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ABSTRACT: In this paper, we study the voling power in the EC Council of Ministers
regarding trade policy and social regulation. H has been assumed that member states’
altitudes towards a liberal external trade policy or tighter regulation norms vary. Member
states have therefore been divided into three groups and the partial homogeneity assumption
of cooperalive games is applied. The purpose of this paper is threefold: first, to evaluate the
voting power in mentioned issues compared 10 the situations where voters act similarly in
the sense of voting distributions; second, to analyse what kind of decisions the Council of
Ministers can make in these issucs; and third, how does an expansion of the Community by
the BFTA countries change these possibilitics.
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1 Introduction

National aspects and the balance of national voting power in the KC play an important
role as long as the governments have direct influence in the decision making process,
see Widgrén (1991). In addition to this member states have different preferences on
different 1ssues of voling and these cooperation structures give an interesting additional
dimension to the analysis of national influence. In this paper we analyse frade policy
and social regulation of the BC. The latter encompasses issues like environmental, health

and consumer protection policies {Dehousse 1992).

In the EC most of the decision making takes place in the Council of Ministers where
(Germany, ltaly, France and the UK have 10 votes each; Spain 8 votes; the Netherlands,
Greece, Portugal and Belginm § votes each; Denmark and Ireland 3 votes each and
Luxembourg 2 votes. After the Single European Act, which came into force in January
1987, also the decisions concerning the substance of the single market have been made
mainly by the qualified majority for which 54 votes out 76 is needed. It has been
argued in Widgrén (1991, 1), that the relationship between the votes and population
15 logarithmic and from among the EFTA countries Austria and Sweden would get 4
vobes and Finland and Norway 3 votes. Coalition formation is essential in the Council

of Ministers, since most of the questions are resolved by a gualified majority.

There are remarkable differences between the two issue groups analysed in this paper.
‘Trade policy 1s a part of the single market program and that is why the decisions are
taken mostly by qualified majority. It is said in article 113 of the Maastricht Treaty
that "The common commercial policy shall be based on uniform principles, particularly
in regard to changes in tarifl rates, the conclusion of tarifl and trade aggreements, the
achievement of uniformity in measures of liberalization, export policy and measures to
protect trade such as to be taken in the event of dumping or subsidies.” The fourth
paragraph ol the article continues: ”In exercising the powers conferred upon it by this

article, the Council shall act by qualified majority.”

In the social regulation issues the qualified majority voting is not as widely used. In
the Treaty of Maastricht the role of the qualified majority was, however, strenghtened
particulariy iy environmental policy issues. In the environmental policy field the 1C
makes decisions both on the minimun and maximum, i.e. harmomszation, basis. In the
fatter type of questions the Commission will strive for a high level of protection in its

proposals and in the former type of questions the Council will set minimum standards
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ol protection while the member states may introduce more stringent national provisions.
The decisions concerning the maximum standards could have been made by qualified
majority since the Single European Act came into force. The aim of these maximim
standards is twolold: first, to harmonize the laws concerning the environmental protec-
tion in members states and second, to prevent the formation of new barriers of trade
concerning the environmental protection in the single market. The interpretation of
the maximum standards is not, however, straightforward since also in this case member

states can apply national more stringent provisions on grounds of major needs.

The decisions concerning the minimum standards laid down in Article 130s in the Single
European Act have had to be passed unanimously. The Maastricht Treaty changed,
however, the situation. Unaminity is required when the Council of Ministers adopts
provisions primarily of a fiscal nature, measures concerning town and country planning
and measures significantly affecting a member state’s energy sources and the structure of
its energy supply (Treaty on Buropean Union, Article 130s). In other areas the minimum
requirements concerning the environment the Council can act by qualified majority on
the condition that there is no prejudice to Article 100a of maximum standards. This
change introduced in the Treaty of Maasrticht has been interpreted as a remarkable
increase in the potential role of the Community in the EC-wide environmental protection.
It also widened Community competence into the field of consumer protection and health

policies.

In Widgrén (1991, 1992) the sub-systems of the E(, i.e. the coalitions which cooperate
more or less permanently within the Community (see Schoutheete 1990), were analysed
by using the methods of games with coalition structures (CS games). In the theory of €S
games 1t 1s assumed that the coalition structure exists and the voting power is defined
with respect to this condition. Typically in the analysis like this the sub-systems define
a permanent issie-independent coalition structure, i.e. the analysis does not concentrate
on any parbicular question of voting and the coalitions accross the union lines are not

possible.

In this paper we assume that the coalition structures are not formed independently of
the issue under consideration but rather the preferences of the member states can vary.
That is why we study two different coalition structures. To make the analysis more
realistic we do not suppose the coalition structures to be binding. Thus it is possible
to form alliances across the union borders. We call this kind of partition of voters a

semni(coalition )structure (SCS).



It is assumed that there will be two groups: the first one is for the proposals concerning
a certain issue and the second one is against. Also there lies a group of unclear voters
between the "lor’ and ‘against’ groups. Hamilton (1991) analyses a similar setting by
comparing the status, i.e. winning, blocking minority or losing coalition, of the three
groups in different issues of voting. In his study, however, the groups are assumed to be
binding and the nature of his analysis is qualitative. In this paper we try to integrate
the qualitative issue-dependent a priori information about the voters used by Hamilton
and the probabilistic voting power approach by using the so-called partial homogeneity
assumption (Straffin 1988, see also section 2). Thus we use qualitative data on member

states to produce quantitative measures of voting power in different issues of voting.

It has been assumed that Austria, Sweden, Finland and Norway become members of
the BC. Thus the analysis concentrates on the current Community (FC12) and on an
expanded Community denoted by ECL6. Particularly the analysis concentrates on two
guestions: "What kind of decisions can be made?” and "Will new entrants chance the

direction of trade policy or social regulation in the Community?”.

Power indices have been mostly applied {o institutions where voting takes place. Voting
power in the EC Council of Ministers has heen analysed earlier in Johnston (1982),
Brams - Affuso (1985a, 1985b), Brams - Doherty - Weidner (1991), Widgrén (1991,
1992a, 1992b) and Nurmi (1992). The coalition structures are one part of the analysis
in Widgrén (1991, 1992a) and in Brams et al.(1991). Partial homogeneity haven’t been
applied to the decision making of the BEC. Straflin (1988}, however, has analysed the
U.5. Congress using a similar method we intend to do in this paper; see also Straffin -

Davis - Brams (1982) for more on partial homogeneity.

The results of this paper reveal interesting consequences implied by the ideological semi-
structure in the EC Council of Ministers. It is shown that the setting could change the
balance in voting power remarkably. Also it seems that if the resolve of the group of
for’ voters to push a proposal through increases, their voting power decreases more
than in the group of voters "against’ the proposal. This result together with increasing
stability in the semi-coalition structure supports the hypothesis that decisions in the EC
Council of Ministers are compromises of a high degree, even through unanimity is not
required. Remarkable changes towards a more liberal trade policy or tighter norms in
social regulation can not be expected after an expansion of the Community. However,
the new entrants ensure that there will be no changes towards the opposite direction

either.
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The rest of the paper 1s organized as follows. In section 2 we present the partial ho-
mogeneity approach in measuring voting power. The results obtained for the current
Community and for an expanded EC with four new EFTA countries as members are

summarized in section 3 and, finally, conclusions are presented in section 4.

2 Measuring the National Influence in the EC when
Assuming Partial Homogeneity

Measuring the influence in a voting body is a difficult question. In addition to the
ultimate vote every single question has its own backround, i.e. the preparatory work
which is needed for the creation of proposals and the bargaining process which is needed
for amending the draft proposals before they pass or are rejected. When measuring
a single voter’s mfluence in a voting body by using the cooperative game approach,
the preparatory work, i.e. the bargaining for forming coalitions, is not modelied. We
simply assume that the voters’ resources in the final voting define a limiting condition
for the bargaining and thus the decision making is modelled as a simple cooperative
voting game., This approach can well be criticized but it also can be defended since
the monumental preparatory work both in the formal and informal level needed for a

decision in the £C cannot be modelled properly, i.e. move by move.

A simple voting game can be characterized as follows: w = [gwy, ..., wy;ps,. ., 00,
where g € [0, 1] is the voting weight which is needed to altain a certain end, i.e. to win or
to block, w;is are the voting weights and p;s are the probabilities that voter 7 votes for a
random bill. The vector p of these probabilities is called an acceptability vector (Straffin
1988). Hence in cooperative games the status of a coalition, i.c. winning, losing, etc., is
defined on the basis of voling weights, i.e. voters’ resources, and the decision making rule
and the voters’ behavior is modelled by using the probability vector p = (py, p,, . .. s D)
These probabilities are essential since the rest of the analysis concentrates only on the

status of a coalition.

Let W be a winning coalition, i.c. an alliance where the members together have a voting
weight larger than q. Let W be the class of winning coalitions. An interesting subclass
of Wis a class of minimum winning coalitions M. A minimum winning coalition M is
here defined as a coalition which does not have a winning coalition as a proper subset,

(Bolger 1979). Let W, denote winning coalition where ¢ is a member and W, denote the



class of these coalitions and let M; denote the class of minimum winning coalitions M;

witly respect to 2.

In a cooperative game approach it is possible to suppose that there exists qualisative
or quantitative differences of voters” behavior. For the quantitative differences we could
use, for instance, historical data and estimate the components of the acceptability vector.
When analysing the EC Council of Ministers this is, however, impossible, since the
votings are secreb. Also this kind of method can be critisized since the Council is only
theoretically a single body. In praciise it does meet in different compositions. For the
Council, see Nicoll - Salmon (1990). Also it is worth noting that a certain government
does not reign forever and the political opinions in the Council of Ministers change over
time. The more instable the composition of the voting body is the more improper the

statistical estimates of voting behavior are (cfg. Straffin 1988).

Straflin (1988) argues that vather than using quantitative data we could nse qualitative
information about the voters. Also it can be well argued that qualitative differences
between the voters are more stable in the sense that they can be observed on a national
rather than a governmental, i.e. political, basis. In this paper we separate the voters
(ministers) in each issue to three different groups with respect to their a priori attitude
towards the issue. The basis for this separation is made according to the newspaper
articles, staterments of the national representatives, ete. (see Hamilton 1991). It is worth
noting that this division is subjective and it can be interpreted as an example which
gives light to the balance of voting power in the two analysed issues. However, examples
can be found to argue that this kind of settings are quite realistic in the decision making

process of the C.

When measuring the individual influence in a certain voting body the first natural
question to ask is, "What is the difference that one can make to the decision with
his/her votes?” (Straffin 1988). It can be casily seen that for voting games one’s vote
makes a difference when ¢ turns a coalition from loser into a winner, i.e. when 7 is
crucial to winning coalition W;, and thus the power indices of this type can be defined
as probabilities that a coalition S C N will be formed and coalition 5 belongs to the
class of minimum winning coalitions with respect to player 7. To answer the question
of individual effect generally in all coalitions in P(N), we need to specify a probability
model for the voting process, 1.e. the distributions of the components in the aceeptability

vector.

Supposing that each player votes "yes’ or 'no’ independently of cach other, we can write
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for any fixed 5 C N, the probability {8 = 5} = [Tiespi [Ligs(1 — pi) = S, ... 20)
which is often called a power polynomial ' (see Straffin 1988). I we take the sum of
these probabilities over the different classes of coalitions, we will have the probabilities
P{S C W}, P{S§ C M}, P{S C Wi}, P{S ¢ M;}. The probability P{S C M;} which
is essential for the answer to the question mentioned above is slightly more difficult
to calculate. It can be defined as a difference between two probabilities as follows:
P{S ¢ M} = P{§ C Wi} — P{S ~ {i} C L£}. 1t can be easily shown that this

difference is equal to the i** partial derivative of power polynomial f(-) (see Owen 1982),

For calculation purposes we have to define the p; probabilities or the coeflicients of the
multilinear extension explicitly. In the literature there are the two following standard
assumptions of the joint probability distribution for p;s. There is the independence
assumption whereby probabilities p; are independently uniformly distributed on [0, (]
and homogeneily assumplion : cach p; = ¢ and ¢ is uniformly distributed on [0, 1]
(Straflin 1988). It is worth noting that the independence assumption implies so-called

indifference where we simply assume that p; = 1/2 V4, ?

Probabilistically the main difference between the two above-mentioned assumptions is
that under the homogeneity assumption there is a common standard by which the minis-
ters evaluate the Commission proposal and thus the probabilities of the voters’ decisions
are correlated in a specific way (Straffin 1988). For example the event that "voting be-
havior of two independent voters is similar’ has a probability 1/2 while it increases to
2/3 if the voters are homogenous. Voting power and satisfaction in the EC Council of
Ministers before and after the enlargement of the I2C by the entrants from among the
EFTA countries have been analysed under these assumptions in Widgrén (1991, 1992a,
1992b and Nurmi 1992), It is, however, common for these assumptions that the voters
are supposed to behave similarly regarding the distribution of voting for the proposal

and that 1s why they are not proper for our purposes in this paper 2.

tOwen (1972, 1982) calls this expression a multilinear extension of the function which defines a
status for the cealition. Owen’s terminology refers to Hnear algebra where the components of the
acceptability vector can be interpreted as coeflicients rather than probabilities. Graphically a coalition
can be illustrated as a corner of the unit hyper-cubic, i.e. a point where the coordinates are sither one
or zero, where one stands for voting Tor’ and zero for veting ’against’. It can be casily seen that the
unit cubic has 2 corners and thus defines the class of all possible coalitions in the game of n players.
The multilinear extension is a mapping from this set of the corners lo the whole cubic.

2(ieometrically, when assuming indifference, the multilinear extension maps the set of the cubic’s
corners to a single point, i.e. the middle point of the cubic, and when assuming homogeneity, to the
line from the origin to the point (1,1,..., 1Y in the n-dimensional linear space.

311 we calculate the probabiiity that one is crucial and hence swings the coalition from fosing (o win-



Heuristically the difference between the independence and homogeneity assumptions
can be characterized by using Straffin’s (1988) conceptualization of the communication
among the voters. This difference can also be used to sepapate the voters qualitatively
and that is why the combination of the two assumptions can be used to our purposes in
this paper. According to Straffin (1988) the homogeneity assumption is more appropriate
for the analysis of the voting bodies where there is considerable communication among
the representatives. Interpreted in another way it can be said that homogeneity (common
standard in voting behaviour) can be reached by amending the original proposals and
thus they are likely to be more or less compromises after the bargaining process, which
also imcreases the homogeneity between the originally heterogencous voters. Also it can
be though that there are groups of voters who are originally more homogeneous than the
others and thus there is a partition of the representatives to different homogeneous groups
which are independent of cach other. The independence assumption, in contrast, implies
that there is no communication of any significance to speak of among the voters and
thus they do not negotiate to amend the proposal and the common standard is not likely
to be reached. Roughly one can imagine that the voters are independent when the draft
proposal is given and their homogeneity increases if they do have a possibility to bargain
and revise proposals. 1{ is worth noting, however, that the increased homogeneity can
be reached by compromises between the member states and thus the draft proposal may

change remarkably during the process.

This kind of illustration can also be used to characterize the different voting groups. It
can be assumed that there is a group of voters, denoted by S, supporting the proposal
m the sense of homogeneity, i.c. they have reached a compromise about the voting
standard ¢, and another group, denoted by R, which is opposes the proposal, i.e. having
a voting standard 1 — 1. In addition to this there is a group of voters, denoted by [/

in which the voters are independent of each other and also of the homogenous groups.

ning we have two following well-known formulas. Let f; be the i** partial derivate of power polynomial
f. The independence assumption yiclds

1 gl 1
, ‘o ~ 1o,
Prd{S = 5,5 € M;} = / / f B o paddprdp = Y 0 (50 = 4, (1)
Jo Jo o SeM,
which is referred to as the Banzhaf power index and the homogeneity yields
1
. e s — D{n — s)!
Ph.om{‘s =50 Mz} = o fz’(z; ---,f-)(lt = Z ( )?1.(5 ) = P (2)

SeM,

which is referred to as the Shapley-Shubik power index.
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T'his kind of setting 1s a special case of the partial homogeneity and it yields

7 o 11 (R,
P {8 = 5,5 € M;} = /// Sl o G Pogts ooes P (3)
0 0] o
w

(1 =), o, (L= t))dpssy...dpsppdl = 7,

where n, s, © and r denote the cardinalities of sets N, 5, U/ and R respectively and
L) is the i partial derivative of function (probability) f defined carlier. It can be
shown thal the Shapley-Shubik power index is the only one which has the consistency
property, 1.e. the sum of individual indices is always one in the voting games (Dubey,
Neyman and Weber 1981). The Banzhal index or any partial homogeneity index do not
have this property. Neither independence nor partial homogeneity can reveal an unique
pivotial voter and hence the sum of individual values for these indices differ fron one.
Wlhen assuming independence or partial homogeneity the events ’z is pivotial’ and ’7 is
pivotial” are not separate since they can not order the voters uniquely regarding the pys.
In this paper we do not normalize the partial homogeneity indices since the probabilistic

imterpretation hehind them is then destroyed.

For the calculation purposes we defined the multilinear extension for the voting game
i the current Community and the BC of 16 members. The latter is a sum of 65
536 probabilities each one of which stand for one coalition. Since in simple voting
games we do not need losing coalitions we separated all qualified majorities to a sum of
5564 probabilities that a random coalition is winning. For this function we applied the

methods described in this section.

3 Results

In trade policy the qualified majority voting has a longer tradition than in the social
regulation issues. According to Hamilton (1991) there are remarkably stable differences
between the attitudes of the member states in the formulation of the Community’s
external trade policy. In this paper we have applied Hamilton’s division of member

states to three groups. Hence we have assumed that Germany, the United Kingdom, the



Netherlands, Belginm, Deumark and Luxembourg (35 votes) from among the current
member states favour a liberal policy and they stand in an epposition to the "sun-helt
protectionists” formed by Italy, Irance, Spain and Portugal (33 votes). The rest of the

member states, Greece and Ireland, form a group of "unclear’ voters (8 votes).

[t has heen assumed in this paper, as in Hamilton (1991), that the new entrants favour
a liberal policy. The number of votes in the "Tor” group increases to 49, However, it
can be easily seen that both the countries that are in favour and the countries thal are
against the liberal external trade policy form a blocking minority coalition (see Tables
I and 2). Thus the countries in the former group do not reach the limit for a qualified

majority together with the "unclear’ voters either.

As noted in section 2, the role of the Community wide environmental, health and con-
sumer protection policies has been recently strenghtened. According to the Treaty of
Maastricht a remarkably wider group of decisions can be made by qualified majority
than before. Again we divided the member states into three groups. We assumed that
in addition to the new entrants Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark and Luxembourg
(20 votes) favour tighter health, environmental and consumer protection policies and
the Mediterranean countries, i.e. Italy, Spain, Portugal and Greece form together with
[reland (31 votes) a group which is against this. The group of 'unclear’ voters is larger
than in trade policy (25 votes). It is formed by the United Kingdom, France and Bel-
gium. In the EC of 12 members the number of votes in the for’” group falls below the

Iimit for a blocking minority but the new entrants increse it to 34.

In social regulation it is worth noting that the poorest countries are against the higher
tevel of protection or security, Thus it is possible for the richest countries to "buy” their
votes by side-payments, i.e. cohesion which is allocated through the Community bhudget

to the poorest members (see Hamilton 1991).

Table 1 presents the partial homogeneity indices in trade policy and social regulation
for the current Community. For the partial homogeneity indices also the relative power,
Le. power relative to voting weight, has been presented. It can be seen that in trade
policy the semi-coalition stucture decreases power for members of each group with only
minor exceptions when compared to either homogeneity or independence of voters, i.e.
the Shapley-Shubik or Banzhaf indices. Heuristically this is due to the fact that under
partial homogeneity the potential crucial player can be the one who votes more likely
against the proposals concerning a liberal policy. Thus intuitively this result supports

the hypothesis of status quo solution.
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Table 1: The Partial Homogeneity Power Indices in Trade Po-
licy and Social Regulation of the EC12

Country Trade Social Issue

policy regulation | independent

indices

mi | wifw; 7 | mifw; o, s
Germany 0.102 1 0.775 [ 0.153 | 1.163 | 0.134 { 0.139
{taly 0.107 ¢ 0.813 [ 0,131 | 1.000 | 0,134 | 0.139
the UK 0.102 1 0.775  0.130 | 0.988 | 0.134 | 0.139
France 0.107 | 0.813 | 0.130 | 0.988 1 0.134 | 0.139
Spain 0.088 | 0.836  0.100 | 0.950 | 0.111 0.118
the Netherlands | 0.051 | 0.775 | 0.069 | 1.049 | 0.064 | 0.073
Portugal 0.055 | 0.836 | 0.068 | 1.034 | 0.064 | (.073
Greece 0.048 | 4.730 | 0.068 | 1.034 | 0.064 | ©.073
Belgium 0.051 | 6.775 | 0.079 | 1.201 | 0.064 @ 0.073
Denmark 0.038 | 0.963 | 0.057 | 1.444 | 0.042 | 0.049
Ireland 0.033 | 0.836 | 0.050 | 1.267 | 0.042 | 0.049
Luxembourg 0.013 | 0.494 | 0.014 | 0.532 | 6.0i2 | 0.019
the EC 0.795 1 0.795 1 1.049 | 1.049 | 1.000 | 1.083

This property can also be characterized by saying that the potential crucial player -
most likely a voter from the ’against’ group - does not break the blocking minority
coalition formed by Italy, France, Spain and Portugal. It is worth noting that two of
these countries are needed for a qualified majority coalition if the countries in the for’
and "unclear’ groups are in favour of a proposal concerning a liberal policy. In the social
regulation issues the situation is slightly different since first, the group of "unclear’ voters
is larger and second, both Italy and Spain can alone break the blocking minority formed
by the countries in the ’against’ group. The status quo solution is not as likely in social

regulation as in trade policy.

One interesting question concerning the semi-coalition structure is its stability. In this
paper we investigate member states’ so-called power profiles, i.e. distributions of member
states’ own power on [0, 1]. Power profile analysis also reveals, what kind of decisions

are most likely.

Let us define a power profile as a distribution of an individual’s voting power with

respect to her/his voting behaviour. If we assume homogeneity, power profiles have



a uniform distribution on [0, 1], and il we assume independent voters, power profiles
would have binonual distribution on [0, 1]. Hence voters are similar in the sense of
their distributions of a priori voting behaviour. This property can also be interpreted in
another way. It can be argued that assuming homogeneity implies that voters are equally
powerful iy each question of voling and assuming independence puts more power to the
average type of proposals. Roughly this can be characterized by saying that homogenous
voters conld push any kind of proposals through, while independent voters can only make

e ante average types of decisions,

In contrast, the semi-coalition structure (partial homogeneity) implies that power profites
vary Trom individual to individual. By analysing these profiles we can reveal what kind
ol voting beliaviour an individual needs to be powerful or less normatively on what kind
of proposals an individual has the best chances to influence. If an individual lias most
of her/his power in questions that she/he supports with a small probability, this can be
interpreted as blocking power or as a possibility to sell votes. Thus she/he can maintain
the stalus quo or gain power by trying to sway the opposition with compromize offers.
In contrast, if an individual’s power is based on questions that she/he supports with
a high probability, it can be interpreted as power to promote passage of decisions, If
the former type of distribution hold true for both sides the semi-coalition structure can
be, on the other hand, interpreted as an unstable one bul remarkable decisions canuot
be made. On the other hand, for’ countries’ Jow intensity to push through proposals
that they prefer most increases stability. Hence this kind of setting is quite unclear but
without remarkable side-payments it can be nterpreted as stable. If the latter type of
setting holds true for both sides, the semi-coalition structure is stable and the status
quo is likely. Remarkable decisions can be made il the profile increases to the right for

the countries in the supporting group and to the left for the opposition.

Figures 1 and 2 show that for the current Community the power profiles are slightly
different in trade policy and social regulation. In trade policy it seems a priori that the
status quo solution is likely hecause both countries *for’ and ’against’ have a blocking
minority. The power profiles reveal, however, that there is a remarkable pressure towards
a protectionist policy because the countries in the "agaist’ group have an intensity to
push protectionist proposals through, while the countries in the *for’ group seems to be
more ready to support this than push a liberal policy through. The countries in the for’
group get over 60 per cent of their power when their common voting standard les on
the interval £ = [0.0,0.5]. The countries in the ’against’ group get over 70 per cent of

their power when their voting standard 1 — ¢ lies on the interval [0.0, 0.5] and thus ¢ lies



Figure 1: Power Profiles in Trade Policy of the Current Comuanunity
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Figure 2: Power Profiles in Social Regulation of the Current Comnunity
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on the interval {0.5,1.0]. This implies that 1¢ is almost impossible to ensure acceptance
of a liberal trade policy but also that decisions for pursuing protectionist policy could
be negotiated. In the sense of voling power the member states do not have an intension

to pursue a liberal policy.

In social regulation the setting is shightly different. For the countries in the for’ group
the share of member states’ own power decreases while the probability to vote “for’
mmcreases. The opposition seems to be ready for compromises with Ireland as the most
ready one. Together this kind of power profiles iinply that the semi-coalition structure
is more unstable than in trade policy, but it cannot ensure the acceptance remarkable
decisions either. Hence there is a potential for tighter norms but there is no remarkable
pressure towards them. The setting is in some sense paradoxal. For members in the
the “for” group it is not optimal in the sense of power to try to get through proposals
of tighter norms in environmental, consumer protection or health policy, but for the
opposition there seems to be little difference between supporting these proposals with
a high probability or trying to get through proposals with lower standards. They can
ensure their influence on decisions in both cases. Heuristically this can be interpreted
by saying that the poorest members intend to sell their votes via side-payments from

the countries supporting tighter norms.

Table 2 presents the partial homogeneity indices for an enlarged Community. It can be
seen that the results differ from Table 1. Iirst, the power for the largest members in the
‘against’ group seems to increase remarkably, while for the largest members in the "for’
group the reverse seems to hold true. In contrast, in the EC of 12 members the semi-
coalition structure decreased power for all member states except Luxembourg. After the
enlargement particularly Italy and France have stronger strategic positions because they
both can swing the coalition of "for’ and "unclear’ voters to become winning one. In this
sense the current Community need deeper and probably more difficult compromises to
ensure liberal external trade policy since at least two countries from the “against’ group
are needed to gel a proposal through. Second, small countries’ position seems to be
worse in an expanded Community than in the current one when measured by relative
power. Together with an increased number of small countries supporting a liberal policy
the obligatory compromises with the opposition decrease individaal effect on outcome

particularly for the countries in favour of a liberal policy.

IMigures 3 and 4 present power profiles in trade policy and social regulation in an ex-
: . £

panded IC. It is interesting that in the sense of power it is optimal for the countries in



Table 2: The Partial Homogeneity Power Indices in Trade Po-
licy and in Social Regulation of the EC16

Country Trade Social Issue

policy regulation | independent

indices

i o w; | w; O, 3
Germany 0.070 | 0.630 | 0.090 | 0.810 | 0.116 | 0.121
Italy 0,128 1 1.152 | 0.102 | 06.918 { 0.116 | 0.121
the UK 0.070 | 0.630 { 0.074 | 0.666 | 0.116 | 0.121
France 0.128 | 1.152 | 0.074 ¢ 0.666 | 0.116 | 0.121]
Spain 0.087 | 0.980 | 0.072 | 0.810 | 06.090 | 0.099
the Netherlands | 0.040 | 0.720 | 0.042 | 0.756 | 0.054 | 0.063
Portugal 0.046 | 0.828 | 0.050 | 0.900 | 0.054 | 0.063
Greece 0.045 1 0.810 | 0.050 | 0.900 | 0.054 | 0.063
Belgium 0.040 | 0.720 | 0.041 | 0.738 | 0.054 | 0.063
Sweden 0.034 { 0.765 | 0.034 | 0.765 | 0.043 | 0.048
Austria 0.034 | 0.765 | 0.034 | 0.765 | 0.043 | 0.048
Denmark 0.023 | 0.690 | 0.023 | 0.690 | 0.032 | 0.039
Finland 3.023 | 0.690 | 0.023 : 0.690 | 0.032 | 0.039
Norway 0.023 | 0.690 | 0.023 | 0.690 | 0.032 | 0.039
[reland 0.023 | 0.690 | 0.022 | 0.660 | 0.032 | 0.039
Luxembourg 0.018 | 0.810 | 0.018 | 0.810 | 0.020 | 0.025
the EC 0.832 1 0.832 {1 0.772 | 0.772 | 1.000 | 1.108

the or” group’ to try to push through more liberal external frade policy. However, the
opposition seems not to be as ready for compromises as in the current Community. For
example, France gets 30 per cent of its voting power by voting for the proposal with a
probability in the lowest tenth of the unit interval. What is important for the countries
supporting a liberal policy, however, is that the power profile for the 'unclear’ voters
tends towards the right. Together these profiles suggest that remarkable policy change
in the Community’s common external trade policy is not likely but there is more poten-
tial for a liberal policy than in the current Community. The presented semi-coalition
structure is, however, more stable than in the current Community and thus compromi-
ses are more difficult to reach. What is worth noting is that the new entrants seems
to at least ensure the status quo and more protectionist policy is also less likely in an

expanded EC.
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Figure 3. Power Profiles in Trade Policy of an Expanded EC
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Figure 4: Power Profiles in Social Regulation of an Expanded EC
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In social regulation the conclusion concerning the countries in the *for’ group is not as
clear. It seems that for the countries supporting tighter norms, the intensity to do so
increases shightly but they are still ready for compromises towards the opposite direction.
On average, the profiles in the for’ group seems to have an almost uniform distribution.
For the opposition the intension to maintain the status quo increases remarkably and
thus more side-payments are needed for decisions. This observation suggests that it
is optimal for the opposition to pursue a tighter opposition policy than in the current
Communily. Together, the profiles can be interpreted by saying that the side-payments
needed for decisions seems to decrease the intensity to push proposals through in the

"for’ group.

4 Conclusions

In this paper, we analysed decision making in common external trade policy and social
regulation of the EC. We divided the voters into three groups according to their attitude
towards a liberal trade policy or tighter social regulation norms. We assumed that in each
issue there are two groups of members with opposite atiitudes and indifferent countries
between these groups, Game-theoretically it was assumed that the two opposite groups
act homogeneously and the indifferent countries independently. Hence coalitions accross

the partition borders were possible.

The purpose of this paper was to reveal this kind of setting’s consequences to the ba-
Jance of voting power. Our first question to ask was, "What kind of decisions can the
Community take” if we believe in supposed differences in voting behaviour?” and the

second, "What effect will the new entrants have onto the policies pursued?”

In the cwrrent Community the results reveal that in trade policy all members with
an exception of Luxembourg lose power when compared to either Shapley-Shubic or
Banzhal indices of power, both of which assume similar voters in the sense of voling
distributions. The analysis of power profiles suggests that in trade policy the a priori
partition can be unstable and will produce a protectionist rather than a liberal policy.
In social regulation it seems that members against tighter measures are more ready for

compromises. With side-payments it seems possible to pursue tighter policy.

The enlargement of the EC by the EFTA countries strengthens the coalition supporting

a liberal trade policy or tighter social regulation norms. However, it can be argued
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that this change i1s not enough to spur policy changes. It seems that the new members
increase partition’s stability. Thus the results of our analysis indicate that we cannot
expect a liberal external trade policy or tighter environmental standards in an expanded
IO, However, it is also less likely that these policies will change in the opposite direction

etther.
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