,59 0.56 g 8,60 0,50
UK 25 8.83 0.72 I4 9,59 0.78 d .60 0.70
France 25 B.83 0.73 14 0.5 0.7% i B.60 0.7
Inaly 25 883 0.74 14 859 080 3 860 0.72
Spain 20 .07 (.86 10 6,45 0.34 ] 6,45 0,79
Poland 20 .07 0.88 10 6,85 0.85 6 G645 0.80
Romania 12 4.24 050 ) 4. 749 1.00 5 538 1.12
Metherlands 12 4. 24 1.31 5 342 108 4 4.30 1.33
Greece 10 353 1.62 4 274 1.25 3 123 1.48
Czech Rep. 10 353 1.64 4 274 1.27 3 323 1.50
Belgium 10 353 .67 4 .74 1.29 3 3.23 1.52
Hungary 10 353 1.57 4 274 1.24 3 3.23 1.52
Portugal 10 353 1.70 4 274 132 K] 323 1.56
Sweden 8 283 1.53 4 274 1.48 3 322 1.75
Bulgaria 8 2.83 1.54 4 274 1.49 3 323 1.76
Austria b 283 L.68 4 274 1.63 3 3.23 1.92
Slovakia i1 212 1.50 3 2.05 1.84 2 215 1.02
Denmark 6 212 1.94 i 205 1.88 2 215 1.97
Finland 6 212 1.99 3 205 1.93 2 215 202
Lithuania 7] 212 2.74 3 205 2.65 2 215 278
Ireland (] 212 2.53 3 2.05 2.74 2z 215 2.57
Latvia 3 1.06 1.98 3 2.05 3.84 2 215 4.01
Slovenia 3 1.06 2.60 2 1.37 136 1 1.08 263
Estonia 3 1.06 3.3 2 1.37 4.28 ] 1,08 336
Cyprus 3 1.06 6.83 2 1.37 842 1 1.08 6,492
Luxembourg 3 1.06 12.50 2 1.37 16,10 1 1.08 12.70
All 283 146 a3

number of votes or to fine-tune the model by multiplying the square root or
the population by a constant factor, but the proportions between the votes of
different countries will remain the same (apart from effects from rounding off
the figures). The only way of changing the balance is by adding or subtracting
votes to/from the figures that the formula gives. The effects of the various
models are summarized in Table 6.

Conclusions

The main conclusion of this article is that there is no foundation for the view
that the balance between small and large countries has changed with the
successive enlargements, at least not in terms of representativity. But it is a
fact that the minimum percentage of the total population, which the countries
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behind a qualified majority decision must represent, has diminished and will
continue to do so with future enlargements. That is one valid argument for a
change in the voting system. How far this change should go is a purely
political matter. It concerns both which distribution of the actual voting power
the countries can accept and how a change can be presented in the public
debate. No mathematical formula can say what is reasonable. However, most
of the suggestions made at the conference were of about the same magnitude
as the proposal of the Dutch Presidency. If that magnitude 15 acceptable, the
formulas above can make the system less arbitrary than the present system or
the various proposals. Especially the formula based on the square root of the
population would give the small countries some guarantec against repeated
revisions where they might have to make concessions several times at future
enlargements.

NOTES
L. The article is based on the author’s work as Deputy Director in the Swedish Ministry
for Foreign Affairs during the Interpovernmental Conference. The findings are entirely
the author's own and do not necessarily eefleet the views of the Swedish Gavernment.

2 There was some discussion about a “super-qualified majority” in a different context,
how 1o develop the Comman Foreign and Sccurity policy.

3 Free trade: The Mordic countries, UK, Germany. Auwstria, Benelux countries.
Environment: Nordic countries, Germany, Ausiria, Benelux countries,

4, Free trade: Germany, UK, Netherlands, the Nordic countries. Environment: Germany,
Metherlands, Austria, Mordic countries.
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