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Summary

The institutional structures dedicated to coordination of EU negotiations and policy making have undergone considerable change and adaptation in the post communist countries joining the European Union in 2004. The far reaching changes in organizational structures, rules and power resources present institutionalist scholars with an interesting puzzle, since most institutionalist theories predict and explain stability and not change. Why the lack of path dependency in the European integration related areas? This paper aims to account for the changes in institutional arrangements in new CEE member states, as well as Bulgaria and Romania, which can be broadly summarized as major institutional change, defying path dependency: from Ministries of Foreign Affairs (MFA) coordinated systems for negotiation and coordination of EU issues towards centralized systems based on ministries or Council of Ministers coordination units. A first question which arises is whether this shift will be permanent or whether membership will lead to a return to MFA coordinated systems. A second, no less important question is, what kind of a difference does having a foreign policy centered EU coordinated system or a Council of Ministers centered one make for the policy outcomes that emerge, that is the new member states positions in European Union decision making. Coordination systems are usually evaluated from the point of view of efficiency and capacity. We will argue here that considering how well an EU policy coordination system translates national interests into a coherent position will be no less important given the increasing interdependence of the EU as a multi level governance system. We will explore some initial scenarios that could serve as a basis for debate of a research agenda in EU policy making systems in the new member states. 
Introduction

The question of national coordination of European Union policy making has received relatively little attention in the literature on European integration in the past
. The trend towards examining the European Union as a multi level system of governance which has gained strength in the last decades has opened the way for exploring the role national systems for EU policy making play in the multi-tiered polity of the Union. Furthermore, as Kassim, Peters and Wright (2000:1-6) have shown, European Union policy making increases the demands for policy coordination at the national level considerably. As the influence of the European Union spreads both to new policy areas and new member states, there are compelling practical and theoretical reasons to look closer at issues of national coordination of EU policies. 

The overview of existing national systems for EU policy making and implementation made in the volume by Kassim, Peters and Wright (2000) suggests there is still considerable diversity in the response of EU member states to the demands for coordination put on them by the EU policy cycle. While some member states pay greater attention to coordination of their national positions than others, it is clear that the need to keep a level playing field in the internal market area and to achieve the Lisbon strategy objectives regarding the competitiveness of the European economy make the challenge of national coordination even more compelling. So does the setting by the Stockholm European Council of a target of no more than 1.5 % of non-transposed directives. 

In reality, however national coordination has received a lot of attention by policy makers, scholars and commentators mostly in member states which have joined the EU in the last couple of decades.
 The growth of the acquis since the establishment of the internal market and the Treaty of Maastricht has presented more of a challenge to newcomers than ever before. There have been doubts whether even the well organized administrations of previous accession states Finland, Austria and Sweden would be able to cope with the demands of participation in EU policy making and in particular with challenges such as holding the Presidency of the EU. In the case of the latest group of candidates and new member states, the post communist countries of CEE, however, the situation has been qualitatively different in terms of the demands put by the European Union itself on their capacity before accession. A nearly disastrous starting position and years of demanding administrative restructuring has made the CEE states everyone’s favourite example of potential failure of administrations to cope with transposing and/or participating in the making of EU legislation. 

Fears that these countries would not have sufficient administrative capacity to transpose and implement the acquis of the Union and would have difficulties with policy formulation, led to the introduction of a separate criterion of administrative capacity in the enlargement process (Dimitrova, 2002). The legacy of communist administrations gave the European Commission particular reasons for concern, as communist bureaucracies were hierarchical systems of with ‘top heavy coordination, leaving little or no space for conflict resolution before issues reach government’(Verheijen, 2000:31). Pressure from the European Union and especially the European Commission led to the creation of specialized sub-systems for European integration in all the candidate states, which served a crucial purpose in preparing and coordinating negotiating positions. As ten of the 12 CEE candidates which have been part of this process join the EU in May 2004, several important question arise, namely, will the structures created to coordinate negotiating positions serve well in the making of EU policy positions and implementation?  To what extent do the new member states administrative coordination systems differ from the one established in EU member states? Will joining the EU lead to changes and adjustments in these systems? And, last but not least what policy positions are likely to emerge from the coordination systems adopted by the new members in the process of preparation for accession.

This paper represents an initial attempt to address these questions. In the first section, we will discuss the evolution of institutional arrangements supporting the needs of the enlargement process in the new and candidate member states. We will argue that this area has been subject to considerable institutional change and has seen several waves of reform until, by the end of the negotiation process, most of the new member states have ended up with a centralized, central office of government (Council of Ministers) based structure quite different from a number of the structures existing in ‘old’ EU member states. In the second section we will discuss the functioning of these structures and the shift towards a structure coordinated by a single ministry which would resemble more existing models in EU member states, a reverse shift of the center of coordination. In the second part of the paper we will propose a theoretical framework which attempts to explain what kind of outcomes can be expected from the changed systems in terms of policy making positions.

Before proceeding, we should make it clear that in contrast to the majority of analyses of EU coordination systems which are concerned primarily with the effectiveness of coordination in achieving policy goals which are taken as externally given, we are interested in the substantive policy making that may emerge as a result of certain types of coordination. 

From this point of view, it is important to consider that coordination does not only have the purpose of presenting an united position in EU policy making and informing all relevant institutional levels of their obligations under EC law. Given the increasing fusion between EU and domestic policy arenas, coordination, in particular ex-ante coordination should also be seen as a mechanism for achieving consensus on a domestic policy position with as many as possible of the relevant actors. This is important not only for implementation (although clearly actors which have been consulted at the policy proposal stage are more likely to come on board when it needs to be implemented), but also for the democratization of EU policy making. Coordination systems which take into account the views of Parliament such as the Danish one may take more time but are less likely to increase the already existing gap between European policies and domestic actors. 

Therefore, it must be borne in mind that the fastest coordination system may not always bring the best results in terms of reflecting the outcome of bargaining acceptable to all domestic actors. Yet the enlargement preparation process which required the passing of a great amount of acquis related legislation in a relatively very short period of time was dominated to a great extent by requirements for speedy transposition. What effects this had on the systems that emerged will be discussed in the next section.

1. The evolution of EU negotiation systems in the period of enlargement

The institutional arrangements dealing with EU issues had to be developed more or less from scratch in the candidate states as they started their preparation for membership at the end of the 1990s. Existing units dealing with the EU were based in Ministries of Foreign Affairs, a logical consequence of the fact that relations with they EU, as much as they existed (and they were very limited before 1989), were clearly in the domain of diplomacy and foreign affairs. As the process of enlargement started putting ever larger demands on the CEE administrations, it became clear that the issues that were coming on the pre-accession agenda were not foreign policy issues but were spread widely across the numerous policy sectors covered by the acquis and many that weren’t part of the acquis at all (such as minorities and Roma issues). 

As part of the work conducted at the request of the European Commission to help the candidate states fulfill the Madrid administrative capacity criterion, in 1997 the SIGMA group of the OECD made an inventory of the EU related structures in the candidates. The inventory is summarized by Verheijen (1998, 2000). He suggested that in the process of preparation for membership, as coordination tasks became more strenuous, the balance of power, or the focal point in EU policy making was moving away from Ministries of Foreign Affairs and towards other ministries and units:

“The location of European secretariats has been a problematic issue in many candidate states, creating ‘turf wars’ over the control of the EI secretariat between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and institutions concerned with management of ‘internal aspects’ of EU affairs. Traditionally, EI secretariats in most member states are located within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. However, with the growing weight of the national dimension of EU policy-making, other ministries, in particular Ministries of Economic Affairs have obtained an increasingly important role.” (2000:38)
An overview of coordination arrangements existing as the ten new member states enter the Union and the arrangements of the two candidates aiming to join in 2007 reveals that a bigger number of states (Bulgaria, Latvia, Poland, Lithuania, Estonia) have ended up with some coordinating body within the Council of Ministers/government office, closely linked if not led by the Prime Minister, a Deputy Prime Minister or a Minister for European Affairs. The rest, however, still have a system in which the central role belongs to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs –  for example Hungary and Slovakia, the latter being  more of a mixed case. This classification is based on the stronger role of one of the other center, but in all cases interministerial coordination is ensured by a special body which meets with some regularity.

State of EU systems 2003

	Country
	Main coordinating institution
	Other important coordinating bodies
	Parliament involvement, consultative bodies

	Bulgaria
	Council of Ministers special unit headed by a Minster for EU affairs
	
	European Affairs Committee; Consultative council under the president’s office

	Czech republic
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	
	European Affairs Committee

	Estonia
	The Council of Senior Civil Servants (CSCS) overseen by the Ministerial commission chaired by the PM supported by the Office for European integration of the chancellery and the European Union Secretariat
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs (responsible for accession negotiations, Europe agreement)

Ministry of Justice (laws and acquis compatibility)
	European Affairs Committee of the Estonian Parliament (since 1997)

	Hungary
	State secretariat for integration and external economic relations at the MFA (SSIEER) assisted by EU integration department; Interministerial committee for EU integration (deputy ministers)
	European Integration Council;

Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Justice (negotiations)
	

	Latvia
	European integration Council

European affairs bureau (follows the European integration bureau) subordinate to the PM and to the state Chancellery
	Council of senior officials;

Foreign Affairs ministry together with the secretariat to the minister for public administration  reform
	European affairs Committee

	Lithuania
	European Committee under the Government of Lithuania
	
	European affairs Committee

	Poland
	Committee for European Integration headed by the Minister for European Affairs
	
	National Council for European integration – consultative body under PM with 7 consultative sub-councils

	Slovakia
	MFA, department for coordination of EU policies, Cabinet Office (since 1998), Interministerial Coordination Group
	
	

	Slovenia
	GOBA, special body under the Prime Minister in the Government Office
	
	Committee for Foreign Affairs adopting negotiation positions; GNT  consultative group of experts


Sources:

Estonia, European Union secretariat, at http://www.eib.ee/pages.php/020201,10
Government office for European Affairs Slovenia at http://www2.gov.si/svez/svez-web.NSF/0/955C7CFE546415E1C1256DC8004603FD/$file/coweb_brussels221003.pdf
Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs at http://www.kum.hu/euint/index_coord.html
European affairs bureau Latvia at http://www.latvija-eiropa.gov.lv/en/european-affairs-bureau/
As is evident from this table, the level of development of interministerial coordination, often with an added hierarchical component such as a final deciding authority in the government office, suggests intensive institutional development in the new and candidate member states. An important point to consider is that institutional arrangements with respect to EU policy making have not followed a historically established path, which would have led most of the countries to strengthen the role of their respective MFAs in coordination. There has been considerable institutional change. 

The considerable transformation which the structures for EU policy making underwent over a short period of time made them in a certain way more elaborate than the structures in some ‘old’ member states. The changes may be explained as a response to the pressures and the changing character of the accession process. The accession of post communist states was more than any other EU enlargement, reform led, affecting domestic institutional arrangements to a much greater extent than Europeanization has affected existing member states (Dimitrova, 2002, 2004; Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, forthcoming). Since the accession process has gradually transformed from a foreign policy process to a process dominated by and focused on a wide array of internal political and economic reforms, the system of its management has changed accordingly. On the executive level, the management of the process was transferred from foreign affairs departments and ministries of Foreign Affairs to the line ministries, while the role of the main co-ordinator in many CEE states was granted to special institutions functioning at the centre of the government. Accordingly, the adoption of the most important decisions in the formulation and realisation of the European policy was transferred to the competence of Prime Ministers, which undoubtedly meant the maximum possible political support for the process and at the same time greater efficiency. This trend is especially evident in Lithuania and Poland.

Lithuania’s case is a particularly good example of the evolution which we describe above. The first system of Euroinstitutions was set up in 1995. Naturally, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs assumed the main role in conducting European policy. However, after the parliamentary elections in 1996 a new ministry of European Affairs was established. There was a period of competition between the two ministries until the transformation of the ministry of European Affairs into the European Committee under the Government of Lithuania in 1998. The Committee was mandated to carry on internal preparation to the accession process while the MFA was charged with the external dimension. The negotiation process which started in 2000 was coordinated by the MFA until the end of the year. Then the head of the Committee was nominated as the chief negotiator. After the end of negotiations there was a long discussion who will lead the coordination of the EU affairs at the government level. In the middle of 2003 the decision was made to reorganise the European Committee by transferring the most of its staff to the Government Chancellery. The later was charged with the coordination of the EU affairs. However, the MFA retained very important powers and the line ministries gained a lot of autonomy in running the EU affairs in their field of competence. 

The final shape of the system is just emerging and will depend on the establishment of the relevant routine. However, it seems that the degree of centralization was a bit loosened in Lithuania and the EU issues will be a matter of inter-institutional conflict. The role of the Parliament should be still clarified. The ambition to mandate the government on the most important issues was met with certain resistance and will be further discussed. 

Several possible explanations can be discussed to account for the difference in relative importance of ministries of Foreign Affairs in the new and old member states. First of all, the centralising trend could be explained by the logic of efficiency and, accordingly, lesser importance of the path-dependant behaviour. It is, however, difficult to prove that centralised models with a central role of the prime minister and its secretariat are more efficient than decentralised models, especially in a long-run (Kassim, 2000). One can even argue that a fragmented system is more fit to a highly unpredictable and opaque decision-making process like that in the EU (Wright, 1996). Moreover, the centralised system may lack flexibility and could be a burden to the conduct of business by different ministries and other institutions (Kassim, 2002). However, there a consensus seems to be emerging that, at least in a short and medium term perspective, the centralised systems are more effective (Wright, 1996, Verheijen, 1996). 

The accession countries faced an immense challenge of quick adaptation to the EU rules. The accession process took place under the immense pressure of conditionality and competition (Maniokas, 2004). Those countries simply had to deliver in order to keep their status and place in the process. The institutions closer to domestic issues of adjustment and to the authority of prime ministers had been better placed in managing this difficult task. 

The role of the efficiency logic could be demonstrated by tracing the dynamics of institutional change in the accession countries. In Lithuania the shift towards a more centralized prime-minister based system occurred in 1998 and was finalised in 2000, then it became evident that further progress in climbing the ladder of pre-accession can no longer be sustained by predominantly diplomatic efforts. Progress in legislative alignment and economic reform played a crucial, dominant role in the annual assessments made by the European Commission
. 
The development of EU related institutional arrangements in other Baltic states were quite similar. The working of the logic of efficiency could be also demonstrated in the case of Poland and Slovenia.

The pressure for efficiency was complemented by a relative easiness of institutional change in the accession countries (Dimitrova, 2004, Maniokas, 2003). The adaptation of old institutions and creation of new ones including institutions for the management of the EU affairs was considered an essential feature of the integration to the EU process. It could be argued that the path-dependency logic therefore had less importance in the accession countries than in EU member states. 

2. Coordination after accession.  A shift towards ‘normalization’ or a persistence of new structures?

It could be argued that the newly established strong, centralized coordination systems with their center of gravity in the government office were an institutional arrangement brought by the needs and pressures of the accession process and especially the demands of transposing the acquis is a very short period of time. Would the backbone of the created structures be retained? Will these structures be needed once EU policy making becomes ‘day-to-day’ policy making? Or would they be regarded as ‘emergency arrangements’ which should give way to traditional for most countries coordination by Ministries of Foreign Affairs? The central status of ministries of Foreign Affairs in national EU policy making in most of the ‘old’ EU member states (Kassim, 2000:238) as well as the strong, albeit declining role of the General Affairs Council in policy making at the EU level, seem to suggest that a ‘normalization’ might occur after accession. In other words, a move (back) towards primacy of MFA systems in the new members can be regarded as a kind of ‘normalisation’ of domestic EU policy making after the period of intense preparation for membership and its special demands.

The question is, however, whether coordination does not remain much more of a challenge for the new member states than for the old ones due to several factors, among which administrative capacity and lack of trust. The capacity problem, although addressed in the last few years by most CEE with relative success, will rear its head in a new way again as they ‘lose’ large numbers of their civil servants to Brussels. Trust may turn out to be even more fundamental. Theories of collective action suggest that bargaining is more difficult in conditions where players do not trust each other. Systems in CEE are still characterized by high levels of interinstitutional rivalry, therefore the central coordination units emerged as a solution to conflict in the negotiations stage. Lack of trust between units of the administration or various institutions may continue to affect coordination efforts after accession.
How can we start to evaluate the relative merits of the new strongly centralized structures versus MFA based ones and what can we expect, if countries revert to MFA managed structures? Several different scenarios/images could be explored to answer this question, which would have to be addressed on the basis of theory derived ideas of coordination instead of evidence of the comparative functioning of GO/MFA systems based in one and the same country.

3. Potential outcomes of the different coordination systems

Attempts in the European studies literature to establish a link between the organization of the EU Council and the content of its decisions might give us a clue what effects we can anticipate from differing coordination systems (Wallace, 1997, Hix, 1999, Steunenberg, 2002, 2003). However, research in the management of EU affairs in the member states has not yet established a clear link between an organization of a system for the management of European affairs and the policy content. In this respect more research into the outcomes of the organization of national government for policy positions could be useful. It would serve as a basis for the evaluation of the outcomes of the EU decision-making as well (Steunenberg, 2002). As a first step, we can explore potential scenarios and offer them as a basis for discussion and a potential research agenda.

A Bargaining Scenario
The coordination process could be viewed through a rational, bargaining lens and to suggest that the issue about any future coordination system is whether it would provide an aggregation of domestic opinion (sectoral ministries, interest groups) and then present this position to the EU or whether it would be led by one ministry (e.g. Foreign Affairs). An aggregation of domestic interests may result in a ‘hard’ less compromising domestic position in Brussels but possibly in better implementation.

It has been suggested that sectoral ministers tend to hold more extreme preferences than the Cabinet of Ministers, therefore more balanced policy outcomes would emerge if bargaining between member states was not confined to sectoral forums (Steunenberg, 2002). This conclusion is relevant for the EU level of decision making and could be explored for the domestic level as well by hypothesizing that centralized systems of management of EU affairs at the national level would aggregate better the domestic positions of all sectors. Since usually centralized systems are based on institutions directly responsible for the prime ministers
, and decentralized systems rely on ministries of Foreign Affairs, it is possible to predict different policy outcomes of these systems. 

A centralizing trend in the new member states could therefore have certain impact on the attitude of the new members towards the decisions taken at the EU level. Given the economic interest of the new member states to limit regulation of economic activity in the EU, this may lead to a status quo attitude of those countries. 
However, a path-dependant orientation towards implementation of the EU decisions as well as a certain ‘integration fatigue’ in new member may compensate for such a development. The constitutional debate demonstrates that a majority of the newcomers are reluctant to become serious troublemakers even when their national interests do contradict the dominant view. Poland is the only exception in this regard. The desire of the new member states to fit in should be taken into account and may lead to a prevalence of processes of socialization fuelled by logic of appropriateness which would fit in more with a consensus seeking behaviour both at a domestic as well as European level.

A Socialization Scenario
We can imagine coordination led by an externally oriented ministry with a Foreign Affairs agenda would result in positions which would be more in tune with European discussions and norms and less focused on domestic discourse. 

In the past, Ministries of Foreign Affairs have gained the role of coordinators of the EU affairs across the EU because their supposedly neutral position in the sectoral and, accordingly, interministerial conflicts. However, these ministries also have their own institutional interests related to their position vis-à-vis their counterparts in other member states. As institutions entrusted with management of foreign relations, they focus towards the alliance building and search for consensus. They are staffed by diplomats that are less likely to defend a sectoral point of view or focus only on the domestic agenda.
Some of the research on coordination of European affairs provides certain evidence confirming the hypotheses. Some claim that European integration was possible only because in Germany the coordination of European affairs was decentralized and managed the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Wessels, 1996). Others argue that more centralized systems are more likely to focus on the national interests and negative agenda (Kassim and all, 2002), an argument that fits with our bargaining scenario discussed above. 
The weak versus strong coordination scenario

Under this scenario one would focus on the level of coordination possible under MFA versus GO systems. We hypothesize that institutional structures based on MFA coordination would remain generally weaker than systems coordinated by bodies in the government office/core executive
. The rationale for such a hypothesis could be found in the legacy of post communist administrations: hierarchical and with strong line ministries. A persistent lack of consensus culture in most new member states and some institutional infighting would make ‘coordination among equals’ more difficult than ‘top down’ coordination. During the accession process this problem was addressed by creating centralized bodies with sufficient authority to prevail when ministries may have disagreed. In the current situation, Ministries of Foreign Affairs would still be perceived as equal to other ministries whereas Council of Ministers institutions have more authority when it comes to brokering interministerial agreements. This does not, however, mean that a weak central coordinating body would be better than a strong Ministry of Foreign Affairs or Finance based system. However, the centrally placed bodies created in the Government offices have in most cases also enjoyed the authority and support of the Prime Ministers, thus benefited from leadership which a foreign minister could not provide. 

An illustration of this hypothesis which would need further theoretical and empirical elaboration could be found in one of the few thorough analyses of the effects of EU coordination arrangements on the effectiveness of adjustment of candidates, provided by Zubek (2003). Zubek’s analysis of the variation in the success of transposition in Poland concludes that the main variable which affected transposition was the nodality (relative strength/position) of the main coordinating body towards the line ministries. Zubek also mentions that mistrust from other bodies, notably the Ministry of Foreign Affairs made the work of the coordinating committee even more difficult. Factors which ultimately increased the effectiveness of the coordinating committee were the stronger commitment of the Prime Minister and the organizational changes which made the European Committee a nodal point for transposition (Zubek, 2003).

A second reason why Ministries of Foreign Affairs may end up providing weaker coordination than central bodies is the MFA’s traditional foreign policy orientation.  Positioning EU affairs in foreign ministries was justified in old member states in the past simply by the fact that European integration was far from domestic policy whereas nowadays the content of EU policy making is predominantly domestic policy. MFA’s focus on foreign affairs may not give them the specialization to broker deals across the spectrum of EU policies which affect the domestic arena much more than foreign policy issues. In Slovakia, for example, some preliminary interviews suggest that civil servants see MFA coordination as weak, due, among others to high turnover in MFA diplomatic personnel which is routinely sent for missions and posting abroad .
  

Conclusions

The institutional development of the coordination of the EU affairs in the new member states is an interesting case in two respects. First, it reveals a substantial difference from the coordination of the EU affairs in the ‘old’ member states. Second, it is marked by change in a relatively short period of time. The development could be explained by the play of the logic of efficiency in a context of high pressure from the external environment, namely, the EU. The resistance to change was weakened by an underdeveloped institutional structure in the new member states. 
Different institutional set up for the coordination of the EU affairs may lead to different EU policy outcomes. The three presented scenarios for further development of the EU coordination in the new member states have different theoretical underpinning and logics and would result in a rather different policy mix. The next step would be to test these scenarios with some empirical research into the future EU decision making record of new member states. We expect that centrally coordinated systems will tend to promote more ‘nationalistic’ agenda and may make the EU policy-making more difficult. However, by providing a better aggregation of domestic interests, such a bias could also address the implementation problems in the new member states so much feared by the ‘old’ EU during negotiations.
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� Exceptions include the work of Kassim, Wright, Verheijen and some others.


� An exception is the above mentioned volume by Kassim, Peters and Wright (2000) which has focused on both ‘old’ and ‘new’ (at the time) member states.


� At the time of writing the authors did not have a chance to consult what arrangements exist in the Romanian system, we will do so however, in the next version of this paper.


� It should be noted, however, that the political will of the member states was an important condition as well. The start of negotiations with the so-called second group of countries in 2000 was triggered by the Kosovo crisis. 


� Denmark is an exception. 


� Although we do not claim this is necessarily true of MFA based systems for EU policy coordination in the ‘old’ member states.
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