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Problem.   The challenge of multi-level bargaining across vertical and horizontal spaces has left the European Union (EU) with dilemmas not easily solved.  Unlike the typical federation (e.g. United States and Germany) the bargaining parameters are still developing.  Failure of the Growth and Stability Pact exemplifies the fluid policy boundaries within the EU affecting both member countries and EU staff.  The addition of the World Trade Organization (WTO) adds a level of bargaining that complicates policy decisions across three levels.  Member countries are represented by the EU in matters before the WTO.  Yet deliberations between the EU and the WTO, representing some 147 countries, affect EU governments differentially (e.g., France, Germany and Poland agriculturally).  Since both the EU and the WTO are new organizations, policy parameters are still developing.  Attempting to resolve policy decisions within consensus decision making in a policy arena marked by diversity becomes a potential framework for deadlock.  The strategies of public officials, buffeted by globalization externally and maintaining incumbency in endogenous, domestic political positions, constitute a matrix of challenging tradeoffs to public officials.  The manner in which they resolve multi-level disputes will affect integration vs. intergovernmental bargaining either positively or negatively. 

Purpose of the Paper.  The paper will examine two questions:  (1) what impact will multi-level negotiation/bargaining and endogenous/exogenous issues have upon politicians, top administrators and civil servants? (2) assuming different historical/cultural path dependencies, will such diversity cause grid or deadlock among key decision makers?  The paper concludes that the mix of multi-level horizontal/vertical influences will transform traditionally narrow policy national policy orientations, and that it will produce avenues of escape from decision traps in cases offering increased marginal benefits to EU members and to the EU as a whole. 

Theory.   Integration and intergovernmental theory with respect to the EU have interested many.   Ben Rosamond’s Theories of European Integration includes a helpful overview.  The Institutionalization of Europe
 adds important concepts and examples of institutions affecting the EU.  Adrienne Heritier’s  Policy Making in Europe: Escape from Deadlock, (1999), examines operating paradigms, providing specific policy examples.
  The paper draws upon these sources and others.

General Model.  The general model embraces the contrast between integration and intergovernmentalism.  This is a parallel model to a supranational vs. intergovernmental model in political science.  They are not synonymous, however.  A federation may be thought of as closer to integration.  Yet the federations in the United States, Germany, Russia and Switzerland are operationally not the same.  Thus, we prefer to concentrate on, perhaps, a mythical state of integration vs. the intergovernmental model.  The EU stands somewhere between these two ‘forms’ of government.  The intergovernmental model is not really a model but is a mechanism.  Rather than become distracted by the federation, confederation and unitary state concepts, the paper argues that the EU, while containing many elements and traces of existing models, need not be forced into one or more of them.  That is not the intent of the paper.  We deal with the EU as a ‘developing’ project that has implications for policy actors/decision makers.    

Operational Model.   The paper views the operating model as a decision making model across multiple horizontal/vertical levels.  Since the bargaining parameters are not set, the process of negotiation vacillates between resistance, negation, compromise, and capitulation.  Guides to outcomes will more likely present themselves in the political/economic sphere as well as more familiar European predilections.  Much of this resides in the tradeoff between endogenous/internal tradeoffs vs. the globalized/ exogenous pressures arising from organizations such as the World Trade Organization.  Yet were it not for the exogenous development of globalization exhibited in dynamics of trade, foreign direct investment and currency trading, the paper believes that escapes from deadlock would not as easily present themselves.  Perhaps, not since 1945, has such an opportunity existed to forge important relationships brought about by the competition of the private with the public sectors.  While, perhaps, not reminiscent of the Silk Route, it has the potential to exceed Silk Route outcomes. These outcomes extend beyond the confines of this paper.  Yet they influence the framework in which multi-level policy making is occurring.  There are two aspects to the operational model.  They are depicted below:

       Table 1.                 Political Economy Tradeoffs

                                                      Endogenous                              Exogenous

	Capital
	Gain/loss
	Gain/loss

	Labor
	Gain/loss
	Gain/loss

	Consumer
	Gain/loss
	Gain/loss


 Note:  In resolving endogenous/exogenous policies from a path/dependent perspective, political/administrative actors have tended to bargain from the status quo.  That is, EU members representing the ‘old’ membership may seek alliances with other old members particularly the largest (France and Germany).  The new members (EU-10) may seek alliances with other new members and perhaps a swing member among the old.  More than likely such alliances lead to grid or deadlock among the EU-25 on the policy matter.  As change occurs, these alliances may break down.  The paper argues that globalization affects political/economic factors, thus providing opportunity for negotiation toward change.  Such negotiation will hold the EU together in the presence of mutual benefit to the entire EU-25.  This adjustment weakens path dependent approaches.  To some extent, the new mobility of labor, both transnationally; outsourcing; and the actual movement of labor: Ukrainians to Czech Republic and other Visegrad Four countries, Czechs to Ireland, Slovaks to Czech Republic; and the increase in foreign direct investment, has moved the political/economic equilibrium point toward negotiation.  Governments, as well as capital (less so with labor) have recalibrated the consumer, not only as an endogenous voter, but exogenously as a market participant that will respond more readily to the proximity of a foreign, joint venture catering to local market preferences, and vice versa.
     

While Table 1 postulates a paradigm for relating capital, labor and the consumer to endogenous and exogenous impacts, the paper’s focus moves more narrowly to the resulting impact on political/administrative actors and their operational choices now embraced, in part, by globalization.  This is depicted in Table 2.

Table 2.

                                                   Policy Tradeoffs

	
	Push
	Pull
	Policy Decision

	Path dependency
	Status quo
	Status quo
	Deadlock

	New pol/econ dynamics
	Yes
	Yes
	Negotiate


Note: path dependency may lead to inflexibility constraining the impact of push/pull that may threaten the status quo.  Because of endogenous/exogenous impact upon capital, labor and consumers, governments may, however, experience new push/pull phenomena permitting negotiation toward marginal benefit.

Path Dependencies.  It is tempting to pose the policy making choices as indigenous to  European styles of decision making vs. other cultural predilections.  Is there an Asian, North American, Muslim, European and African way of conceptualizing?  Yes and no.  It depends on the stakes.  Turkey’s accession to the EU is fraught with such thinking.  The Turks say, what do we have to do to get in?  The Europeans say, how can a non-Christian nation, dominated by the military, and historically weak on human rights qualify for accession?  By changing.  It has already secularized; passed a new penal code; outlawed torture; and, done what was asked.  If one were to be concerned about the Roma population in the EU 25, one would expect change.  Such evidence is miniscule.  Roma plight remains path dependent. The EU needs Turkey and vice versa.  The EU needs Turkey in view of its large Muslim population.  Turkey needs the EU to open its markets to a European free trade area and not to become isolated and surrounded by EU members.  Morally, no politician can oppose its entry on the basis of religion (though it is mentioned).  Change comes at the margin when the benefit is greater than the cost.  Turkey understands this.  The EU will need to consider it.  There is an incentive: a push and a pull.  It exists on both sides.  On the EU side, the push comes from the presence of a large EU Muslim population; the pull comes from the prospective need for EU labor amidst an ageing indigenous European population.  On the Turkish side, the push comes from its attractiveness for foreign direct investment, the pull comes from the benefit of a free trade area.  The paper is not about Turkey and accession, however.  It is about the impact of globalization upon the EU that requires a change in mindset among EU policy makers and administrative personnel.  It is about examining political/economic tradeoffs in an environment of diversity.  Rather than exclude that environment, policy makers have opportunities to find marginal benefits.  If the European Union is to be a positive force in its region and beyond, it can no longer exclude propitious opportunities.  It cannot, since the private sector within EU member countries is already moving beyond national borders.  These movements are causing problems in sectors such as competition, public support for private companies, outsourcing, tax rates, wages, labor job security and trade protections.  The triad of government, business and labor cannot maintain a path dependent policy set of options.  This is so in view of the commoditization of production that now embraces transnational sectors, world-wide.         

Analytical Construct.  Taking the operational model, we focus on its application to EU politicians and top administrative personnel.  We construct a model that would demonstrate differences between the ‘european’ view and the ‘national view.’  In this way we might detect path dependencies and emerging cosmopolitan or ‘european’ views.  We presume that actors thinking in a national way reflect a path dependent posture.  More specifically, the contrast highlights an independent or ‘national’ (what’s in it for us) position that would calculate benefits to the individual EU member.  Actors exhibiting a ‘european’ perspective would be expected to expand their positions beyond one country and prefer to show the benefit to the wider European ‘zone.’  By definition then, the ‘nationals’ prefer to calculate the benefit to a single member while the European view would calculate a greater benefit to the EU as a whole, and to its members, by stressing an ‘inclusive’ rather than ‘exclusive’ position.  As an example, accession of Turkey might be seen by the national actors as harming their individual countries; the European view would press for the wider benefit to the entire EU.  The construct is shown below in Table 3.

                                          Table 3.

                          ANALYTICAL CONSTRUCT: NATIONALS vs. EUROPEANS

	ISSUES
	NATIONALS
	EUROPEANS

	Migration/immigration           
	Screening centers; safe site
	Free movement after early exemption period

	Accession of Turkey
	Muslim problem; 68 mln people; labor excess
	Ageing Europe will benefit from a younger labor supply

	Subsidies (e.g., agriculture)
	Maintain
	Abolish

	Growth & Stability Pact
	Reformulate
	Reformulate but enforce

	Anti-competition policy
	Subsidize industry
	No subsidies

	Business tax rates
	Harmonize
	Laissez faire


Note: we postulate that the overriding concern to a ‘national’ will be to protect the member’s country and that the “Europeans’ will prefer to take a collective view that will benefit the entire EU.  On the surface, the preference for nationals to harmonize the tax rates might seem to be more European.  However, this is the current position of Sarkozy in France, and conceivably Schroeder in Germany that the ‘Race to the Bottom’ in the EU-10 is harming the EU-15 and ‘unfair;’ ergo, it is ‘national.’ 

Data.  We would expect to find surveys and media quotes not only for Table 3’s examples but for similar examples.  The goal of the paper is not to belittle either the ‘nationals’ or the ‘Europeans.’  The intent is to postulate the dilemma between those who view the EU as leading to a division or ‘regionalization’ vs. those who prefer to start with the global or European space and resolve conflicts therein.  The ‘Europeanists’ fear that regionalization or an EU with a core, semi-periphery and periphery will perpetuate exclusion.  The nationals believe that without such differentiation, the EU will be like another United Nations, this time located in Europe.  Thus, we intend to alert policy makers: politicians and top civil servants that (1) these issues exist, and (2) that they must be dealt with.  To date, the EU has tended to move slowly using bureaucratic stages.  It was assumed that sensitive political questions might be better handled with stage-by-stage, ‘technical’ requirements. As the EU considers expansion, these ‘technical’ considerations may become ever more perplexing to policy makers.  Thus, the paper explores possibilities of finding escapes from decision traps made possible by globalization and political/economy.   

Political Economy.  Political economy has its effects not only endogenously, regarding EU members, the EU itself, particularly within the Commission, and with the WTO, but exogenously as well.  The effects differ.  One can speak of the political/economy affecting the Euro zone and the unified currency (as well as those who have opted out);
  one can speak of the dynamics of economic integration in the EU (Pelkmans, 2001).  The paper will draw upon these resources, however, it will focus on the political/economy dynamics caused by globalization that affects the WTO, the EU, its members and political/administrative actors.  The paper will argue that the effects are interactive  because the exogenous effects are dynamic and reach across multiple decision levels within our focus: the WTO, the EU, largely its Commission, and the EU members.  Were this not the case, our political/administrative actors could eschew the impact of trade, foreign direct investment, currency trading, outsourcing and movement of labor across borders.  It this phenomenon that causes us to consider whether or not the EU, its members, and the WTO will find opportunities to cooperate (negotiate) or divide the world into trading groups.  Nevertheless, our focus is on whether or not the policy/administrative actors are likely to respond to these challenges.  If they are, will their responses be fashioned by path dependent approaches?  Or, are they likely to be motivated by opportunities that seem to promise mutual gain at the margins?  The paper argues that the latter outcome is possible.  National and supranational policy/administrative actors will be inclined to seek negotiating positions in matters with potential benefit at the margin.  Yet, the stakes are high.  Rather than independent decisions made non-transparently, national and supranational actors will be forced into transparent policy questions.  The political/economic influences will force attention toward problem solving.  The primary stimulus lies in globalization.

Collective vs. Individual Responses and Deadlocks.  Heritier postulates several strategies to remove oneself from deadlock.  Bargaining and organization theory tend to emerge as particularly salient.  She tends to align bargaining toward issues having known parameters.  Organization theory aligns better with unknown parameters.  Yet the difference lies in the proclivity for organization theory to decide issues in which the European Commission acts in a lead position calculating that its power may resolve the issue.  The implicit argument is: well, if you don’t like it, we’ll go to the EU courts of first and second instance: a primary source of the ‘Democratic Deficit.’ Bargaining theory seems more likely to emerge when distributive outcomes are potentially possible and negotiating at the margin will yield benefits for both.  

Let us now turn to the analytical construct.  The construct shows two dimensions to conflict resolution that are identified as European vs. National.  We may flesh these out with data to support that, at least, by proxy, we are able to postulate a model demonstrating specific reactions to policy issues.  While there are obviously individuals within member countries who opine differently than others in their own country, and more like similar persons in other countries (e.g., greens, socialists, rightists, etc.), we tend to look at countries as illustrating the differences.  Our purpose is to show that differences can be either state-bound, lumping all individuals in a state together, such as in a ‘French policy position’or individually bound within an individual in a state.  We do this so that in future research we may examine different policy positions of various policy actors or states.  In this way, politicians and top civil servants may not only examine individual as well as state differences, but may hypothesize, from constructs similar to the European/National dichotomy, policy recommendations that are explicitly cognizant of, at least, these two dimensions.  Using a two dimensional construct simplifies the analysis.  It demonstrates a policy construct illuminating at least two types of policy preferences among conceivably more (such as alignment along European party lines, ‘old’ and new members, big and small or east and west).  They may be obvious to most but policy actors need to detect whether the nature of the conflict is along a particular dimension or not.  If so, after repeated trials, strategies such as bargaining vs. organization theory may be more useful.  The paper argues, however, that the globalized dynamics of political economy will create parameters and potential solutions in such a way that exits from deadlock become more explicit and increasingly transparent.  It is the confluence of political economy juncturing with regionalism and multilateralism that is unique to the globalization outcome.  This analysis gives us our final framework for sketching the process:

Table 4.                        AIRBUS/BOEING

	Parties
	Issue
	Options
	Tradeoffs
	Rationale

	EU
	Boeing must eliminate subsidies
	 Go to WTO (N)*; or negotiate (E)
	Fine; no fine
	Lower cost by negotiating vs. WTO court decision (E)

	USA
	Airbus must eliminate subsidies
	Go to WTO (N); or negotiate (E)
	Fine; no fine
	Lower cost by negotiating vs. WTO court decision (E)


Note: This issue has to do with a conflict between aircraft makers Boeing (U.S.) and Airbus (a European consortium.) The issue essentially is how to resolve subsidies to both Boeing and Airbus by their respective governments.  Boeing is threatening to take the case to the WTO.  However, Airbus may also be penalized by the WTO if the matter cannot be negotiated on a bi-lateral basis.     (N)*and (E)  refer to ‘Nationals’and ‘Europeans.’   The ‘Nationals’ would prefer to force the issue by moving the issue to the WTO Court.  Interestingly, however, the EU realizes that the WTO may decide to punish the EU with a fine as well since, similar to the U.S., the EU has been providing a subsidy
.  The EU may elect to negotiate in order to avoid both parties being fined and directed by the WTO Court to abolish the subsidies.  The EU might then adopt a ‘European’ negotiation strategy to avoid payment of its own fine assuming that both the EU and the U.S. will gain at the margin by a negotiated position between them.  The U.S. is likely to use the WTO as a threat and then adopt a (E) strategy to lower the cost of adjudication.

Our various constructs help us to produce a model as follows:

Figure 1.              Extrication of ‘National’ and ‘European’ Preferences: Implications for Deadlock 

                         and Resolution Amidst Political Economic Influences
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Note:  In screening the issues, policy actors will deal with both National and European views.  Policy actors will screen the issues attempting to disaggregate the views into a benefit/cost or tradeoff that will identify the weight of logic upon the policy problem.  The task is not made easier by logic that differs depending on the level of the policy actor.  To yield or not to yield may be signaled strongly by level, i.e., the WTO, EU, or EU member.  Policy actors will seek escapes from deadlock in order to (1) hold the system together, and (2) advance the interests of each level.  The paper argues that globalization will enhance mutual options that formerly lay buried within National preferences.  Certain cases, such as the Growth and Stability Pact will illustrate that National interests involving severe political loss to national interests will not tolerate a mutual gain at the margin.  Forcing such a gain would eviscerate the Union.                                                                                                         

The’National’ Discourse.   This discourse anchors itself in a preference of exclusion.  That is, keep the intrusion of the supranational authority at a minimum.  Secondly, it may view expanding the membership as problematic since additional members would diminish the influence of one’s own country making deadlock more likely.  Third, “Nationals’ believe strongly in the principle of subsidiarity.  Foreign policy and tax policy, for example, can be allowed to be diverse in order to strengthen the internal strength of the union.  While ‘Nationals’ agree in the need for a Central Bank to guide the currency, that responsibility should not extend to deficit or debt requirements particularly in view of diversity within economic strength among the membership.  To some extent ‘Nationals’ support proportionality if they are large; less so, if small.  If large, they will wish to limit the veto power of small members; if small, they will wish to diminish the concept of population size and extend the meaning of statehood.  The ‘National’ discourse is likely to emanate from members rather than the supranational body such as the European Commission.

The ‘European’ Discourse.    This discourse, more prevalent among European Commission officials, stresses collective benefits to members from individual membership (the Hegelian, Hobbesian approach).  Its primary benchmark is that of inclusion.  It will view the prospect of accession to the union as a propitious opportunity.  While that opportunity needs screening and harmonization with union-wide principles (the Declaration of Human Rights, perhaps foremost), there is an assumption that few should be excluded in the interest of peace, increased expansion of economic activity, wider application of human rights, and an increased sharing of technology, labor, capital and investment.  While political rights are critical, there is respect for skepticism concerning a federation of states and awareness of a ‘Democratic Deficit.’  There is, however, a desire for harmonization of political, social and economic concepts presuming that the whole will benefit from such collective maximization.  Neither discourse talks of political integration at the federated level.                                                                                                                  

Data.  The data are presented in tabular form.  This is so since our primary interest is in preparing EU policy actors to prepare for policy decisions influenced by endogenous and exogenous political/economy factors but, due to increasing globalization, to a third level actor: the World Trade Organization.  We show below several policy issues together with their ‘National’ and ‘European’ preferences.  This figure extends the observations of Tables 3 and 4:

Table 5.                     Policy Choices in a ‘National’ and ‘European’Setting

	Parties
	Issue
	Options                
	Tradeoffs
	Rationale


	EU
	Airbus

	Subsidize/non-subsidize
	Settle or face WTO fine
	Negotiation will avoid fine and protect member consortium(E)

	US
	Airbus
	Subsidize/ non- subsidize
	Settle or go to WTO Court
	Court will be costly; negotiation will avoid fine/save WTO Court for future filing (E)


	EU


	Agricultural

Subsidies

	Maintain/abolish
	If maintains: loses penetration into  emerging markets
	Abolishing hurts members yet additionally opens emerging markets to members (E)

	U.S.
	Agricultural subsidies
	Maintain/abolish
	Same as EU
	Same as EU (E)

	WTO
	Agricultural Subsidies
	Maintain/abolish
	If negotiates EU abolition, protects WTO members competing in low cost commodities with subsidized EU; if fails in negotiation, might go to WTO Court or cutoff further EU market penetration
	Seen as zero-sum game: failure to negotiate EU  abolition will continue to harm majority of members unable to compete vs. subsidies; granting further market penetration seen as worth the price. (E)


Parties                   Issue                     Options                 Tradeoffs              Rationale           

	EU
	Growth & Stability Pact

	Enforce deficit & debt limits/do not enforce
	Enforce treaty/do not enforce treaty
	Zero-sum; members must conform to treaty agreements (E)

	EU members
	Growth & Stability Pact
	Abide by deficit & debt limits or not abide
	Abide and commit political suicide; do not abide and maintain political support
	Zero sum: abide by limits & cause serious weakening of polit/economy; test case in EU Court & hope for favorable decision; argue that limits do not sustain adequate economic growth & stability (N) *


*See fn. 7.

	EU
	Turkish 
Accession
	Admit/non-admit
	Full membership/partial

membership 
	Cannot refuse a Muslim country into the ‘Christian Club;’ EU will need Turkish labor in ageing EU-15; cannot enforce different accession standards (E)

	EU members
	Turkish Accession
	Admit/non-admit
	Full, partial membership or denial
	Poor country dominated by military with poor human rights’ record; too many Muslims and unskilled labor (N)*


*See fn.9.

 Parties                  Issue                    Options                  Tradeoffs             Rationale

	EU
	Constitution

(convention)

	Sustain qualified majority voting; maintain initial voting rights of Poland and State representation
	If sustains qualified majority voting, may lose certain smaller members; if abandons qualified majority voting, may lose France & Germany
	Sustaining qualified majority voting will hold France & Germany while protecting rights of individual states less preference for Poland’s high number of votes(E)

	EU Members     
	Constitution

(convention)
	Abide by qualified majority voting/not abide
	France, Germany, Italy cannot accept Poland’s votes virtually same as Germany’s; loss of qualified majority voting might shift balance of power
	Might opt out if loses qualified majority voting; does not believe EU would sustain loss of France & Germany; Poland and EU-10 might opt out without Poland’s high number of votes, though loss might not be critical (N)


	EU


	Rejection of new EU Commission
	Refuse to withdraw any new Commission member/ replace a contested member or significantly redefine duties
	Rejection of Commissioners might signal shift of power to Parliament/might also signal deprecation of former Portuguese Prime Minister, a payback for weak appointments to France and other founding EU members
	Might view as zero-sum yet knows ECJ should sustain Parliament’s failure to approve Commissioners; would have support of Italy and The Vatican; might be willing to negotiate (E)       

	EU Parliament    
	Rejection of new EU Commissioners
	Accept the new Commissioners as proposed; reject the entire list; negotiate withdrawal of the one commissioner
	Parliament would assert its right to reject the entire list, thus strengthening its current political power; Parliament would act as rubber stamp for the Commission’s new President
	Not clear whether this is zero-sum; yet, new information surfacing that this commissioner has criminal/ethical defects that might cause removal from consideration. (N)



Analysis.  Of the six cases presented, the scorecards is as follows:

	Parties
	Issue
	Strategies
	Likely outcome

	EU, U.S. 
	Airbus/Boeing
	Airbus favors (E); Boeing threatens with Court filing, likely to negotiate (E)
	Negotiation

	EU, EU Members
	Growth & Stability Pact
	EU favors European Solution but is reformulating requirements; for Members, is zero-sum game; cannot accept
	Negotiation; already went to EU Court: produced judgment but problem not solved since sanctions not imposed

	EU, U.S., WTO
	Agricultural subsidies
	Each favors political/economy benefits (E,E,E)
	Negotiation

	EU, EU Members
	Turkish Accession
	EU favors accession (E); several members favor denial (N)
	Crossed strategies could lead to zero-sum and deadlock; likely to lead to delay until votes could be retaken; negotiation seems unlikely except for partial membership for Turkey causing Turkey to withdraw application until later.

	EU, EU members
	Constitution
	EU favors acceptance (E); members favor either denial or change (N); some advocate referenda
	Crossed strategies; Poland likely to yield on number of votes; qualified majority voting may yield to different method though not clear; delay and negotiation likely; difficult to permit partial support for Union-wide constitution without opt-outs.


	EU, EU Parliament
	Reject New Commissioners
	EU favors acceptance (E); Several members favor rejection or removal of contested candidate (N)
	New information suggests criminal/non-ethical behavior by candidate; may provide space for negotiation; otherwise would lead to rejection of entire list of candidates: crossed strategies can only be resolved by replacement of candidate through negotiation. Because of the President’s intransigence, we recode this as (N).


Thus, in Airbus/Boeing, negotiation seems possible.  This outcome is a positive political/economy outcome.  Both parties will benefit through negotiation; will avoid a fine; and, will keep the WTO out of the matter.  This harmonization of interest does not come easily.  Boeing is falling slightly behind Airbus in international orders.  It believes that without production support, it cannot continue to compete. Negotiation seems likely, however, since both companies would eliminate the subsidy, therefore, not critically altering the terms of trade.

, 

In Growth and Stability Pact, The EU Court has already found the Commissioners derelict in not fining France, Germany and Italy.  Yet, the parties have taken action to reduce their budget deficits.  The dominant argument is that no politician in each of the large, founding countries, will accept the political risk of (a) further pushing their economies into recession, and (b) reducing their social safety nets to far lower levels.  The EU does not want to lose these three countries; they do not want to depart the EU.  Discussions about reformulating the requirements continue.  Thus, in this case, despite being treaty signatories to the 3% budget limit and 60% debt limit, the three members are arguing for changing the rules.  Interestingly, those countries outside the Euro zone do not share the same problem.   This comparison, however, is not entirely clear-cut.  What is clear is that the ‘National’ view must be respected in a case leading to political suicide in a member country.  Accordingly, reformulation is likely through negotiation.  

In Agricultural Subsidies,  all parties seem ready to negotiate.  This has evolved, however, by direct third party intervention across bargaining levels.  The WTO has refused to negotiate the ‘Singapore’ issues in view of subsidies by the U.S. and the EU.  The EU would not have such subsidies were it not for France, and to a lesser extent, Germany (Poland might have wished to keep them as well).  However, agricultural subsidies constitute a deadweight economic loss.
  Economically large farmers can exist without the subsidy.  Small farmers are already operating at the margin.  Further, the withdrawal of the EU and U.S. subsidy would save a substantial expenditure.  Yet the defining reason is not sudden wisdom on the part of the EU and the U.S.   The cause is the potential to penetrate emerging markets more fully.  Without such action the WTO would continue to deny such entry (presumably).  Thus, this negotiating concurrence is grounded in positive political/economy affecting all parties.   Without the stimulus of globalization, the outcome would lie dormant in a dependent path.
In Turkish Accession, the reasoning is a bit convoluted.  We have crossed strategies (E an N).  The E strategy attempts to overcome an opportunity to admit a Muslim nation to the ‘Christian Club.’  Secondly, it is mindful of four million Turks in Europe, 2.5 mln of them in Germany.  It is also mindful of other Muslim immigrants from North Africa, Asia and elsewhere.  They are already in the EU (except for Switzerland and Norway though the latter has signed all the key treaties).  Third, though it is a weaker argument, the large unskilled Turkish labor force can augment the declining EU 15 unskilled labor force particularly in the absence of youth.  It is a weaker argument since these Turkish workers can apply for work permits at the moment.  Certainly Ukrainians have little difficulty.  Finally, a market of 68 million persons is not to be disregarded.  Current trade relationships with, for example, Germany are positive.  Turkey needs additional capital that should benefit from EU membership.  

As for the N strategy, the exclusion philosophy is vocal: we have enough Muslims; the military seems to run things and the human rights record is awful.  Of course, The Turks have changed their laws in significant ways to ameliorate such charges.  Yet, for the N-people the religion and geography is detrimental.   Change your human rights record and we’ll think about it.  This is a non-sequitur.  Religion and geography cannot be changed by human rights protections.  Further, the N-people fear the onslaught of unskilled laborers.  They are and will be, however, in need of such a labor supply.  A welfare program for unemployed immigrants might be necessary.  There is current concern about the measures to be taken for asylum seekers, particularly from North Africa.  Thus, we have the makings of a zero-sum.  By threatening a referendum on the issue (several countries including France), the Turks are already on guard against discriminatory accession phenomena.  Rejection of the Turks would isolate them from free trade and national dignity while surrounding them with EU members, some of which have been admitted long after Turkey’s first application (1963).  This case is likely to lead to delay and conceivable partial membership in the absence of exceeding leadership by the E-people. 

In Constitution, the EU balance of power is at issue, among other things.  Poland had been promised representation at a level slightly below Germany.  The old members object to this and Poland is probably ready to yield on the point.  Second, the qualified majority voting (QMV)  promises to favor members or coalitions with large populations.  The new members may not be ready to yield on this point.  The possible accession of Turkey would arouse the old members assuming that Turkey could mount an effective veto or legislative bill with or without the old members (assuming Turkey could garner other votes).  But the constitution with or without Turkey promises a struggle.  The struggle tends to be old vs. new members, assuming that one can predict their preferences.  This is not entirely clear but concern exists on both sides.  The old members favor the QMV; the new members do not.  Secondly, all member countries must concur with the proposed Constitution by referenda.  This seems unlikely, given concerns voiced by many,  Constitutions are expected to be rather vague and ambiguous.  They typically espouse constitutional principles.  Details are left for later laws.  The proposed EU constitution tries to anticipate everything.  Should further law be necessary, 25 referenda each time, will constitute a challenge.  It is likely that the EU-25 will sign the constitution.  It is extremely problematic that unanimous consent will ensue from the voters.  Thus, delay and negotiation seem inevitable. 

In Reject New Commissioners, the argument will be made by the E members that the new President (five year term) deserves to have his Commission approved.  The N voters will protest that Parliament has the right to disagree.  That refusal to accept one Commissioner means a veto of the entire list of appointees has been set by law.  Unless Parliament sincerely wants to derail the new President: failure to accept the Commission would require that the existing President (Prodi) and Commissioners continue to serve until the matter can be resolved.  Parliament, particularly Socialists and Greens, seem ready to veto the entire Commission if one (at the moment only one in particular) is not withdrawn by the President.  The President is arguing separation of powers rather than the substance of the argument that is steeped in Catholic religious concordats.  Many Europeans are Catholic.  They may assume that politicians must carry out the law rather than religious preferences.  One could assume (perhaps without grounds) that secular matters containing religious implications would necessarily have to be passed by Parliament rather than executed by a Commissioner.  Of course, without a Constitution, the lawyers might not agree on a controlling set of principles (other than majority vote).  The President (elect) has refused to offer more than minor adjustments to the proposed Commissioner’s portfolio.  A related cause of the debate may have to do with certain countries feeling slighted by their portfolio appointments (France in particular).  This presents an opportunity for Parliament to strike back at the Commission President (who was not the choice of France and Germany, rather preferring the Prime Minister of Luxembourg to become Commission President).  Though certain allegations of criminal/unethical behavior have surfaced against the proposed Commissioner, it is not clear whether such charges are more than hearsay.  This issue cannot be resolved without ultimate negotiation.  The EU Court can hardly fail to sustain Parliament should they carry out the veto.  Some kind of negotiation seems inevitable.  In view of the apparent intransigence of the President-elect, we are forced to recode his strategy as (N).  Thus, we have a direct zero-sum.

Process Alignment and Vectors.  Of the six cases, we find one deadlock, Reject New Commissioners, with strategies (N) and (N); one negotiation likely, Constitution: (E) and (N); three negotiations (Airbus): (E) (E), Agricultural Subsidies (E) (E) (E); Growth and Stability Pact (E) (N); one delay with negotiation possible, Turkish Accession: (E) (N).  This dispersion leads to the following mix shown by a graphic:

     Figure 2.
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Source: Scharpf, F.W. (1993c) 

The two axes x and y, represent the prospects for decision vs. deadlock.
  The northeast quadrant offers the area for negotiation.  X will be restricted to support a proposal to the right (east) of the y axis; Y will will support a proposal above (north) of the x axis.  Thus, projects B and C are of interest to both x and y; y would not support A and E and would prefer D; x would not support E and D but would prefer A.  While A seems located far beyond x’s zone, E is far outside y’s zone.  We can assume that B and C offer negotiation possibilities.  

For purposes of our paper, a vector to the east that would bring D within X’s range might yield to negotiation.  However, the vector would need to be drawn from B to C in order to appeal to x.  The zone, however, narrows quickly unless y gives up significant ground.  Similarly, while B is attractive to x, it is less attractive to y; but a vector drawn slightly to the northwest would improve its attractiveness to y.  Thus, policy actors must consider the vector possibilities and what might be required.  There may be political/economic limits constraining a breakthrough.   The deadlocks, as always, may defy negotiation.  Yet, unilateral action by either side is likely to engender substantial resistance from the other party or parties.  

We can classify our six cases against the model by first identifying them on a political economic/continuum as follows:

                   Pure political….Political/Economic….Pure Economic….Other 

Thus, Boeing/Airbus falls within Political/Economic; Growth and Stability Pact falls within Political/Economic;  Agricultural Subsidies falls within Political/Economic;  Turkish Accession falls within Political/Economic with a strong pure political element; Constitution falls within Pure Political;  Reject New Commissioners falls within Pure Political.  It would have been possible to include other cases such as asylum seeking or migration/immigration, criminal justice, and Pure Economic cases such as monetary policy.  There are many more examples for each of the categories.  The purpose was to propose a preliminary schematic for policy tradeoffs as well as predictions based upon other than pure power or hierarchic analysis.  Those days have been diminished due to globalization that now embraces networks including the EU, WTO, NAFTA, MERCOSUR and APEC.  Rather than pure power, the potential for negotiation has been increased.     

Fitting the Cases to Figure 2.  Airbus/Boeing, Agricultural Subsidies and Growth and Stability Pact fall in the northeast quadrant.  Growth and Stability Pact has one N strategy but the EU is reformulating the economic criteria for compliance.  A delay is likely to produce a result.  The EU can hardly get along without Germany and France, and vice versa.  Thus, if x was the EU, point B might locate the relative positions of the EU and its members.  We can only know this ex post.  In our ex ante analysis, we would have coded the situation at D.  A vector to C would not have been expected (that the ECJ would decide against the European Commission and France and Germany would not have been penalized).

Constitution falls in the area of point D.  It has E and N strategies.  Yet the likelihood of delay seems promising.  Naturally, proposals for referenda could negate agreement.  Those proposals are means to disengage premiers Chirac and Schroeder (chancellor) from pushing their respective populations.  Time, however, should resolve this issue by negotiation.  Both sides seem to want an agreement.  

Turkish Accession is likely to be the most intransigent deadlock.  The EU wants its accession.  Thus, if the EU is x, A probably corresponds to the deadlock location.  To bring it up to the northeast quadrant within those whose N strategies are opposing accession will take substantial political will and survival through referenda, a condition not applied to prior accessionees.  Only time can help move the vector in the right direction (to the north).  While it seems likely, it is too close to call this one.       

We coded  (on October 27, 2004) Reject New Commissioners as N, N, on the basis of the President-elect’s intransigence toward withdrawal of any commissioner.  The following day he relented and removed the entire list of nominees.  Consequently, we can now code (ex post) the situation as N for the EU members, who will wait to see the ensuing revised list, and E for the President-elect who showed evidence that (a) he understood a deadlock when he saw one, and (b) he demonstrated an ability to reach for a solution that would benefit the entire EU.  He commented, that “I don’t see my authority weakened.  On the contrary I see it reinforced” (Herald Tribune, 2004a).

Conclusions.  Conclusions are as follows:

1. Hertier had postulated that two options were available in extricating from deadlock: (a) hierarchical action inherent in the power of the European Commission, and (b) negotiating power when the Commission was unable to exert such power.  Messner has suggested that hierarchical power no longer can compete with social networks.  This paper observes that a social network has broken out in the EU Parliament based upon pan-european politics.  That is, transnational representatives from European Socialists, Greens, left of center and right of center parties, opposed the President-elect’s nominees for Commission appointments in Reject New Commissioners, at least in one case, sufficient to mount a threat of veto, and, conceivably in several others, about whom the Parliament had expressed reservations.   That particular nominee was enough to provide a checkmate against the President-elect.  He withdrew the entire list, perhaps attempting not to cast the decision entirely on one candidate and to ressurect some degree of respectability for Italy, the President of Italy and the Vatican.  He was also not wanting to revisit other proposed nominees whose approvals had been lukewarm.  Thus, he provided the needed escape from deadlock so prudent in such cases (demonstrated in textbook fashion by President John Kennedy in the Cuban Missile Crisis).  While this paper is not ready to speculate about social networks, it is quite possible that supporters can cite this case.  Yet, it should be remembered that in the law, facts often lead to decisions that determine precedent (often extreme cases such as Miranda and Gault).  In our case we had several ‘forcing’ components: the President-elect was seen as right of center and the Socialists and some supporters protested an apparent right of center position by the President-elect; the Parliament, among whom were many new electees, sensed an opportunity to assert a Separation of Powers principle, that is, not to roll over and ‘rubber stamp’ the President-elect; many Parliamentarians were unhappy not only with a number of nominees but with slights shown toward their respective countries in allocating portfolios to the proposed nominees.  The ensuing negotiations will show us whether or not, ex post, the President decides to redistribute portfolios with slightly different vectors.  Some seem tempted to talk about ‘democracy’ emerging, presumably removing some of the ‘deficit’ so frequently mentioned.  Should Parliament continue in this direction, the constitution might eventually have to show this newfound strength. 

2.  Scharpf has been helpful in contributing a schematic that can be instructive for 

     policy analysis, more specifically to EU policy actors.  This is not to suggest that 

 policy actors are bereft of politics and economics among other things.  Yet, the cases of Airbus/Boeing, Agricultural Subsidies Growth and Stability Pact have involved substantial amounts of time and political staying power.  The result led to what appears to be outcomes of significant political/economy interest to the interested parties.  While both Scharpf and Messner had warned that larger numbers would imply greater opportunity for deadlock, these cases suggest that greater numbers are not necessarily dispositive.  In a sense, the greater numbers led to diverging centers of power causing obstruction to unilateral positions by one party.  Thus, coalitions were formed among large numbers of parties that had been rather submissive as individual entities.  This, however, remains an open question.  It is relatively clear, that the Commission may speak somewhat hierarchically in cases upheld by treaties signed and decisions rendered by the EU Courts.  That was not the case in Growth and Stability Pact even when the Court admonished the Commission for not executing the penalties.  The result was to reformulate the rule.  Neither the EU nor France and Germany wanted a complete schism.  Thus, the element of politics created a deadlock.  Yet the result was to begin reformulating the rule.  Thus, the EU moved to an E strategy modified by a rule change, the EU members will not move away from an N strategy until becoming a party to the rule change   Of course, they were parties to the first rule.  It is obvious that political suicide is not an option for N strategists when the last resort for a given rule has been exhausted.  Delay had even been exhausted.  Ergo, change the rule.  The EU had nothing further to offer.  From a political/economic standpoint, it is likely that the reformulated rule will need to be enforceable; otherwise, back to deadlock.

3.  Two more cases, Turkish Accession and Constitution are unlikely to be resolved by political/economic factors.  In the former, there is a population of 68 million that might offer marketing possibilities for the EU 25.  Yet, the fear of an unskilled worker, influx supports the N strategy.  That they are Muslim can have a positive/negative effect.  Those already experiencing Turkish immigration, particularly France, Germany and the Netherlands seem reluctant.  Others may argue that the immigrated Turks have not caused problems in their new countries, and isolation of a secular country of Muslims is no different than the relationship of most European countries to Christianity and or other religions.  Unless we deconstruct to ethnicity and ‘too many doner kabobs’ (hardly defensible in a unified Europe) the basic argument evolves to inclusion vs. exclusion.  Europe has absorbed many immigrants on work visas.  The present and forthcoming ageing problem (unskilled labor needed and pension relief needed) in Europe is a political/economy argument.  The UK continually demonstrates the viability of Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi immigrants not only at the unskilled level but higher in the value-added chain.  They continue to earn their subsistence and pay more taxes than welfare benefits claimed.  In fact, the UK has made employment a condition of immigration (at least in the short run).  Constitution is likely to experience delay as the various referenda are completed for or against.  Precedent certainly exists for referring constitutions to the people.  In some respects, the EU might benefit by this type of delay.  The public has long groused about being unfamiliar with EU requirements.  Referenda will put the burden on those who must explain both the benefits and the shortfalls.  If this cannot be explained to populations, only continued negotiations offer an escape.  Certainly the length of the proposed constitution makes it seem more like a legislative bill.  Qualified Majority Voting may be an important obstacle.  Yet a constitution can resolve shifts in power and nuances that even now are surfacing.  The alacrity with which the Parliament protested against the President-elect’s proposed commissioners may have done more for constitutionality than anything Valery d’ Estaing could have written.  Time seems to favor negotiation.       
4.  The six cases start very prematurely to suggest that policy choices have an impact on the emerging EU policy parameters.  The cases are hardly all conclusive.  They do illustrate the potential for tracking statements and juxtaposing them on a schematic to obtain a ‘reading’ on probable outcomes.  This, in itself, is not trivial.  Despite Michels’ belief in the propensity for oligarchy, and Robert Dahl’s requirement of opposition, the decision space is still ill-defined.  That is, we have supranational ‘organizations’ (EU and WTO plus the various trade associations) and we have individual members of the ‘organizations,’ and we have independent countries dealing across associational boundaries such as the U.S.  The U.S., of course deals as well with NAFTA, an association of which the U.S. is a member.  The paper argues that these relationships coupled with globalized political economy have altered patterns of deadlock and negotiation.  That is so, since multilateralism has emerged (multiple centers of power).  While it is clear that China has propelled the WTO and APEC, it has also exerted an independent force upon individual members of associations such as the EU and those that are not in the EU such as the U.S.  This ‘realignment’ of earlier trade and FDI, dominated by unilateral actions of developed countries has created complexity.  Policy actors within the EU and other regional associations must consider these interactions because of globalization.  The private sector has extended market penetration in a deterritorialized fashion.  While this is true of currencies, it is, to some extent true of countries as well.  Multinationals (MNCs) do have a country of origin.  But they operate abroad in increasingly comprehensive fashion.  Emerging competition abroad may be indigenous to a particular country (local competition) or exogenous (BMW competing with VW in China).  Policy actors must devise decision schemes to cope with these multi-level activities.  
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� Alex Stone Sweet, Wayne Sandholtz and Neil Fligstein (eds), 2001.


� See also Sophie Jacquot and Cornelia Woll (2003).


� See Douglass North’s recent contribution on path dependency in Mantzavinos,  North, and  Syed (2004).


� Raised in Fuller (2004).


� See Levitt and Lord (2000).


� Financial Times (2004).


� See “note” in Table 4 for discussion of rationale. 


�Both the EU and the U.S. have been subsidizing the production of the Airbus and Boeing passenger aircraft.  Airbus is a consortium of EU members.  The EU wishes to fine Boeing since it operates in EU space.  Yet the U.S. argues that the Airbus is also subsidized.  Therefore, the former wants to sue in the WTO Court since both are WTO members.  The EU prefers to negotiate over the EU case since submission of the issue to the WTO may result in a fine to the Airbus.  Thus, grounds exist for negotiation.  In this case we have a case involving an (E) strategy and an (N) strategy.





























  


� While both the U.S. and EU have been subsidizing agriculture, their proclivities (dependent path) have been to eschew abolition.  The EU, in order to open emerging markets and to placate the WTO that speaks for such markets, argues that it will be harmed if the U.S.does not follow suit.  The U.S., in this case, somewhat reluctantly (the EU shares this reluctance) seems ready to abolish or lessen subsidies in order to gain access to the same emerging markets.  Negotiation seems likely in view of national gain by the U.S. and European gain by the EU and its members (except, perhaps, the large French farmers who are likely not to suffer critically).


� France, Germany and Italy have essentially exceeded the deficit limits of 3% set by the Growth and Stability Act for more than one year.  France and Germany essentially claimed it would attempt to meet     the limits in succeeding years but was unsuccessful.  Germany, in particular, has attempted to lower the budget deficit.  France has been less inclined though has engendered some political protests.  Both countries argue that due to the ECB and the Euro economy, they are unable to do more in lowering government deficits.  Germany has made significant political proposals for lowering the social safety net expenditures.  The EU case went to the EU Court of First Instance.  That court found against the Commission for permitting its members to disavow its treaty obligations.  The EU is reformulating the essential ingredients of the Act.  See for example, International Tribune (2004b).  This case illustrates the unlikelihood that an EU member will commit political suicide in order to abide by a political/economic requirement.    The EU can ill afford to lose France, Germany and Italy. 


� Turkey is seeking accession to the EU.  The EU has taken the position that it should be admitted.  Certain EU members: France, Germany (the major opposition party, Christian Democrats) have indicated disfavor with Turkey’s accession. Two other EU Commissioners have argued against accession as have several other politicians.  Turkey argues that the standard for its admission should not be different than for any other acceding country.  As the only prospective Muslim country, its accession is being closely watched.  Beyond Islam, its 68 million population represents a formidable voting bloc.  Further, its laborers represent a formidable addition to the EU labor force.  Many are unskilled.  Yet, the EU’s ageing population is and will be in need of unskilled workers (in the short run).  Several existing EU members are threatening a referendum on the matter.  Turkey objects since such an event would constitute differential treatment.  See for example, International Herald Tribune, (2004a).


� The proposed constitution could pit the ‘old’ members against the ‘new’ members.  The question of qualified majority could affect the balance of power within the EU.  It is likely that negotiation will result in retention of the qualified majority voting.  Even Poland cannot sustain the argument that it should almost equal Germany in voting power (though it was promised this prior to accession).  See for example,  International Herald Tribune (2004a).


� This is a classic tradeoff of Parliamentary power vs.the EU Commission.  Such ‘organizational’ politics might be blamed on the EU-10.  Nevertheless, a number of members, France in particular, have been waiting to ‘payback’ the new Commission President for ‘slighting’ their appointments to the Commission.  This could move to zero-sum.  Let the Court decide.  Of course, Parliament is within its rights.  The Court would have little to adjudicate. It is likely that new information suggesting prior criminal/ethical contacts will cause an unamicable removal of the candidate, thus exonerating both parties and lessening the protest of Italy and the Vatican .  Yet, the unacceptable behavior is allegedly hearsay and might be seen as a smear against a Catholic believer.  Others of the proposed candidates were not strongly supported as well.  Yet a wholesale veto of the entire list might carry zero-sum too far.  Negotiation likely.  Refusal to remove nomination would lead to zero-sum. The EU Courts would have to sustain Parliament.  (The Commission President was ultimately forced to remove and reconstitute the entire Commission).   


�Raised in Fuller (2004).  





� Figure 2 is derived from Scharpf (1993c) cited in Messner (1997), p. 204.
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