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Chapter 1

Introduction
Darina Malová

This book explores the ways in which ten Central Eastern
European countries which became member states of the European
Union in May 2004 and January 2007 formulate and pursue their
policy preferences. The broader context of this research monograph
has been framed by the following questions: ‘What are the effects
of the member states on the European Union?’, ‘Have there been
any at all?’ and ‘Which factors have accounted for the impact of
the new member states (NMS) on the EU’s performance since their
entry?’ The eastern enlargement was officially welcomed by Western
European political leaders and certainly by Western business.
However, the public perceived enlargement as a possible threat to
the EU. There was a fear that the accession of a large number of
new and (mostly) poorer small member states would undermine
the future development of the enlarged EU and block the further
deepening of European integration. According to these concerns,
eastern enlargement would create a number of challenges to the
European Union that would weaken the overall governance of
the EU institutions (Zielonka, 2004), especially in complicating the
decision-making process due to their small size and state capacity
(Cameron, 2003; Thorhallsson & Wivel, 2006). Similarly, Andrew
Moravcsik and Milada Vachudova (2003) have reasoned that the
bargaining power of the NMS would improve with time, therefore
pointing out the likelihood of a veto threat. Eastern enlargement
was expected to undermine the implementation of a wide range
of EU policies, especially complicated budgetary matters (ibid.),
or deteriorate the European social model because EU member
states with more generous social policy benefits would attract
less privileged social strata from other member states (Gover and
Redmond, 2000; Vaughan-Whitehead, D., 2003; Kvist, 2004.)
Given these concerns after the accession marathon when the
eastern enlargement was looming, the hot issue for many Central
Eastern European politicians, intellectuals and media was to define
their own ‘worth’ that could be added to the European Union. For
many small CEE states it was indeed a very difficult question due
to their historical Cold War experiences and complicated post11

communist transition, including simultaneous efforts to integrate
and build their own nation-states. To what extent have NMS really
changed EU decision-making processes, institutions and policies?
This book examines the projection and uploading of NMS preferences
to the EU level: it mainly adopts a bottom-up perspective looking at
the complex interactions between member states and the European
Union. It seeks to contribute to the study preferences in ten Central
Eastern European democracies: Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Slovenia, Romania and
Bulgaria.
Drawing on the numerous analyses of relations between the
European Union and its member states, Erik Láštic (Chapter 6)
has emphasized all the significant challenges EU membership
and participation in European governance present for national
governments. The EU is an extremely complex political system that
confronts individual governments with a challenging environment
in which they lack their traditional resources – authority, agenda
control, party discipline, established networks and administrative
traditions – that they can mobilize at home for domestic purposes.
This means that the EU is a fluid, ambiguous and hybrid system
that is not based on a single centre of authority and that EU policy
processes are unusually open. There is no distribution of power
and the level of institutional fragmentation is incomparably higher
than in member states (Kassim, 2003, p. 85). EU membership is
incomparable with membership in other international organizations
and the pressure exerted on national governments is strengthened
by the doctrines of the direct effect of EU law and its precedence
over the law of member states, both of which were created by the
European Court of Justice.
This research monograph embarks on an investigation of the
new member states’ national preferences and different factors that
underlie preference formation. Our research design has stipulated
three main goals: First, we seek to identify the national preferences
and strategies of the new member states (NMS) from Central and
Eastern Europe. We have defined preferences as the ‘fundamental
motivations underlying support or opposition’ to further integration
(Moravcsik 1999, 5) and understand strategies as the governments’
actions in the EU multi-level system of governance to realize their
‘preferences more efficiently than do unilateral actions’ (ibid, 20).
The second objective is to identify policy areas in which the NMS
have either sup ported further integration (being willing to pool
their sovereignty to the EU), tended to support intergovernmental
modes of decision-making or preferred to keep full control over
their interests. Third, we seek to determine factors which condition
the priorities and the behaviour of new EU member states.
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The Study of Member States’ Preferences: Research Design
The analysis of preferences of the member states (MS) belongs
to the core of European integration studies. The significance of the
study of preferences stems from ‘the assumption that the origins
of at least some EU policies may be found in the preferences of
the member states (Copsey & Haughton, 2009, p. 264). Preferences
were often examined as an independent variable that influences
the attitudes of MS governments towards further integration, yet
without a closer look at their nature and origins. The beginning of
the 1990s stimulated a new approach to the study of preferences
focusing on their formation in the dynamics of domestic politics. This
substantial progress in analyzing the characteristics of preference
formation has been linked with the seminal work of Andrew
Moravcsik (1998). Since then member states’ preferences have been
interpreted as the basis upon which any inter-state negotiation must
proceed. Moravcsik defines them as ‘an ordered and weighted set
of values placed on future substantive outcomes that might result
from international political interaction’ (1998, p. 24). Preferences, as
a set of ‘underlying national objectives’ (Moravcsik, 1998, p. 20), are
distinguished from ‘strategies’: the particular transient bargaining
positions, negotiating demands and policy goals that constitute the
everyday currency of foreign policy (ibid. p. 24). Moreover, they are
‘exogenous to a specific international policy environment’ (ibid.).
Preferences are defined in Moravcsik’s seminal work in a rather
broad way as the ‘fundamental motivations underlying support
or opposition’ to further integration (Moravcsik 1998, p. 5). As
Marek Rybář in this book emphasizes, establishing our dependent
variable (i.e. the preferences and positions of the member states
to the EU) is not an easy task. Most academic accounts examining
national preferences look at the ‘grand bargain debates’ and analyze
official positions of national governments either retrospectively
after the treaties were concluded (Moravcsik, 1998) or during
intergovernmental conferences (Dimitrakopoulos & Kassim, 2004).
However, as these international negotiations are often conducted in
secrecy, there is a lack of reliable data on what positions were adopted
by the respective national delegations and therefore a retrospective
analysis based primarily on interviews with direct participants is
the only way to reconstruct the relevant national positions. More
systematic data are scarce; the only significant exception is an
analysis summarizing national positions in the negotiations leading
up to the Treaty of Amsterdam in 1997 prepared by the European
Parliament (Hug & Koenig, 2002). Hence, more indirect assessments
of national preferences are often undertaken (e.g. Aspinwall, 2002,
2007; Stone Sweet & Sandholtz, 1997; Dimitrakapoulos & Kassim,
2005).
13

When developing our research design we sought to identify
policy areas in which the NMS either support further integration
(thus being willing to pool their sovereignty to the EU), tend to
support intergovernmental modes of decision-making or prefer
to keep full control over their interests. To identify the national
preferences of the new member states (NMS) from Central and
Eastern Europe we operationalized our dependent variables
in several ways to be able to establish the ‘underlying national
objectives’ of the new member states. First, we used a thematic
analysis of official documents and the media to identify the most
important priorities in the context of three formative events: the EU
accession talks (1998-2002), the Convention on the Future of Europe
(Convention) and the Intergovernmental Conference (IGC)1. While
we were able to identify the priorities of the ten member states from
Central and Eastern Europe during the first two events, after the
failure of the Constitutional Treaty the Lisbon Treaty negotiations
and bargaining took place in more profound secrecy. It was difficult
to establish the positions of the NMS in the way it was able to be
done during the negotiation of the Treaty of Amsterdam. As an
‘emergency’ solution we decided to assess the new member states’
preferences in the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty. However, there
are two important caveats as Marek Rybář notes in Chapter 2.
Firstly, it leaves the national players (especially political parties) in a
situation with limited political opportunities. They have to approve
or oppose the document as a whole. Hence, it is impossible to find
out the reasons for their opposition. Secondly, the Lisbon Treaty
was adopted as an emergency solution to a crisis that emerged
after the original Constitutional Treaty had been rejected in France
and the Netherlands. Therefore, he examined the attitudes of the
key national players (mainly national parliaments, political parties
and important political leaders such as heads of state) towards the
overall balance of institutional and policy-making structures of the
EU as they are embodied in the Lisbon Treaty (see Chapter 2).
As a second way of identifying national preferences, we have
employed a retrospective analysis based primarily on interviews
with direct participants. We interviewed representatives of the NMS,
EU institutions and ‘old’ member states in order to establish the NMS
‘fundamental motivations’ and also the strategies that states develop
in bargaining with one another to realize their ‘preferences more
efficiently’ than unilateral actions allow (Moravcsik, 1998, p. 20).
We focus mostly on the delegates of permanent representations in
Brussels because comparative research conducted in 11 old member
states indicated that these permanent representations are located
1
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This analysis was conducted by Zuzana Lisoňová and Vladimír Bilčík and published on the project website. http://www.fphil.uniba.sk/fileadmin/user_upload/
editors/kpol/APVV/dokumenty/podkladova.studia.2.pdf

on the front line of coordination and articulation of the member
states’ stances and EU policy making (Kassim, et al., 2001). We
consider semi-structured interviews with the direct participants
of negotiation as the only way to reconstruct the relevant national
positions. However, we are aware of all possible biases this sample
of research participants can bring for our research. As Marek Rybář
noted in his chapter, interviews with diplomats from the permanent
representations in Brussels may not provide the whole and complex
perspective on the political context of preference formation. However,
their importance and relevance rests precisely in the fact that they
offer perceptions and reflections of representatives in negotiating
on behalf of their states. This is directly relevant for our research
purposes as it indicates how confident and secure these actors feel
in preparing, communicating and carrying out the mandate they
receive from their national executives. The third way of capturing
‘the “tastes” of each state’ (Moravcsik, 1998, p. 24) was an expert
survey. The fourth and last way to determine national preferences
was the analysis of patterns of voting in the Council, presented in
Chapter 2.
Determining those factors which condition the priorities and the
behaviour of new EU member states was the main research goal
of our project. When we drafted our research design we sought
to build it on the debates between two main theoretical schools:
liberal intergovernmentalism (LI) and neo-institutionalism (NI) as
well as other complementary approaches. In our view, preference
formation studies have been framed by two fundamental schools:
LI and NI. From the perspective of LI, the key actors at the European
level are exclusively the governments of nation-states which pursue
positions and interests reflecting the preferences of domestic (mainly
economic) actors. The main feature of the LI approach is a rationalist
perspective: it draws on theories of international political economy
in order to explain European integration. LI understands states
(in international negotiations) as unitary, rational and purposive
actors which participate in three stages of EC negotiations: national
preference formation, interstate bargaining and the choice of
international institutions (Moravcsik, 1998, p. 18). Moravcsik
argues that European integration can best be explained as a series
of rational choices made by national leaders consistently pursuing
national interests. These choices respond to the demands of the
economic interests of powerful domestic actors (mostly producers),
the relative power of each state in the international system and
the role of international institutions in enhancing the credibility of
interstate commitments (Moravcsik 1998, p. 3). In his opinion, the EU
institutions do not shape preference formation. Neo-institutionalism,
by contrast, puts an emphasis on the role of institutions not only at
the domestic level but also at the EU level, which means that EU
15

institutions directly affect the preference formation of member
states (Sandholtz, 1993).
Neo-institutionalism tries to cover the interaction of domestic
and international factors. A study by Dimitrakopoulos and Kassim
(2004) offers a detailed analysis of the two approaches and their
confrontations. The authors argue that from the perspective of LI,
the process of preference formation has five fundamental attributes:
First, as a liberal approach it highlights the importance of domestic
groups in the process of national preference formation. Second, it
offers a dynamic perspective because it assumes that preferences
may change over time. Third, as a rational approach it explicitly
accounts for the motives of interest groups and governments as
domestic actors’ influence on preference formation differs according
to the level of their engagement in the specific areas. Fourth, the
governments’ autonomy in preference formation is conditioned by
the density, power and organizational efficiency of the domestic
actors. Fifth, government positions in EU negotiations are mainly
influenced by economic interests. In the case of political, institutional
and distributional issues, the governments can act with greater
independence because there are only a few relevant domestic
actors with sharply defined interests in this area (Dimitrakopoulos
& Kassim, 2004, p. 246).
Neo-institutionalism does not consider the pressure exerted
by economic domestic actors on national preference formation as
a key factor; this research framework highlights the influence of
institutions at both the national and the EU levels and articulates
two main objections against the LI approach. First, NI recognizes
the influence of economic interest groups; however, it points out
the greater autonomy of governments in decision making vis-àvis powerful economic interests. Second, proponents of the neoinstitutional approach, unlike LI, do not attribute a greater degree
of rationality to national governments than they may actually
possess. Rather, they assert that governments depend on the
institutional framework of preference formation. The NI research
and interpretation framework thus makes it possible to examine
whether and to what extent preferences change, vary and develop
due to pressures within the institutional environment (Closa,
2004, p. 321). From the NI perspective, preferences are developed
within an institutional environment that can to a large extent
influence their content. These crucial factors thus also include
the influence of domestic actors other than interest groups, such
as political parties, bureaucracy and the state administration.
Dimitrakopoulos and Kassim (2004, pp. 251-5) operationalized
the institutional context into five independent variables: policy
style and political culture, domestic institutional arrangements,
domestic opportunity structures, the impact of membership and
16

change over time. The fifth variable has been acknowledged also by
LI; however, in that framework it is purely linked with changes in
the interests of societal groups. Dimitrakopoulos and Kassim (2004,
p. 255) suggest that “changes of preferences may be induced by
the changes in the institutional environment”. Carlos Closa (2004,
p. 321) suggests that these factors “often interact to the extent that
it becomes more appropriate in some national contexts to treat
them as intervening variables rather than as purely independent
ones”. There is one more important difference between these two
exploratory frameworks that concerns the interpretation of relations
between preference formation and European integration. While the
liberal intergovernmental approach regards a preference formation
as entirely exogenous to the EU, neo-institutionalism - by pointing
out the EU institutions as independent variables (i.e. the impact of
membership on a member state’s institutional set-up and country’s
political actors) - regards the process of preference formation as
endogenous in relation to the European Union.
In addition to these two dominant theoretical frameworks
there are many other different approaches to national preference
formation that do not explicitly follow any of the dominant
theories of European integration such as neofuncionalism, neoinsti
tutionalism, liberal intergovernmentalism or constructivism. They
have focused either on single or sets of explanatory variables and
have constructed a variety of different explanations including size,
economic dependency, ideology, public opinion and unique historical
experiences (Archer & Nugent 2006; Aspinwall 2002, 2007; Stone
Sweet & Sandholtz 1997). In preparation for our semi-structured
interviews we tried to combine both LI and NI frameworks and
asked our interview participants about both the importance of
domestic economic constituencies and the domestic and European
Union institutional set-up (See Appendix 2 and 3).
Additionally, in contrast to LI, which deduces preferences
backwards from treaty outcomes, and in contrast to NI, which
identifies national preferences as they existed prior to the final stage
of treaty reform, this book takes the view that it is important to also
analyze the views of diplomats from the permanent representations
in Brussels because they offer perceptions and reflections of
representatives in negotiating on behalf of their states. Moreover,
they provide their understanding and interpretation of the role of
different factors, which may account for preference formation and
assess the role of national political actors in that process.
The question of what determines the overall positions of the
member states towards the project of European integration led to
the formulation of several alternative explanations: among these
is an emphasis on country size, its unique historical experience,
the ideological orientation of the parties controlling the national
17

executive and the size and economic status of the country vis-àvis its partners in the EU (e.g. Aspinwall, 2006; Thorhallsson, 2006;
Copsey & Haughton, 2009). These analyses typically establish
some relationship between the characteristics of the state and its
political representation with the propensity of the member state’s
representatives to support the deepening (or otherwise) of European
integration. Authors of different academic schools have tended
to emphasize different explanatory variables whose importance,
moreover, has varied with different periods of European integration
and also with different policy areas. Economic factors such as
trade and financial transfers, institutional settings (including
the coordination of EU policymaking), domestic determinants –
especially public opinion and the role of organized interests – and
political parties as well as structural and historical predispositions
ranging from the size of the state to the time of its EU accession
have all played their respective roles in explaining member states’
preferences in the EU. In our research we have clustered the key
factors that influence preference formation into four categories:
economic factors, institutional and organizational factors, domestic
political factors and external factors. There are two fundamental
economic variables: The first, based on a theoretical perspective of
transactionalism and rational choice theory, is trade between the EU
and individual member states. Sweet and Standholtz (1997) argue
that trade between member states may affect their views about
the efficacy of European integration and thus have a direct impact
on their attitudes and preferences. NMS have undergone a deep
restructuralization of trade and redirection of trade flow to the single
European market since the fall of communism, during the accession
process and in particular after accession to the EU. In general, NMS
are all very supportive of European integration. However, as Martin
Pašiak (Chapter 3) indicates, they differ in their attitudes on the
timing of the adoption of a common currency even though all NMS
depend on trade with the EU. The second economic factor, which is
also based on transactionalism, is financial transfers from the EU to
member states: i.e. the position of a member state as a net recipient
of payments or a net contributor to the EU budget (Aspinwall
2006, Mattila 2004). These financial payments are understood as an
instrument used by the EU to gain the support of member states,
especially as they serve for ensuring the support of poorer recipient
countries for European integration. With the exception of Slovenia,
NMS highly depend on payments from the EU and in general they
have supported integration, only opposing further harmonization
very rarely in a few selected areas (social, tax and cultural issues,
see Chapters 2 and 7).
Considerations about the impact of institutional and organiza
tional factors on the support or rejection of further integration are
18

based on the theories of neoinstitutionalism and neofunctionalism.
As institutionalism perceives the process of preference formation as
endogenous, the institutional and organizational variables appear
at two levels: national and European. For the purpose of clearer
distinction we proposed working with three categories of variables.
The first category includes variables influencing preference formation
of a member state at the national level. The second includes variables
influencing preference formation of a member state through its
representation at the international level and relating to the model
of permanent representation of member states to the EU. The third
category includes factors relating to the institutional setup of the EU
and to the nature of a particular negotiation forum (Kassim 2004).
The surveys on institutional and organizational factors agree on
their influence on preference formation and interactions between
national and supranational levels. However, they vary in the degree
of influence and weight of individual elements within the assessment
of these factors. Moravcsik (1994) argues that political cooperation at
the European level strengthens the autonomy of the executive actors
in favour of other domestic actors such as parliament and regional
self-governments. This trend was also confirmed by our case study
of Slovakia, as the gradual process of the institutionalization of
parliamentary democracy strengthened the position and influence
of government vis-à-vis parliament. During the accession process,
this trend was also strengthened by the creation of specific centra
lising organizational models of decision-making (Malová et al.,
2005). Sandholtz (1996), by contrast, argues that it is European
integration that provides regional and societal actors at the domestic
level with new resources that allow them to circumvent the national
executives.
As revealed in comparative research conducted in 11 old member
states, all member states put in place permanent representations on
the front line in Brussels in response to the need for coordination
resulting from the way of EU policy-making. As a result of countries’
different attitudes to European integration, the representations vary
in political-administrative structures and the volume of resources
available. The research has also shown that each system of
representation has its own specific advantages and disadvantages
and that the effectiveness of individual systems is mainly influenced
by the functioning of national coordination mechanisms (Kassim and
Peters, 2000). We assume that the institutional and administrative
aspects of the permanent representations of some new member
states to the EU may have a larger impact on preference formation
than coordination mechanisms at the national level because they
dispose of special “expert” skills and first-hand information on
issues that will be discussed mainly in the Council of Ministers.
For analytical purposes, we have separated the level of permanent
19

representation of member states to the EU from national coordination
mechanisms. Even though the representations are part of national
coordination mechanisms, their separation makes it possible to
more precisely recognize their influence on preference formation
at the national level. According to the analysis of interviews with
NMS diplomats at the EU level the importance of administrative
factors has manifested in several aspects that undermine countries’
ability to pursue their preferences: the high turnover of national
civil servants dealing with EU policies, insufficient representation in
the European institutions and the ineffective domestic coordination
mechanisms (see Chapter 6).
Previous studies of national preference formation have generated
a number of different explanations that emphasize the key role of
domestic political factors. We identified six main categories that
account for preference formation. The first variable is the ideology at
the level of party system and government, the second is the member
states’ political culture with respect to European integration and
the policy style of a member state’s government, the third is state
administration and human resources capacity of a bureaucratic
apparatus and the fourth variable is different domestic actors (such
as different interest groups, regional actors and civil society) having
an influence and impact on preference formation of the government.
Preference formation scholarship examines public opinion, or
the pressure of the electorate, as a factor determining preference
formation. The sixth variable is party politics and the influence of
individual political parties or the role of legislation in preference
formation. Given the short membership of the member states
from Central and Eastern Europe and for analytical purposes, we
have separated the political and policy style from this category of
domestic political variables. We interpret these two factors as general
characteristics of preference formation in the new member states.
Predominant theoretical explanations of the integration process
attribute a significant role in the initiation and maintenance of
European integration to organized interests. Although liberal
intergovernmentalism perceives integration as a result of negotiations
between national governments, unlike classical realism, it does not
assume that national interests are fixed and a priori defined. To the
contrary, national preferences are formed in the interaction among
national governments, political parties and significant organized
interests (Moravcsik, 1998). In compliance with the tradition of the
pluralist model of interest representation, domestic actors do not
have the same sources to influence the final outcome. However,
economic interest groups do have a better chance to pursue their
ideas than for instance civil initiatives or organizations focused
on the “common good” (i.e. not only on securing profits for their
own members). However, this does not mean that the government
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is controlled by national economic interests. To the contrary, from
the perspective of a liberal intergovernmentalism approach, the
government is the strongest group influencing national positions at
the European level.
The significant role of organized interests in European integration
has also been recognized by the neofunctional approach. Unlike
the liberal intergovernmentalists, the neofunctionalists argue that
national states, or their governments, do not have a privileged
position in integration processes. They focus on non-state actors,
in particular on influential (economic) organized interest groups
and supranational actors, notably the European Commission. Haas
(1958) and his successors (e.g. Schmitter 2005) argue that the activities
of interest groups and bureaucratic actors are aimed at pursuing
and implementing preferences at the European level, which leads
to a shift in their loyalty to a new decision-making centre. Especially
when analyzing the Single European Act, even the critics of
neofunctionalism admit that the activities of supranational economic
actors (associations of manufacturers, etc.) had a significant impact
on the shape of the integration project and the creation of a single
market. Strong organized interests do not pursue their objectives
only through domestic government structures; in case of an adverse
domestic constellation of political and societal forces they may
communicate directly through supranational actors. One of the few
analyses of the “European dimension” of organized interests in
Central and Eastern Europe argues that business organizations are
involved in a system of interest representation where the exchange
and ownership of information on the legislation that needs to be
adopted as a result of EU membership are more important than the
actual impact on the EU policy-making (Borragán, 2004).
The system of interest representation at the European level
is sometimes called ‘quasi-pluralist’ (Greenwood, 2003); it is
less competitive and more cooperative than that of the U.S. The
quasi-pluralism of the EU is characterized by the presence of a
multitude of private and public actors intervening in the policymaking. The European Commission, which initiates the legislative
process, counts to a large extent on cooperation with organized
interests in the preparatory phases of public policy formulation.
The Commission even actively facilitates the creation of organized
interest groups, the opinions and attitudes of which would be
otherwise underrepresented (public interest organizations,
consumer and minority organizations, etc). However, the system
of interest representation at the European level is more heavily
weighted in favour of business, even though the process of policymaking is less politicized (in terms of partisan conflict and funds
giving the organized interests an access to decision-making) than in
most member states (Schmidt, 1999).
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However, the existing system of interest representation in the
European Union has impacted on the national systems of interest
representation and policy-making. Schmidt (1999) argues that statist
systems of public policy-making such as Great Britain and France,
where organized interests only play a marginal role, significantly
differ from procedures at the European level, which may threaten
their ability of effective governance. By contrast, the adaptation of
corporatist systems, such as in Germany, which has a long tradition
of bringing organized interests in public policy formulation and
implementation, will be less difficult. Adaptation pressures do not
result from the need to implement EU standards and regulations.
Rather, they result from the fact that organized interests operate
“in a different regime” to the European Commission or Parliament
and in a different regime in negotiations with state administration.
According to Schmidt, the adaptation of national systems can take the
form of a larger openness to interest groups influencing public policy
formulation in statist systems and to the replacement of organized
interests in the process of policy implementation with independent
regulatory agencies in corporatist systems (Schmidt, 1999). In our
semi-structured in-depth interviews and expert questionnaires we
try to identify the connections between the preferences of key interest
groups and those of new member states’ governments, i.e. the impact
of interest groups on integration strategies. However, maybe given
the structure of the sample of our interview participants (NMS
diplomats at the EU level) the role of interest groups in national
preference formation has not been considered as particularly strong.
Also, the expert questionnaires did not indicate interest groups as
the key domestic political actors in preference formation. Instead,
they pointed out the decisive role of the governments or the role of
bureaucracy. Therefore, we have mostly omitted interest groups as
an explanatory variable in our book. Only the chapter on energy
policy preferences in some cases underlies the role of powerful
economic groups. The overall impact of domestic political variables
on preference formation in the NMS is examined and tested in
Chapter 2.
According to our categorization, the fourth category of variables
that determine preference formation includes the ‘external’ factors
such as the size of the state, time, impacts of EU membership and
historical experience. The size of a member state (perceived as its
number of votes in the Council of Ministers) belongs to the most
frequently explored factors, especially in those studies by authors
preferring rationalist approaches (rational choice theory). The
other three factors (time, impact of EU membership and historical
experience) are often mutually interconnected in the process of
preference formation and its interpretations. They have not been
clearly defined, and therefore they are often interchanged. The
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multidimensional scaling analysis of voting coalitions indicates
a north-south division in the Council by geographic location
(Mattila & Lane, 2001). Size is also important as a modifying factor
that vicariously determines the organizational factors, namely
the effectiveness of permanent representations. In the case of our
research sample of new member states, one can assume that given
the size of the state and its influence on preference formation our
sample offers rather small variations, as all new member states
(except for Poland and partially Romania, which joined the EU three
years later) belong among the small states. Ultimately, the size of
the state determines the behaviour of member states in the Council
of Ministers rather than the content of preferences. As our study
focuses mainly on qualitative analysis, its findings can only provide
the respondents’ subjective assessment of the importance of the size
in preference formation.
The question of how time influences the preference formation
of member states represents an important subject of the research.
Dimitrakopoulos and Kassim (2004, p. 255) argue that a key question
is whether the preference formation process changes over time. Do
the same procedures, processes and players remain in place? By
contrast, liberal intergovernmentalism (LI) argues that the process
of preference formation is dynamic, which does not rule out the
operative change in preferences. The neoinstitutionalist approach
presumes that national attitudes towards European integration are
enduring and if they change, they may be induced by changes in
the institutional environment. The question is whether the change
in preference automatically means a change in the process of their
formation.
The Structure of the Book
Our research monograph includes and presents an analysis of 101
semi-structured interviews2 with representatives of new member
states working at permanent representations in Brussels (“NCS”),
in European institutions (“EUIN”) and with experts (“EXP”) that
are dealing with the performance of NMS in the EU. The thematic
analysis of the verbatim transcription of interviews seeks to identify
(1) what kind of preferences the NMS formulated and pursued in
the EU since their entry, (2) how the respondents perceive and assess
the performance of NMS in the EU in terms of their influence and
2

The overall number of interviews is higher – 138 interviews – because we decided
to conduct interviews with representatives of the ‘old’ member states on their
perception on the preferences and strategies of the new members. These interviews have not been included in this research monograph
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power in the EU and (3) which actors play the decisive roles in the
national preference formation towards the EU policy-making process
and the assumption of obligations arising out of membership. The
categories of assessments and explanations were created by using
an inductive approach which analyses respondents’ discourse. The
findings were subsequently confronted with primary data and a re
view of the existing literature on new member states in the EU.
The structure of our research monograph follows the logic of
different operationalizations of the dependent variable, i.e. national
preference. The first chapter looks at the Council decisions and
ratification of the Lisbon Treaty; the second examines the different
approaches to the timing of the entry of European Monetary Union,
which is required in the NMS accession treaties. The following two
chapters focus examine NMS priorities in energy, foreign and security
policies because our research data indicated these policy areas as
the most significant agendas outside first pillar issues that present
potential realms of new integration (or more precisely, cooperation)
among member states. Chapter 6 examines NMS administrative
capacity in European affairs, which is the key to understanding and
explaining the relatively low number of NMS policy preferences.
The last chapter is on NMS political culture and styles in the context
of European integration and seeks to grasp the overall emerging
patterns of new members’ behaviour in the European Union.
Marek Rybář examines the positions of the NMS states on the level
of their support for measures adopted in the Council of Ministers
and on their attitudes to the deepening of integration in the form
of the Lisbon Treaty. According to his findings, the average support
for the Council decisions by all 27 EU member states was 93.7 per
cent (calculated only on the basis of those instances of voting when
at least one member state did not support the measure: i.e. those
meetings where unanimous support was reached were excluded).
Among the old 15 EU member states, ten “scored” below the EU
average. Member states from CEE tend to be more supportive of
the Council decisions than the old EU-15 countries. Among our
sample of the NMS, only two (Poland and Lithuania) “scored”
below the average of the EU-27. His analysis shows that none of
the variables considered in this work have been strongly associated
with support for the Council decisions: public support for the EU,
trade dependence on other EU members and country size do not
explain the behaviour of the states in Council voting. Similarly,
the ideological positions of the national governments did not give
a clear key to explain support for Council decisions. His findings
suggest that the EU members from post-communist Europe are
more supportive of these decisions than the old EU member states.
In addition, he proves that there is a significant relationship between
country size and the benefits people believe EU membership has for
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their country: i.e. smaller countries are thought to benefit more than
the large ones. His study of the ratification process of the Lisbon
Treaty reveals common features in the east and west of the EU:
opposition by mainstream parties was rare but tended to come from
the centre right. Parties in the NMS are less likely to display anti-EU
sentiment; however, when they do, it comes just as frequently from
the mainstream centre-right parties as it does from the marginal
fringe parties.
Martin Pašiak compares the different and shifting attitudes of the
NMS toward Eurozone entry. While at the beginning there was a kind
of race among the NMS to see who would adopt the euro first, in the
time of the global economic crisis the common currency has lost its
appeal. He identifies four dilemmas that are faced by the NMS visà-vis the Maastricht criteria. The first relates to the management of
high growth and low inflation. The second dilemma is linked with
the choice between a flexible or stable monetary policy. Romania
and the Visegrad countries opted for some variation of a floating
regime, while the Baltic states and Bulgaria chose a fixed exchange
rate. Each of these decisions has had unforeseen repercussions for
NMS’ attitudes toward the Euro. Thirdly, the NMS governments
have to manage the reforms necessary to be implemented (pensions
and public finance) and the low popularity of such measures. The
last dilemma is also related to public attitudes, because the euro
ceased to be an attractive goal. NMS have to introduce the euro but
the public support has declined, therefore the governments have
to find out how to revive public interest. In addition, this chapter
identifies three different types of NMS behaviour toward Eurozone
entry using fairytale metaphors. The “Red Riding Hoods” (Slovenia,
Slovakia, and Estonia) thanks to political consensus placed Eurozone
entry as their top priority and chose the correct economic policy
mix to fulfil the criteria. The “Sleeping Beauties” (Czech Republic
and up to a certain date Poland) remain indifferent to EMU entry,
prefer flexibility over stability and have decided to wait for ‘better
times’. The “Cinderellas” (Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Bulgaria and
Romania) are constrained by their economic performance, which
limits the credibility of their political commitments. The author
rejects the validity of the transactionalist hypothesis for this sample
of countries and policy and he argues in favour of the importance of
economic performance and political attachment.
Matúš Mišík examines the preferences of the NMS in the energy
area. He suggests that the current key concern of the NMS clearly
defined and formulated at the EU level is security of gas and oil
supplies. This interest has its internal (diversification of resources
and transport routes and solidarity among member states in cases
of emergency) and external (a common voice in negotiations with
supply countries) dimensions. The author highlights the shift in the
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importance of energy, and especially energy security, at the EU level
after the enlargements and he suggests that this EU priority results
also from the eastern enlargement. NMS preferences in energy
are rather mixed and maybe even confused. NMS support further
integration in the energy sector and emphasize its external dimension.
However, they want to keep decision-making powers about the
appropriate energy mix at the national level. Decision-making on
the energy mix is important not only for countries interested in
nuclear power but also for those producing electricity in coal-fired
power plants (i.e. Poland). A need for the diversification of energy
resources and transit routes is widely recognized by the majority
of NMS and reflects their structural weakness. As NMS lack the
necessary resources to invest in this field they tend to push this issue
on the EU level and advocate for solidarity among member states in
the energy field. The Lisbon Treaty first brought this measure into
EU legislation and it has gained massive support from new member
countries. Mišík’s case study reveals the NMS’ common pattern of
behaviour as they seek some protection at the EU level against their
own dependency on Russia’s supplies. This chapter contributes to
the study of small countries’ preference formation and strategies
and corroborates arguments that weaknesses and shortcomings
shape their attitudes to the given policy area.
The chapter by Vladimír Bilčík elaborates on the previous part
and identifies policy priorities pursued by the NMS in external
agendas. He distinguishes three categories of preferences. The first
concerns the key policy areas that are of vital security interest to
the NMS. This category comprises three foreign policy interests energy security and transatlantic cooperation and enlargement. The
second draws out geographically delineated foreign policy priorities
found among the NMS and contains a focus on ties with immediate
neighbours or regions. The author asserts that two clear geographic
priorities are the eastern neighbours of the EU and the countries
of the Western Balkans. However, he does add one exception to
the focus on immediate neighbours: Afghanistan. Finally, the third
category of preferences has to do with power relations inside the
EU and thus deals with preferences for the institutional make-up
and workings of the EU in the realm of foreign policy. The chapter
emphasizes that NMS still focus on adapting to existing decisionmaking rules in the CFSP and ESDP and therefore they are hesitant
about institutional reform in foreign policy and prefer the intergovernmental mode of decision-making in CFSP. The attitudes of the
NMS to the institutional makeup of the CFSP and ESDP indicate a
general preference for the institutional status quo rather than major
changes. All NMS support the inter-governmental mode of decisionmaking in CFSP. The author comes to the conclusion that these most
distinct foreign and security policy preferences are shaped by the
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Cold War legacy, structural dependencies and the geography of the
historical statehood of the individual NMS. While the Cold War
legacy makes the NMS cling to NATO, structural dependencies
on Russia make the NMS keen to push for more cooperation and
integration in EU energy policy and energy security. In the context
of the overall inclination for the institutional status quo of the
CFSP this chapter reveals an incongruity in the NMS preference
formation. On the one hand, the NMS do favour more cooperation
in the energy security. However, they are not willing to support
further institutional integration to increase their energy security. To
achieve both objectives requires a lot of effort and the presenting of
new initiatives, which mostly depend on the NMS’ administrative
capacities, coordination and coalition-building skills.
The next chapter by Erik Láštic seeks to contribute to the book’s
logic and examines such NMS organizational prerequisites in the
projection and uploading of their preferences to the EU level. It
focuses on the study of the NMS strategies and external factors (i.e.
the role of the EU institutions). This chapter reveals the structural
weaknesses and organizational limits of preference uploading in
NMS given the length of their membership, their size and their
personnel management in EU affairs. The chapter carefully draws
on an analysis of theoretical approaches and conceptual frameworks
used to explore and explain the performance of member states in the
EU. Given the size of the majority of NMS, the chapter elaborates on
the concept of counterstrategies of small member states introduced
by Diana Panke (2008). These can be employed in order to reduce
the impacts of the predominance of large member states in decisionmaking at European institutions and increases small member states’
successfulness in the phase of projection. These counterstrategies can
be systematized into six categories: 1. institutionalized coordination
with other countries, 2. strategic bilateral partnerships with large
countries, 3. prioritization of issues, 4. contacts with the Commission,
5. being an honest broker in the Council and 6. EU presidency. Then
the author presents the results of a thematic analysis of 101 semistructured interviews conducted in 2008 and 2009. Erik Láštic refers
to the “accession shock” and confirms that a country’s ability to act
in the EU improves gradually in direct proportion to the increasing
period of membership. However, prioritization as the major available
and low-cost counterstrategy to solve the limited administrative
capacity and compensate for their short period of membership
thus far as well as their size suffers from an ineffectiveness of
domestic coordination mechanisms, insufficient stability of national
administrations and insufficient representation of NMS in European
institutions. Altogether, it undermines the ability to upload their
proposals and preferences to the EU level. This chapter especially
emphasizes the weak ability of NMS to prepare national positions
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within an appropriate period that undermines the effective work of
their representatives in working groups and COREPER. The chapter
concludes with the identification of issues for future research and
with the formulation of some assumptions based on key findings. In
the context of strengthening the qualified majority voting system at
the expense of unanimity brought by the Treaty of Lisbon, Erik Láštic
stresses a NMS need to also apply other strategies in uploading their
preferences, notably regional partnerships and alliances with larger
countries.
Chapter 7 by Zuzana Lisoňová and the present author explores
commonalities and differences among NMS’ general attitudes
to European integration and their reservations about the further
harmonization in partial policy issues. We used two broad concepts
to characterize member states’ general stances, namely policy
style and political culture as a part of the broader institutional
environment (Dimitrakopoulos & Kassim, 2004). Both concepts
connote specific and historically defined ways of decision-making
and dealing with political issues typical for each country. Our
analysis confirmed the predominance of a reactive policy style in
the NMS and occasional examples of other strategies employed
only in strategically important issues and matters related to national
identity and security. After five years of membership, the NMS
have defined and perceived themselves mainly as pro-integration
countries with objections to further integration only in a few
significant areas (e.g. tax harmonisation, justice and home affairs,
social policy, environmental policy, cultural issues, etc.) where they
prefer the institutional status quo instead of deepening further
integration. Opposition to further surrendering the nation states’
competencies stems from their historical experiences, accession
legacy and the efforts to maintain their national identity as well as
from their need for further economic development. Member states
from Central and Eastern Europe perceived their membership also
as a tool for catching up with economically developed countries
and guaranteeing their vital economic and security interests and
in this respect they recognize the European Union as ‘the rescuer
of the nation state.’ However, the NMS have not yet found ways
to efficiently handle their newly regained state sovereignty and
European integration.
While we acknowledge that five years is insufficient time to draw
any definitive conclusions, we tentatively argue that the nature of
many of the policy preferences can be explained by different set of
factors such as the size of states, their institutional and administrative
capacity, and the nature of their historical experiences, including
pre-communist, communist and post-communist transition. The
question of time appears significant for the NMS and needs to be
incorporated into future theory building. The last circumstance
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may help to explain the NMS being hesitant and sometimes having
an ambiguous attitude toward further integration as well as their
reactive policy style. The NMS entered the EU at the very advanced
stage of the integration. Therefore, especially after years of difficult
accession, they are rather cautious in giving up further parts and
elements of their sovereignty. Moreover, the space for any new
policy proposals has become even more limited than in the past
and depends more on member states’ ability to choose a position
close to the Commission’s stances given its institutional power of
legislative initiative. A few instances of the new proposals (Eastern
Partnership, the Lisbon Treaty’s solidarity provisions in the energy
area and the initiation of the European Nuclear Forum) articulated
and supported by the NMS confirm that their cooperation with the
Commission was a key to their success.
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Chapter 2

Domestic Politics and National
Preferences in the European Union
Marek Rybář

Introduction
In this chapter we analyze several factors that are conventionally
thought to influence attitudes and preferences of the member states
in EU decision-making. Preferences and attitudes to EU integration
are understood herein as the positions of the key national political
players towards measures that deepen European integration. We
use a twofold operationalization of our dependent variable: Firstly,
we look at the level of support national governments express for
the measures discussed and adopted in the Council of Ministers.
Secondly, we examine attitudes of the key national players, mainly
national parliaments, political parties and important political leaders
(such as heads of state) towards the overall balance of institutional
and policy-making structures of the EU as they are embodied in the
Lisbon Treaty. Our aim here is to establish determinants of support
and identify sources of possible opposition to the EU in ten member
states from Central and Eastern Europe.
To explain support for the Council’s decisions, we analyze the
level of public support for the EU, the size of the state and the trade
dependence of the country on its EU partners. In addition, we look
at political ideologies of the key national political parties and assess
their impact on the attitudes towards the current state of European
integration. Our findings can be summarized in three key points:
Firstly, the level of support for measures taken in the Council of
Ministers is higher among the new EU member states than it is in the
15 states of the old EU. Secondly, there is no significant relationship
between the level of public support for integration, country size,
trade dependence (independent variables) and a member state’s
support for Council decisions. However, we identified a statistically
significant relationship between country size and the (perceived)
benefits of EU membership. In other words, the smaller the country is
the more likely its citizens will perceive EU membership as beneficial
for their country. Thirdly, we found an interesting difference between
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the old and the new EU member states in the patterns of partybased opposition to European integration: While among the old EU
members party-based opposition comes disproportionately from the
fringe parties located at the periphery of national political systems,
opposition to the EU in Central and Eastern Europe is as likely to
come from the fringe parties as it is from the established mainstream
parties. Nevertheless, this finding needs to be qualified: In nearly
all old EU member states there was party-based opposition to the
Lisbon Treaty in the form of a parliamentary party that opposed its
ratification. On the other hand, there was nearly unanimous support
for the Lisbon Treaty in the parliaments of most Central and Eastern
European states. These findings together give a picture of the postcommunist states displaying identifiable differences from the old
EU-15: In the east, high support for Council decisions combines
with less diversified political opinions on the direction of the EU as
given in its basic document.
National Positions towards the EU:
Conceptual and Methodological Considerations
The question of what determines the overall positions of the
member states towards the project of European integration has
received some scholarly attention and led to the formulation of
several alternative explanations: Among these is an emphasis
on country size, its unique historical experience, the ideological
orientation of the parties controlling the national executive and the
size and economic status of the country vis-à-vis its partners in the
EU (e.g. Aspinwall, 2006; Thorhallsson, 2006; Copsey & Haughton,
2009). These analyses typically establish some relationship between
the characteristics of the state and its political representation with
the propensity of the member state’s representatives to support the
deepening (or otherwise) of European integration.
Establishing the preferences and positions of the member states
to the EU is not an easy task. Most academic accounts examining
national preferences look at the ‘grand bargain debates’ and analyze
official positions of national governments during intergovernmental
conferences (Moravcsik, 1998; Dimitrakopoulos & Kassim, 2004).
However, as these international negotiations are often conducted in
secrecy there is a lack of reliable data on what positions were adopted
by the respective national delegations, and a retrospective analysis
based primarily on interviews with direct participants is the only way
to reconstruct the relevant national positions. More systematic data
are scarce; the only significant exception is the analysis summarizing
national positions in the negotiations leading to the Treaty of
Amsterdam in 1997 prepared by the European Parliament (Hug &
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Koenig, 2002). Hence, more indirect assessments of national preferences
are often undertaken. To identify national positions towards the EU,
we look at two direct expressions of national preferences manifested
in the voting of the national delegations in the Council of Ministers
and in positions of key domestic players towards the ratification of
the Lisbon Treaty. This double operationalization of our dependent
variable has important advantages. National positions are assessed
both on ‘historic decisions’ over founding EU documents (the Lisbon
Treaty) as well as on ‘everyday’ decisions in the Council of Ministers.
As such, they can be relatively easily analyzed in a systematic and
comparative manner. The roll-call data represent authoritative
statements of the official representatives of these countries on various
issues of EU policy-making in what still remains the key legislative
institution of the EU. In addition, official positions of domestic political
parties and the way their parliamentarians voted in the ratification of
the Lisbon Treaty represent equivalent expressions of party attitudes
to the treaty.
We also supplement the statistical analysis of the Council’s rollcall data and a brief examination of national ratification debates
with qualitative data from semi-structured interviews with Brusselsbased diplomats representing the EU member states. Interviews with
diplomats from the permanent representations in Brussels may not
provide the whole and complex perspective on the political context
of preference formation. However, their importance and relevance
rests precisely in the fact that they offer perceptions and reflections of
representatives in negotiating on behalf of their states. This is directly
relevant for our research purposes as it indicates how confident and
secure these actors feel in preparing, communicating and carrying
out the mandate they receive from their national executives.
However, the analytical strategies adopted in this chapter have
important limitations that need to be mentioned and a word of
caution is therefore required. Most importantly, working with the
Council of Ministers roll-call data has several methodological as
well as practical difficulties. A key problem is that the data do not
contain possible instances of voting when a proposal was considered
but not approved. Hence, we do not have a record of all voting but
only a record of voting on issues that were passed successfully.
In addition, many authors (e.g. Mattilla, 2004) claim that national
delegations may disagree with a measure but still decide not to
oppose it typically because of the low salience of the issue for their
country.1 Finally, voting against a proposal in and of itself does not
1	�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
The Council roll-call data cover all instances of voting that require a qualified majority approval. According to the Council voting procedures, both voting against
the proposals and abstentions (also not taking part in the voting) are counted as
de facto votes against the proposal. This is different from the unanimity procedure, where only explicit votes against the proposal are counted as such.
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reveal the source of the opposition – two countries may oppose the
same measure for totally different policy reasons. (Mattilla, 2009,
p. 843)
In addition, assessing member states preferences in the ratifica
tion of the Lisbon Treaty may be criticised for at least two reasons:
Firstly, it leaves the national players (especially political parties) in
a situation with limited political opportunities. They have to approve
or oppose the document as a whole. Hence, it is impossible to find
out the reasons for their opposition. Secondly, the Lisbon Treaty
was adopted as an emergency solution to a crisis that emerged
after the original Constitutional Treaty had been rejected in France
and the Netherlands. The Lisbon Treaty contains most of the key
institutional and policy-making innovations formulated already in
the Constitutional Treaty and as the East European countries’ ability
to influence the latter was limited, attitudes to the Lisbon Treaty
may be based on a whole range of issues, grievances and objections,
not all of which may be related to the provisions of the document
itself. These criticisms notwithstanding, we believe that the methods
and targets of our analysis provides a solid basis for assessing the
attitudes of the member states towards the key decisions undertaken
in the period since the 2004-2007 eastern enlargement of the EU.
Examining the Sources of National Preferences
Several competing hypotheses and explanations have been
put forward in explaining why some EU member states are more
supportive of European integration, while others are more hesitant
in giving their approval on integration measures. EU integration has
been perceived as an elite business and the ‘permissive consensus’
of the mostly uninterested public was thought to give the political
leaders no major constraints in their policies in the EU. Nevertheless,
all EU member states are liberal democracies and their political
representatives must take the views and preferences of their
citizens into account. We may therefore assume that the opinions
of the voters about EU integration have an impact on their political
leaders. Hence, our first hypothesis posits that the higher the public
support is for EU membership, the more national representatives
are supportive of EU integration measures.
A single market and the removal of barriers to trade between
the EU member states constitute the cornerstones of the European
integration project. Countries that have a great deal of commercial
links with entities in other EU states are more dependent on
a smooth functioning of the EU and presumably will be more open
to compromise with their partners and will try to avoid situations
that would jeopardise their position in interstate trade. Our second
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hypothesis thus assumes that the higher the trade dependence of the
member states is on other EU member states, the more supportive
the state will be of EU integration measures.
Country size may also have an impact on the attitudes towards
cooperation in interstate relations. Since smaller countries tend
to have more limited resources (for example a smaller diplomatic
service, objectively fewer interests in world politics and so on),
they may be more inclined to cooperative behaviour. In addition,
big countries do not have to rely on structures of international
cooperation, because they are often able to achieve their goals
unilaterally. Consequently, small countries may be more supportive
of deepening integration, because in that way they may have an
impact on decisions and policies that they would not otherwise
be able to influence. Thus, our third hypothesis assumes that the
smaller the country is, the more it will support steps that enhance
European integration.
Political ideology is a factor that shapes the attitudes of political
parties to European integration. It has been argued that leftist
parties are in general more inclined to support integration, while
parties on the right will more likely oppose it (Hooghe, Marks &
Wilson, 2002). Moreover, parties with ‘centrist’ orientations are more
supportive of integration and the more a party is distant from the
centre, the more it will oppose integration. Here the logic is that noncentrist parties have different motivations that lead them to oppose
various EU policies, while centrists are broadly satisfied with the
course of the integration project (Aspinwall, 2002; Marks & Wilson,
2000) It is more difficult to assess the ideological orientation of the
government, because such an endeavour requires weighing up the
impact of the ideological positions of various coalition partners as
most EU governments are composed of several political parties.
Aspinwall (2006) argues – on the basis of the EU before the eastern
enlargement – that the ideology of the government does matter for
the country’s attitudes towards the EU. The more a government
is leftist, the more supportive of EU integration it seems to be. In
this contribution we deploy a less sophisticated and less systematic
treatment of government ideology. We examine whether a change
of government in a new EU member state has had an impact on its
support for decisions in the Council of Ministers. In particular, we
focus our analysis on those cases where there was a shift from a leftist
to rightist government and vice versa. The largest governing party’s
belonging to a leftist or rightist party family serves as a proxy for
determining the ideological orientation of the government. In our
analysis of political parties’ attitudes to the Lisbon Treaty ratification
we looked at ideology, the party system position of individual parties
and their attitudes and behaviour in the ratification process.
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Operationalization of Dependent and Independent Variables
As indicated above, the attitude of member states to the project
of European integration is operationalized in two ways. Firstly, we
look at the voting of the national representatives in the Council of
Ministers since their EU entry in May 2004 (January 2007 in the
cases of Bulgaria and Romania) until the end of 2009. We included
all instances of qualified majority voting in the Council of Ministers
and calculated the level of support as a percentage of voting when
a country supported the measure under discussion. Since we are
interested in establishing the degree of support, three possible ways
of voting were given scaled numerical values of support: If a country
voted for a measure, it received a score of 1; if it voted against the
score was 0, and if it abstained the score was 0.5. (see Aspinwall,
2006. pp. 96-99). The results of our analysis are presented in Tables
2.1 and 2.2. The difference is that Table 2.1 includes all instances of
voting between May 2004 and December 2009, including those where
unanimity was acquired, even though a qualified majority would
have been sufficient. Table 2.2, on the other hand, takes into account
only those issues in which at least one member state delegation did
not vote for the proposal. This is to illustrate an overall high degree
of consensus in Council voting; for the purposes of further analysis
we use data calculated on the basis of disputed measures.
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Table 2.1: Level of Support for Council of Ministers Decisions,
(May) 2004-2009
Country

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

UK

98.0

96.1

86.5

96.1

98.9

98.3

FR

98.0

96.1

98.7

100.0

99.7

100.0

GER

98.0

96.1

92.3

99.4

99.3

95.7

HOL

98.0

93.1

87.2

98.7

99.3

99.0

LUX

99.0

99.5

98.7

98.7

98.0

99.3

BEL

100.0

97.5

91.7

99.4

98.0

100.0

SPA

99.0

97.1

96.8

99.4

99.0

99.7

ITA

97.1

91.7

97.4

98.7

99.3

100.0

AUT

96.1

98.5

96.2

100.0

98.6

97.7

SWE

95.1

87.7

84.6

96.8

99.7

99.0

FIN

98.0

92.6

92.9

98.7

99.7

99.3

DEN

96.1

88.2

89.7

96.4

99.3

96.2

GRE

95.1

92.6

96.2

99.4

99.0

99.7

POR

98.0

90.2

96.2

99.4

98.6

99.7

IRE

100.0

98.5

95.5

100.0

99.0

100.0

SVK

100.0

98

97.4

100.0

100.0

100.0

CZE

100.0

96.1

94.2

100.0

99.7

100.0

HUN

100.0

97.1

96.8

100.0

99.0

100.0

POL

99.0

96.1

89.7

97.4

100.0

100.0
100.0

SLO

100.0

97.5

98.1

100.0

100.0

LAT

99.0

98

93.6

99.4

100.0

99.3

LIT

96.1

94.1

90.4

99.4

100.0

100.0

EST

99.0

97.5

94.2

99.4

100.0

100.0

CYP

100.0

99.5

97.4

100.0

99.3

100.0

MAL

98.0

96.1

96.8

98.7

98.3

99.3

BUL

100.0

99.7

100.0

ROM

100.0

99.7

99.7

Notes: The table contains the data on all Council of Ministers voting by
the QMV. Number of Council votes: 51 (2004), 102 (2005), 78 (2006),
77 (2007), 147 (2008), 150 (2009)
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Table 2.2: Level of Support for Council of Ministers Decisions
on Disputed Measures, 2004-2009
Country

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

UK

91.7

92.2

79.4

85.7

92.9

88.6

FR

91.7

92.2

98.0

100.0

98.1

100.0

GER

91.7

92.2

88.2

97.7

96.3

74.0

HOL

91.7

86.3

80.4

95.5

96.3

94.0

LUX

95.8

99.0

98.0

95.5

88.9

96.0

BEL

100.0

95.1

89.2

97.7

88.9

100.0

SPA

95.8

94.1

95.1

97.7

94.4

98.0

ITA

87.5

83.3

96.1

95.5

96.3

100.0

AUT

83.3

97.1

94.1

100.0

92.6

86.0

SWE

79.2

75.5

76.5

88.6

98.1

94.0

FIN

91.7

85.3

89.2

95.5

98.1

96.0

DEN

83.3

76.5

84.3

82.1

95.2

97.5

GRE

79.2

85.3

94.1

97.7

94.4

98.0

POR

91.7

80.4

94.1

97.7

94.4

98.0

IRE

100.0

97.1

93.1

100.0

92.9

100.0

SVK

100.0

96.1

96.1

100.0

100.0

100.0

CZE

100.0

92.2

91.2

100.0

98.1

100.0

HUN

100.0

94.1

95.1

100.0

94.4

100.0

POL

95.8

86.3

84.3

90.9

100.0

100.0
100.0

SLO

100.0

95.1

97.1

100.0

100.0

LAT

95.8

96.1

90.2

97.7

100.0

96.0

LIT

83.3

88.2

85.3

97.7

100.0

100.0

EST

95.8

95.1

91.2

97.7

100.0

100.0

CYP

100.0

99.0

96.1

100.0

96.3

100.0

MAL

91.7

92.2

95.1

95.5

90.7

96.0

BUL

100.0

98.1

100.0

ROM

100.0

98.1

98.0

Notes: The table includes only instances where at least one EU member
state voted against or abstained. Number of Council votes: 25 (2009),
27 (2008), 22 (2007), 51 (2006), 51 (2005), 12 (5/2004)
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Table 2.3: Level of Support over the whole 2004-2009 period
(disputed measures)
Country

2004 – 2009

UK

87.9

FR

97.1

GER

90.4

HOL

89.0

LUX

96.8

BEL

94.4

SPA

96.0

ITA

93.0

AUT

94.1

SWE

83.7

FIN

91.7

DEN

85.1

GRE

92.2

POR

91.4

IRE

91.7

SVK

98.4

CZE

95.7

HUN

96.8

POL

91.2

SLO

98.4

LAT

95.7

LIT

92.0

EST

96.3

CYP

98.7

MAL

94.1

BUL

99.3

ROM

98.6
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Simple descriptive statistics reveal important differences between
the new EU member states (not just from Central and Eastern Europe
but also including Cyprus and Malta) and the old member states.
The average level of support for Council measures in all 27 member
states reached 93.7 per cent. However, with the exception of Poland
and Lithuania (where it reached 91.2 per cent and 92 per cent
respectively), all new member states’ support is above the average.
It is highest in Bulgaria (99.3 per cent), followed by Cyprus (98.7 per
cent), Romania (98.6 per cent), Slovakia and Slovenia (98.4 per
cent each). On the other hand, ten out of fifteen old EU member
states’ support for Council decisions is under the average. The least
supportive has been Sweden (83.7 per cent), Denmark (85.1 per cent),
the United Kingdom (87.9 per cent) and the Netherlands (89 per cent).
These data show that the new EU member states are more inclined
to support integration than are the old member states. However, it is
unclear whether this is a consequence of their relatively short period
spent as EU member states or whether it will be a permanent pattern
of their activities in the EU. After analyzing the first three years of
the enlarged EU, Mattila (2009, pp. 844-845) concluded that after the
initial year of adaptation the new members entered the ‘business
as usual’ period and started to be more assertive. However, our
analysis shows that a clear distinction still exists in the pattern of
voting in the east and west. Over the last five years new EU member
states have not become more assertive and their support for Council
decisions has increased.
A simple statistical analysis examining the role of public support
for integration, trade dependence and country size did not find
any significant impact on the behaviour of a country in the Council
of Ministers. We operationalized public support on the basis of
questions from Eurobarometer data asking the respondents about
the perceived benefits of EU membership for their country. Country
size was operationalized as a number of votes member states have in
the qualified majority voting procedure in the Council of Ministers.
Finally, trade dependence on EU partners was operationalized as
a share of a country’s exports into the EU states of the total size of its
exports. None of the hypothesized impacts on the level of support for
EU integration proved to be statistically significant. Interestingly, as
Figure 1 shows, there has been a statistically significant relationship
between country size and the level of public support for EU mem
bership.
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Figure 2.1: The Relationship between country size (measured
by the number of votes in the Council) and the level of public
support for the EU (all EU member states, 2004-2009).

Correlations
Public Support
Public
Support

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Votes
Number

1,000

Pearson Correlation

Votes Number
-,225**
,005

156,000
-,225

**

Sig. (2-tailed)

,005

N

156

156
1,000
156,000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

This finding suggests that citizens living in small EU countries
are more appreciative of the benefits of EU membership. On the
other hand, people living in larger countries tend to be slightly less
enthusiastic about the benefits EU integration brings to their nationstates. No doubt the major share of the identified correlation is to
do with new EU members being small states, but the correlation is
significant only for the whole EU of 27 countries.
It is interesting to supplement these results with ideas and
interpretations of the representatives of the new EU member states
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in their permanent representations in Brussels. Data received from
our semi-structured interviews concerning the role of public opinion
suggest the presence of two-layered perceptions. The basal layer is
structured by the fact that all national governments are formed after
free and fair elections and that re-election is one of the key aims
of politicians in democratic countries. In this sense public opinion
represents a structuring environment that potentially constrains
national politicians in their EU-related activities. As our respondents
put it when asked about the importance of public opinion, “Yes, of
course, it is politics finally. When it is a big issue, it is politics. So
public opinion does play a strong role.” (NCS-09-33) Similarly, “At
the end of the day, the policy is made by politicians, by parties, and
they are very much dependent on electoral behaviour and public
opinion.” (NCS-09-34) The concern for re-election by politicians
as a motivation for taking public opinion into account was nicely
put by one interviewee: “The task of every government is to find
the ways to reflect those [public] concerns. After each election, you
have your own programme, which has to be implemented, and all
concerns of citizens, and all fears of citizens have to be taken into
account. So I would say yes, they have to answer the demands,
the public demands.” (NCS-08-26) A clear distinction in the role
of public opinion for elected politicians and the professional civil
service was revealed by another respondent: “At the end of the day,
the policy is made by politicians, by parties, and they are very much
dependent on electoral behaviour and public opinion. From this
point of view yes, but from the point of view of experts within the
Foreign Ministry, I don’t think this factor is very important for us.
We try to be impartial and to be professional.” (NCS-09-34)
The second layer is somewhat more directly connected with
EU policy formation and suggests that public opinion has not been
a strong limitation on what the new member states have pursued
in EU-related policies. Two kinds of arguments were put forward.
The first of these was that a distinction was made between domestic
and EU-related policy making, allowing for more impact of public
opinion in the former sphere than in the latter: “Citizens are more
focused on domestic politics and are not aware that their activities
and will to affect the EU level can be successful.” (NCS-08-11) In
a similar way, “The EU issues do not figure that high on the agenda
in terms of public opinion. It’s mostly internal politics.” (NCS08-14) And again, “There are many opinions in society. Of course
those opinions have some influence for the preferences, but not that
much.” (NCS-09-48)
Second, several respondents suggested that the general public
is not interested in EU affairs and hence shows fewer concerns
about the governmental activities in the European institutions. As
one interviewee summarised it, “The interest in the EU has been
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decreasing very sharply ever since we joined the EU. People are
much more concerned with other issues and the EU does not
constitute that important [an issue].” (NCS-08-10) Interestingly,
a respondent highlighted the link between the decreasing interest
in EU affairs and specific policies perceived as resulting from EU
activities: “There is a tendency of diminishing public support, it is
still high but it’s not like it was three years ago. Problems with EU
funds, also inflation, were connected with the EU. But generally the
EU still has a very positive image.” (NCS-08-05)
All in all, public opinion has not been perceived as something
that would be a check on the activities of the leaders of the new EU
member states. One diplomat succinctly summed up the issue by
saying that the new member states’ governments were privileged
to enjoy a grace period from their publics. This echoes the general
perception of the several decades of EU integration when ‘politics
in Europe’ was perceived as an elite business without much
constraint and interest from the public. Some analysts suggested
that this period was over following the referenda in France and
the Netherlands that rejected the Constitutional Treaty (Hooghe &
Marks, 2009). This may be true, but the perceptions of policy-making
actors representing the East European member states reveal that the
“permissive consensus” of their publics was fully in place in the first
five years of their EU membership.
Partisan Composition of the Government
and National Preferences
Another factor that constitutes an important aspect of the
domestic political environment in the EU member states is the
partisan composition of national governments. In line with basic
assumptions on the working of democratic states, political parties
in parliamentary democracies receive a mandate from their voters
to execute and also to change the course of governmental policymaking. Since national governments have the decisive word in
formulating and carrying out EU-related policy preferences –
through their participation in the Council of Ministers and the
European Council meetings – we should expect that changes in
the partisan composition of governments would also affect policies
of the new member states. Hence, if there had been a shift in the
political ideological orientation of the national government we
looked to see whether this shift was reflected in a changing level
of support for integration measures in the Council. In the period
2004-2009 we identified eight instances of clear alternations between
leftist and rightist governments. Shifts from leftist to rightist
governments occurred in Bulgaria in 2009, the Czech Republic in
2006, Lithuania in 2008, Poland in 2005 and in Slovenia in 2004. We
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need to leave out Bulgaria for the lack of time for the ideological
shift to take effect. In Slovenia the shift in the ideological orientation
of the new government corresponded to a moderate decline in
support for integration measures. There are two cases where
support for the Council decisions seemed to increase (in the Czech
Republic and Lithuania) and one case where there was a modest
decline in support for the Council after the new Polish centre-right
government assumed office in 2005. Furthermore, there are three
cases of ideological shifts of national governments from right to left:
Slovakia in 2006, Slovenia in 2008, and Romania in 2008. In the first
case, the new Slovak government seems to be more supportive of
the Council decisions than its centre-right predecessor. The Slovene
government also recorded an increase in support for the Council
after the government change. However, this observation should be
contextualized as there was a tendency towards a unanimous (100
per cent) support for Council decisions even during the last two
years of the previous centre-right government. Finally, the level of
support for EU integration has not changed significantly after the
new government took office in Romania in 2008. Thus, our cursory
overview shows that in half of the cases (4 out of 8) where we detected
a shift in the ideological orientation of the national governments,
there was no corresponding change in the attitudes to European
integration. The link between change in the ideological orientation
of the government and its actual behaviour in the Council voting
has not been clearly established. Moreover, since the new member
state governments’ support for integration has always been very
high, identified changes in support for integration have not been
very strong anyway.
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Table 2.4: Governments of the CEE EU member states
since their EU accession
Country

Government

Left-Right
orientation

Change in the
ideological
orientation of
the government

Bulgaria

Stanishev (2005-2009)
Borisov (2009-)
Gross
(2004-2005)
Paroubek (2005-2006)
Topolánek (2006-2009)
Fischer (2009-)

Centre-left
Centre-right
Centre-left

---yes (left to right)
----

Centre-left
Centre-right
Interim
technocratic
Centre-right
Centre-right
Centre-right
Centre-left
Centre-left
Centre-left
Centre-right
Centre-right
Centre-right
Centre-left
Centre-left
Centre-left
Centre-right
Centre-right
Centre-right
Centre-right
Centre-right
Centre-right
Centre-left
Centre-right
Centre-left
Centre-left
Centre-right
Centre-left

No
yes (left to right)
yes (right to
technocratic)
---No
No
---No
No
---No
No
---No
No
Yes (left to right)
---Yes (left to right)
No
Yes (right to left)
---Yes (right to left)
---Yes (right to left)
---Yes (left to right)
Yes (right to left)

The
Czech
Republic

Estonia

Hungary

Latvia

Lithuania

Poland

Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia

Parts (2003-2005)
Ansip I (2005-2007)
Ansip II (2007-)
Gyurcsány I (2004-2006)
Gyurcsány II (2006-2009)
Bajnai (2009-)
Kalvitis (2004-2007)
Godmanis (2007-2009)
Dombrovskis (2009-)
Brazauskas I (2001-2004)
Brazauskas II (2004-2006)
Kirkilas (2006-2008)
Kubilius (2008-)
Belka (2004-2005)
Marcinkiewicz (2005-2006)
Kaczyński (2006-2007)
Tusk (2007-)
Popescu-Tăriceanu (2004-2008)
Boc (2008-)
Dzurinda (2002-2006)
Fico (2006-)
Rop (2002-2004)
Jansa (2004-2008)
Pahor (2008-)

After this brief assessment of the role of ideology on Council voting
in the ten new EU member states, let us now assess the influence
diplomats attributed to the changing government composition on
the character and content of national preferences in the EU. The
data from our semi-structured interviews imply (in line with the
analysis of Council votes) that changes of governments do not lead
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to important alternations in domestic EU policies. Our respondents
suggested that the most important explanations behind shifts in the
emphasis of their countries’ preferences would be best explained
by the process of social learning. Since most countries from Central
and Eastern Europe have been EU members only for about five
years, adjustments in policies as well as changing emphases on
various areas of EU policy-making may reflect their “discovery”
of what being an EU member actually entails. Hence, changes in
policies reflect social learning on the part of the leading politicians
and civil servants who come to interact with representatives of
other members as well as with people from EU institutions. This
observation featured prominently in the statements of Brusselsbased diplomats representing their countries. In their words, “There
are different topics on the agenda than there were 4 years ago, so
of course certain preferences evolved very much. But I wouldn’t
say that we had a change in government and then you have
a complete opposite preference. Before, it was different, because
with the previous government, we had been members only for
a couple of months, then there were elections and there was a new
government.” (NCS-08-14) Similarly, as another policy-maker put
it, “There wasn’t any major shift. The shifts that have taken place in
the last years were much more adjustments that were needed after
the accession.” (NCS-08-10) And again, “The more you know, the
better you can develop your preferences. It doesn’t have to with the
elections, but it has to do with us being a member [for a longer time].”
(NCS-08-15)
The lack of significant shifts in domestic EU policies was
also interpreted by the need to “hold the line” and carry on in
implementing policies that have been initiated by the previous
political representation. In this sense it is policy continuity rather
than lesser shifts in domestic policies that characterise the behaviour
of the new member states. This was succinctly formulated by
a respondent who stated that, “Every government should take what
has been done by the previous [one] and continue [in it], because
[these are] huge reforms and it is not something you could change
every time the government changes.” (NCS-09-43)
According to some respondents, changes in the government
composition had a more indirect impact, for example, on the
negotiating style of the government. In the words of one diplomat,
“[After the change of government], our statements are more
assertive, especially from the prime minister.” (NCS-08-20) In
addition, partisan changes in the government may indirectly affect
capacities of the governments to deal effectively with their partners
in the EU. However, the reason is not political-ideological but rather
administrative. Alternations in governments in countries where the
tradition of a professional and impartial civil service is not well48

established and where the victory of a new political representation
brings about changes at the highest echelons of the administrative
structures of the ministries may diminish the level of expertise
required in EU policy-making. As one respondent summarized it,
“A problem of the [new] government rests in its lower expertise;
both of the ministers and of the administrative ministerial level in
general.” (NCS-08-20)
Our analysis of the national preferences of the ten EU member
states from Central and Eastern Europe suggests no clear-cut impact
of analysed factors on the behaviour of the states in the Council of
Ministers. Neither the level of popular support for EU integration
nor the political ideology of the national governments seem to
have had a direct bearing on the ways new members voted in the
Council. Moreover, dependence on trade with other EU member
states and country size do not significantly impact on how national
governments vote in the Council. We will now turn to an examination
of the Lisbon Treaty domestic ratification processes and identify the
patterns of party-based opposition to the European project in the
national parliaments.
Patterns of Party-Based Opposition to the EU:
the Lisbon Treaty Ratification
As we have already mentioned, the Treaty of Amsterdam signed
in 1997 has been the only instance of a major EU treaty about
which relatively systematic and complex positions of national
governments have been available. It is therefore not possible to
approach the question of national preferences in the Lisbon Treaty
preparation directly as no comparable data are available. In this
section we therefore look at the ratification process of the treaty
and assess the member states according to two criteria: Firstly, we
will look at the timing of the ratification. This criterion consists of
two dimensions: (1) putting the timing of national ratification in the
context of ratifications in other EU member states, and (2) the length
of domestic ratification in the cases where more than one domestic
player is involved in the process. This approach presupposes that
the sooner the treaty was ratified in a member state and the shorter
the national ratification process, the more supportive the member
state would be of ratification.
Secondly, we look at the two cases of new EU member states that
were the last ones to ratify the treaty, namely Poland and the Czech
Republic. A brief overview of the ratification process in the two
countries will help us to identify other influential domestic players,
who, alongside political parties, exerted some degree of control over
the national preference formation. Finally, party-based opposition
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to the Lisbon Treaty ratification is considered. We look at the
ideological and systemic positions of political parties and identify
the link between their attitude to the treaty and their ideological
orientation and position in the national political system. The terrain
of opposition to the EU in new member states is thus identified.
Table 2.5: Sequence of Ratification of the Lisbon Treaty
Country
Malta
Hungary
France
Romania
Slovenia
Bulgaria
Belgium
Austria
Denmark
Latvia
Portugal
Slovakia
Netherlands
United Kingdom
Luxembourg
Italy
Greece
Lithuania
Cyprus
Estonia
Germany
Finland
Spain
Sweden
Ireland
Poland
Czech Republic

Ratification Completed
6 February 2008
6 February 2008
14 February 2008
11 March 2008
24 April 2008
28 April 2008
13 May 2008
13 May 2008
29 May 2008
16 June 2008
17 June 2008
24 June 2008
8 July 2008
16 July 2008
21 July 2008
8 August 2008
12 August 2008
26 August 2008
26 August 2008
23 September 2008
25 September 2009
30 September 2008
8 October 2008
10 December 2008
2 October 2009
10 October 2009
3 November 2009

Ratification Procedure
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote
(Repeated) referendum
Parliamentary vote
Parliamentary vote

Source:
http://www.lisbon-treaty.org/wcm/ratification.html, http://www.euractiv.com
An examination of the sequence of ratification of the Lisbon
Treaty (see Table 2.5) leads to two important observations. Firstly,
when it comes to the timing of the ratification process, most of the
countries (old and new alike) completed the ratification of the treaty
within the year 2008. In the first third of the year (January-April)
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six states completed the ratification, four of them being East Central
European countries. The bulk of the states (13) ratified the treaty
during the second third of the year (May-August), while 5 states (one
of them from Central and Eastern Europe) finalised their domestic
ratification procedure in the last third of the year.
Secondly, and more significantly, three states started ratification
of the treaty in the first half of 2008 but completed it only at the
end of 2009. Polish parliamentary and governmental ratification
was completed in April 2008, but President Lech Kaczynski sealed
the ratification process only in October 2009. A negative result in
a ratification referendum in Ireland in June 2008 halted the ratification
in that country until October 2009, when a second (this time successful)
referendum took place. The two chambers of the Czech parliament
ratified the treaty in February and May 2009 respectively, but the
president completed the ratification procedure only in November
2009. Hence, both the timing and the length of the ratification process
suggest that these three states, two of which are from the new EU
member states from Central and Eastern Europe, displayed strongly
negative attitudes towards the EU integration as represented by the
Lisbon Treaty. The Irish case is rather complicated as the decision
was made in a popular referendum; voters may have voted against
the treaty for a great deal of reasons, not all of which have to do
with the EU itself (Quinlan, 2009). However, both in Poland and in
the Czech Republic the political elite was seriously divided over the
issue of the Lisbon Treaty and the heads of state played an active
role in opposing its ratification. In Poland the parliament ratified
the Lisbon Treaty in April following a bitter dispute between the
governing Civic Platform and parts of the conservative opposition
Law and Justice, which was informally led by the Polish President
Kaczynski. The president and the opposition wanted guarantees
for the opt-outs received by Poland from the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms as well as legal guarantees to ensure Poland’s sovereignty
on major decisions. A deal between the prime minister and the
president freed the way to parliamentary ratification. Nevertheless,
a Eurosceptic wing of the largest opposition party voted against the
ratification. These sentiments received a boost when Irish voters
rejected the treaty in June 2008. President Kacyznski announced
that he would not sign the Lisbon Treaty for the time being, calling
it pointless. He even declared that the treaty was a dead document.
(Dziennik.pl, 2008)
The Czech parliament’s ratification of the Lisbon Treaty took place
during the Czech presidency of the EU in the first half of 2009. To
a large extent this was reflected in the internal divisions within the
Civic Democratic Party (ODS), which was the senior coalition partner.
In parallel with the Polish case the conservative Eurosceptic wing of
the party was supported by President Klaus, who has been a well51

known opponent of the current course of the EU. The moderate wing
of the ODS, in charge of the key positions within the government,
used the Czech EU presidency to pressurize the sceptics within its
ranks and started the ratification procedure, arguing that the country
presiding over the EU should be constructive and cooperative on
key European issues. However, after the Czech parliament ratified
the treaty, its opponents from the ODS petitioned the constitutional
court. In a similar way, President Klaus also called upon the court to
decide on the incompatibility of the treaty with the Czech constitution.
In addition, shortly after the second Irish referendum, President
Klaus declared that the Lisbon Treaty opened the way for a de facto
elimination of the so-called Beneš decrees that defined important
aspects (e.g. property confiscation of the German minority expelled
from the country) of the post-war situation in Czechoslovakia. Even
though he criticized many aspects of the treaty, President Klaus
concentrated on obtaining an opt-out from the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms and criticized the Czech government for failing to protect
the Czech national interests. The EU summit in late October 2009
confirmed that the Czech Republic would receive an opt-out from
the Charter. A few days later, the Czech constitutional court ruled
that the treaty was not in contradiction with the Czech constitution
(Šupová, 2009). Even though the president and the conservative wing
of the ODS strongly rejected the ruling, President Klaus eventually
ratified the treaty, thus paving the way for it entering into force on
1 December 2009.
The Polish and Czech cases of the Lisbon Treaty ratification show
the importance of domestic veto players who conventionally do
not obstruct decisions of the governments and parliaments. It was
not just political parties but presidents who played a very active
role. In addition, the fact that the Czech president is elected by the
parliament and not by a popular vote (as is the case in Poland) shows
that it was the ideological orientation of the heads of state and not
the constitutional distribution of executive powers that explain the
behaviour of these players. A conservative political ideology, stress
on national sovereignty and protection of national interests are all
common features of the heads of state in Poland and the Czech
Republic.
We now turn to the final question of this chapter: whether there
has been a clear pattern of party-based opposition to European
integration. As a matter of fact, the centre-right parties in three
countries opposed the Lisbon Treaty or remained divided over the
issue with an important share of their deputies not voting for the
treaty. These cases include the abovementioned cases of Poland and
the Czech Republic as well as Slovakia, where the Christian Democrats
have been the major critics of the Lisbon Treaty and boycotted its
parliamentary ratification. However, opposition to the treaty also
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came from the (far) left, as was the case in the Czech Republic and
Lithuania. In addition, the far right rejected the treaty in Slovenia
and Bulgaria. What is also striking is the fact that there have been
several countries in Central and Eastern Europe where there was
almost unanimous cross-party support for the treaty. Parliaments in
Hungary, Latvia, Estonia and Romania recorded nearly 100 per cent
support in parliamentary ratification of the treaty.
The situation in the old EU member states has been somewhat
different. Most importantly, parliaments in nearly all countries
(Luxembourg being an exception) contained a political grouping
with vocal opposition to European integration. This opposition
came from the far right in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Greece,
Ireland, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. However, far-left
parties were also strongly against the Lisbon Treaty. Their dissent
was clearly discernable in Finland, Germany, Portugal, Spain and
Sweden. The political diversity in the old EU member states in terms
of party positions towards integration has been much greater than
in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe.2 In addition, there
have been only two examples of major mainstream parties that were
internally divided over the issue: the Socialist party in France and
the Conservatives in the United Kingdom. Opposition to the EU in
old EU member states has its origins both on the left and right of the
political spectrum. Since we have only five countries in the entire
enlarged EU where opposition came from the mainstream parties,
our conclusion is only tentative. Nevertheless, in four out of the five
cases (Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and the UK) it was the
centre-right that objected to the Lisbon Treaty, while only one major
leftist mainstream party (in France) showed a degree of anti-EU
concern. Given the scarcity of anti-EU attitudes among the parties
in Central and Eastern Europe, an even more significant conclusion
concerns the systemic position of the parties that were against the
treaty; opposition to the EU among the post-communist members
was just as likely to come from the mainstream parties as it was
from the fringe parties, i.e. parties located at the margins of the
political spectrum. However, in Western Europe anti-EU sentiments
are clearly the domain of the fringe parties. All in all, attitudes to
the EU in Central and Eastern Europe are either extremely positive
(near unanimous support for integration) or stem from mainstream
parties with firm positions at the heart of their respective national
political systems. In Western Europe opposition to the EU is
identifiable in nearly all national parliaments, but the fringe parties
strongly outnumber the dissenters among the mainstream parties.

2	��������������������������������������������������������������������������������
The Lisbon Treaty received support from both major parliamentary parties in Malta, while the Cypriot Communists voted against it in parliamentary ratification.
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Conclusion
In this chapter we looked at the attitudes and preferences
regarding European integration in the new EU member states from
Central and Eastern Europe. We examined the positions of the new
member states on the level of their support for measures adopted in
the Council of Ministers and on their attitudes to the deepening of
integration in the form of the Lisbon Treaty. None of the variables
considered in this work have been strongly associated with support
for the Council decisions: Public support for the EU, trade dependence
on other EU members and country size do not explain behaviour of
the states in Council voting. Similarly, ideological positions of the
national governments did not give a clear key to explain support
for Council decisions. As the data from our interviews suggest,
public opinion is not a heavy constraint on the governments and
the political ideology of national governments is not a predictor
of attitude towards Council measures. However, we have found
out that the EU members from post-communist Europe are more
supportive of these measures than the old EU member states. In
addition, there is a significant relationship between country size and
the benefits people believe EU membership has for their country:
Smaller countries are thought to benefit more than the large ones.
The ratification process of the Lisbon Treaty reveals several
important conclusions. Firstly, it was two new EU member states
– Poland and the Czech Republic – which alongside voters in
Ireland significantly slowed the process of ratification. In addition,
the rightist political ideology of the heads of state in Poland and
the Czech Republic constitute strong opposition to further EU
integration. Similarly, opposition by mainstream parties to the
Lisbon Treaty in the east and west of the EU is rare but tends to
come from the centre right. Parties in the new member states are
less likely to display anti-EU sentiment; however, when they do, it
comes just as frequently from the mainstream centre-right parties
as it does from the marginal fringe parties. In Western Europe
opposition to the EU is more evenly dispersed among the member
states; however, it is less likely to come from the mainstream parties
and originates in the radical parties of the left and right located at
the margins of the national political systems. Hence, some six years
since their accession to the EU, the countries of post-communist
Europe show characteristics that set them apart from the old EU
member states.
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Chapter 3

A Fairy Tale with Happy Ending?
The New Member States
and the Eurozone Entry
Martin Pašiak

Introduction
The accession of the New Member States in 2004 and 2007 marked
a peak in the enlargement of the European Union. The largest enlargement ever in the EU history, however, did not constitute an end
to the integration, even from the point of view of the newly accepted
countries. There were still areas where the integration needed to be
completed, the entry to the Schengen area and the adoption of the
common currency being the two most significant. The entry to the
Schengen area was an immediate priority for all the New Member
States (NMS), and while the same can be said about most of them at
the time of the accession to the EU – 2004, this attitude was about to
change in relatively short period of time. While the indicative dates
of entry were quite optimistic for all the NMS in 2004, ranging from
2006 to 2008, the current situation is quite different. By the beginning of 2010, two of the NMS have become members of the Eurozone, one is likely to enter in the in 2010, and the rest is either quite
hesitant, or looks at the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) as a
desired, but hardly attainable goal in the near future.
This chapter will not discuss the appropriateness of Maastricht
criteria, but instead aims to show that the asymmetry of their position and the diversity result in an absence of clearly given set of
rules to follow. The dilemmas caused by the diverse economic performance of the candidate countries placed divide them into three
groups, based on their willingness and capacity to fulfill the criteria
imposed by the EU. Each of these groups has common characteristics, but within each group every country is diverse, in both economic performance and political attachment to the EMU accession
process. Both factors cause the lack of cooperation between the
countries.
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The accession process to the Eurozone is more complicated than
it was expected. This can be clearly seen from the change in preferences of the individual countries roughly at the time of EU accession and now (see Table 3.1). The expected – at least from the point
of view of the countries – early entry to the EMU of the most NMS
did not materialize. Optimism of the technocratic elites proved to be
unfounded and politically naive. The expectations stemming from
the apparent interest of the candidate countries to reap the benefits
of a common currency showed as false when facing the complex
policy mix to be implemented. The interest of the countries clearly
was a fast entrance. The current situation, however, has changed.
Why has there been a major shift in preferences of the candidate
countries? What factors can explain such a dramatic change?
Table 3.1: Eurozone entry
Country

Entry
to EU

Original
date
of entry
to EMU

Year of
strategy
announced

Current
date

Year of
current
strategy

Slovakia
Czech
Republic

1.5.2004

8.9.2004

1.1.2009

16.4.2008

1.5.2004

1.1.2009
2009 –
2010

13.10.2003

2012*

11.10.2007

Slovenia
Poland

1.5.2004
1.5.2004

2007
2008

1.11.2003
February
2003

1.1.2007
2012

18.9. 2008

Hungary

1.5.2004

2010

1.11.2005

2014*

1.3.2008

Lithuania

1.5.2004

1.1.2007

29.9.2005

2011*

25.4.2007

Latvia

1.5.2004

1.1.2008

2013*

6.12.2007

Estonia

1.5.2004

1.1.2007

15.1.2004

2011*

31.10.2006

Bulgaria

1.1.2007

1.1.2010

25.11.2004

2014*

2014

Romania

1.1.2007

2015*

2015

Source: national central banks and author’s analysis
* – dates are indicative, not official
There are two basic time periods framing the NMS’ preferences.
Looking at the dates of the original EMU entry strategies, it can be
placed at the accession period, lasting approximately until 2007 or
2008, when the original strategies should have been fulfilled. The
second period dates from around 2007 or 2008 until present. These
two periods have distinct characteristics. The first period can be
defined as the period of EMU enthusiasm, while the second as the
EMU realism. The first period was influenced by the “spillover effect” from the EU accession, together with the perception of EMU
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as a firm part of the EU integration. In this period, almost all the
countries adopted very concrete strategies, very much like the accession programmers to the EU. The strategies adopted were quite
ambitious, most of them marking 2007-2009 as the entry date. The
second period started as a consequence of the failure of most of the
strategies, and the change is apparent. The strategies are much more
cautious, in some countries, if they exist at all, are quite vague, and
all of them lack a specific entry date. Most of them are just updates
of the old strategies, with little or no changes. „At the accession negotiations, and even after that, we said that we wanted to join the euro as soon
as it was feasible to do so. We basically set the target date at 2006-2007.
That has changed for internal political reasons...“ (NCS-08-10)
The methodology of the research consisted of a series of semistructured personal interviews. These were used as the main means
of gathering the firsthand data. This choice is justified by the need
to study the formation of preferences in depth, and email questionnaires do not provide the necessary space for providing the researchers with the details and explanations. The sample consisted of 101
representatives of EU institutions, experts in specific fields, and diplomats from the new member states in Brussels. All of these persons
were chosen because of their thorough knowledge of the discussed
subject, which assured quality of the answers provided. This data
was supplemented with the study of the official documents related
to the accession process to the EMU. As to the choice of the countries
in question, we chose to study all the NMS that joined the EU in the
years 2004 and 2007, with the exception of Malta and Cyprus. These
two countries have not gone through such a transformation process
as the others, and their economic situation was and is quite different
from the countries in the region of Central and Eastern Europe.
The timing, or the temporal dimension of the accession, is crucial
to understanding the EMU accession. Under the strong conditionality and EU institutions effectively functioning as gatekeepers, the
main burden is placed on the candidate states – they do not have
a choice of whether to enter the Eurozone or not, but merely when.
Linked to that decision is a whole set of considerations in the economic policies, as well as the electoral cycles. “The mobilization of
actors in government and parliament is fundamentally influenced
by the electoral term, which constitutes the most basic rhythm of
democracy. At least in parliamentary systems, the electoral term
also acts as a very powerful means of synchronizing the work of
parliament and the executive, for, given the dependency of the latter
on the former, both operate within the same basic time constraint
(and draw on the same time budget)” (Goetz, 2007, p. 265) The stability of the government or a political consensus are the most important consequences of the long-duration of the accession process
that lasts for more than one electoral cycle. The temporal dimension
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places a greater degree of responsibility on the candidate countries.
“Threats of constraints on member states’ capacity to act as ‘time setters’ in economic reforms from domestic electoral time rules induce
government to evade commitments that ‘bind their hands’, and to
avoid delegating power to the European Commission.” (Dyson, 2009,
p. 288)
Governments are rational actors who understand the strong conditionality imposed on them. They weigh the measures needed to
fulfill the Maastricht criteria. On the one hand, purely economist and
transactionalist explanations about the preferences are not valid, as
even good economic results are not sufficient enough to carry the
country to the Eurozone, mainly due to inflationary effects of high
growth (see Tables 3.2 and 3.3). Trade and openness of economy are
important factors, but again, they do not explain the change in preferences. The timing of the Eurozone accession is a unique type of
preference, because on the other hand, a pure political will is not
sufficient to meet the criteria either. It is such specific preference,
because its implementation is objectivistic, and a subject to the rules
of conditionality. The economic conditions, if they are favorable
enough not to impose constraints on the political leadership, provide a base for the medium-term political commitment necessary
to pass the entire process lasting more than one electoral cycle. The
economic conditions were quite favorable in the studied period, the
basic indicator of GDP growth showing positive results.
Table 3.2: GDP growth (%)
Country

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

Slovenia

4.4

2.8

4.0

2.8

4.3

4.5

5.8

6.8

3.5

-7.8

Bulgaria

5.4

4.1

4.5

5.0

6.6

6.2

6.3

6.2

6.0

-5.0

3.6

2.5

1.9

3.6

4.5

6.3

6.8

6.1

2.5

-4.8

10.0

7.5

7.9

7.6

7.2

9.4

10.0

7.2

-3.6

-14.1

Latvia

6.9

8.0

6.5

7.2

8.7

10.6

12.2

10.0

-4.6

-18

Lithuania

3.3

6.7

6.9

10.2

7.4

7.8

7.8

9.8

2.8

-15

Hungary

4.9

4.1

4.4

4.3

4.9

3.5

4.0

1.0

0.6

-6.3

Poland

4.3

1.2

1.4

3.9

5.3

3.6

6.2

6.8

5.0

1.7

Romania

2.4

5.7

5.1

5.2

8.5

4.2

7.9

6.3

7.3

-7.1

Slovakia

1.4

3.5

4.6

4.8

5.0

6.7

8.5

10.6

6.2

-4.7

Czech
Republic
Estonia

Source: Eurostat
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Complexity of the accession process
Technically, the positive economic growth is in favor of early entry – it facilitates the fulfilling of the public deficit criteria, which is
politically the most problematic one to fulfill. Few countries tried
to adopt euro when in recession, as it has much deeper effect on
the population because of the necessary adversity measures. In the
group of NMS, the growth averaged between 4.6% to as high as 7%,
which is considerably higher than OMS numbers. Therefore, from
the economic point of view, the situation in NMS in the period of
2001 till 2007 was very favorable to the Eurozone entry. That was
partially the basis for the original preferences in 2002 to 2005. In
2005, the economic figures did not change. What did change, then,
to influence the preferences of most of the NMS?
First of all, the EU accession process was completed (except for
Bulgaria and Romania). That means that one extremely important
foreign policy goal was fulfilled, and a period of several years of
implementing the acquis communautaire was largely at the end, with
the promised reward. Second, a series of elections took place in the
region, resulting often in a change in government. The coalitions
that lead the countries to the EU went to the opposition (Slovakia,
Slovenia, Poland, Czech Republic). The new political leadership set
new goals, with a various degree of continuity compared to the previous ones. The entry to the Eurozone is an obligation for all the EU
member states. The obligation carries with itself a set of necessary
conditions to be fulfilled.
This set of circumstances created a new and unprecedented situation for the NMS political elites. The strong conditionality on one
side, balanced by the freedom to choose the instruments necessary
and the strong temporal dimension of the accession process created
a much more complex situation than in the EU accession process.
The complexity of the process can be demonstrated in the areas that
need adjusting – monetary policy, wage policy, social policy, sometimes indirectly also tax policy, labor policy. It basically touches the
entire mix of economic policies. The abovementioned freedom of
choice created and creates dilemmas concerning economic growth,
stability, trade dependence, openness of the economy, nominal and
real convergence. All of these have not only economic, but also political implications, and the inability to use EU as a shield or cover
for the necessary measures left the responsibility to the domestic
political leadership. From the point of view of economic factors, the
decision-making of political elites is partially rational, with additional factors playing significant roles as well. This points to the absence of automatic decision-making and highlights the importance
of the role of the political elites in formulation of strategy. Technocratic decisions are amended by political context, and they provide
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a solid base for the leaders, but their usefulness is mostly in the area
of constituting constraints or opportunities to be exploited. In the
accession process to the EMU, a clear autonomy of politics from economics can be demonstrated on the change or preferences.
The first phenomenon that may explain the change in preferences and the complexity of the accession process can be summed up
as the economic diversity of the countries. In the period from 2000
until 2007, all of the NMS had relatively high economic growth (see
Table 3.2). It provided the countries with favorable conditions for
meeting the Maastricht criteria. The performance of the economy
in most cases created opportunities to be used in terms of bringing
down the public finances deficits. “Fast, sustainable and balanced
growth of Slovak economy in the years 2002-2008 enabled a relatively straightforward fulfillment of Maastricht criteria.” (Gál, 2010,
p.2) On the other hand, high growth rates had a pulling effect on the
inflation, in many cases making it the limiting criterion in relation
with the EMU entry, especially in combination with the criterion of
the exchange rate stability. (Beblavý, 2007) However, from the economic point of view, the NMS countries cannot be considered a homogeneous group.
Table 3.3: Inflation (HICP) (%)
Country

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

Slovenia

8.9

8.6

7.5

5.7

3.7

2.5

2.5

3.8

5.5

0.9

Bulgaria

10.3

7.4

5.8

2.3

6.1

6.0

7.4

7.6

12.0

2.5

Czech
Republic
Estonia

3.9

4.5

1.4

-0.1

2.6

1.6

2.1

3.0

6.3

0.6

3.9

5.6

3.6

1.4

3.0

4.1

4.4

6.7

10.6

0.2

Latvia

2.6

2.5

2.0

2.9

6.2

6.9

6.6

10.1

15.3

3.3

Lithuania

1.1

1.6

0.3

-1.1

1.2

2.7

3.8

5.8

11.1

4.2

Hungary

10.0

9.1

5.2

4.7

6.8

3.5

4.0

7.9

6.0

4.0

Poland

10.1

5.3

1.9

0.7

3.6

2.2

1.3

2.6

4.2

4.0

Romania

45.7

34.5

22.5

15.3

11.9

9.1

6.6

4.9

7.9

5.6

Slovakia

12.2

7.2

3.5

8.4

7.5

2.8

4.3

1.9

2.5

0.9

2.6

3.0

3.2

3.2

Reference
value

3.3

2.4

Source: Eurostat, EC Convergence Reports
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The first dilemma that some of the countries had to face was
high growth vs. low inflation. Due to the lower level of price level
the catching-up process, the Balassa-Samuelsson effect applies in
various degrees to all of the NMS countries. Political pressure to
match the increase in prices in the social policy sphere accentuated
the inflation even further, and the reluctance to implement austerity
packages resulted in difficulties in coping with this criterion. Also,
measures to bring down inflation may have adverse affect on the
GDP growth.
In terms of the importance of the EU to the NMS, let us look at
the trade statistics of these countries.
Table 3.4: Portion of countries exports to EU 27
to total exports (%)
Country
Bulgaria
Czech
Republic

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

56.2

60.7

62.1

63.2

62.2

60.0

60.7

60.8

60.0

85.9

86.5

85.7

87.3

87.1

85.5

85.7

85.3

84.9

Estonia

88.1

81.3

81.7

82.4

80.4

78.1

65.6

70.2

70.0

Latvia

80.7

78.6

77.8

79.4

77.4

76.5

72.5

72.5

68.6

Lithuania

74.7

73.3

69.3

62.8

67.2

65.7

63.6

64.8

60.3

Hungary

83.6

83.8

84.5

84.2

83.1

80.9

79.2

79.0

78.2

Poland

81.2

81.2

81.2

81.9

80.3

78.6

79.0

78.9

77.8

Romania

72.2

75.2

73.8

75.3

74.7

70.1

70.3

72.0

70.5

Slovenia

72.1

70.6

68.6

68.2

67.5

68.2

68.4

69.3

68.1

Slovakia

89.8

90.6

89.5

85.9

86.7

87.2

86.8

86.8

85.3

Source: Eurostat
It is clear that EU constitutes a very important part of the trade of
the NMS – comparable, and in many cases higher, than in the case
of old member states (OMS). Trade dependency is a crucial category,
especially when combined with a high degree of the openness of
the economy. Therefore, for all the NMS countries, EU represents
a strong incentive to develop its trade policy with the rest of the
countries. On the other hand, a very high degree of dependence may
lead to problems, especially in the times of recession. In the times
of the economic crisis in 2008-2009, the GDP in NMS fell primarily
because of a slack in the demand from foreign countries, notably in
Germany. The small potential of domestic demand to jumpstart the
economy in the times of recession exposed a common vulnerability
to all the NMS, with a small exception in Poland.
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Table 3.5: Openness of economy – export+import/GDP
Country

2000

2001

Bulgaria

116,76 118,72 111,49 117,31 125,51 136,59 147,88 148,88 143,72

Czech
Republic

129,77 133,20 122,53 125,84 140,23 141,25 149,41 155,14 149,63

Estonia

172,79 162,13 149,22 145,87 153,20 161,94 172,08 156,84 155,45

Hungary

147,94 143,72 128,16 125,46 129,73 133,81 154,89 159,14 161,67
92,69

2002

91,50

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

96,72 103,53 110,08 111,23 104,61

2008

Latvia

90,32

Lithuania

95,77 105,09 111,13 108,14 111,18 122,18 128,34 122,18 129,74

96,74

Poland

60,67

57,78

60,73

69,32

77,34

74,91

82,52

84,39

83,24

Romania

70,59

74,46

76,48

76,90

80,96

76,21

68,19

73,58

70,27

Slovak
Republic

143,50 153,54 149,54 153,63 151,90 157,20 172,80 174,48 168,31

Slovenia

111,38 111,78 109,30 108,17 117,30 124,85 133,77 141,63

Source: World Bank
Again, the category of openness of economy offers a heterogeneous picture. We can classify most of the NMS, with the exception of
Poland, as small and very open economies. Poland is probably the
only country with a sufficiently large domestic market to be able
to have a significant effect on the economic cycle in the country –
and the impact of the crisis was a little lower, when Poland was the
only country from the group of NMS to register economic growth
in 2009. What is clear from Tables 3.4 and 3.5 combined is that there
is a relatively high degree of dependence and interdependence between the NMS and the rest of the EU. There are basically 2 groups
of countries – those whose degree of openness is higher than 100
– and when we look at the figures, all of them are at least 130 and
more – and those that are below 100. The countries with preferences
for an early entry – Slovakia, Slovenia, Lithuania, and also Estonia
are in the first group, and Romania, Poland and Latvia – all of them
with the preference for a late entry – have the openness index of
lower than 100. Of course, it does not explain the rest of the countries that are in the first group, but have a preference of late entry.
Again, these figures tell us that what appears to be a homogeneous
group at the first glance does have its differences in the economic
performance.
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Table 3.6: Real convergence – HDP per capita PPS – EU27=100
Country

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Slovenia

78.6

80.6

79.8

79.7

82.3

83.4

86.4

87.5

87.7

88.6

90.9

Bulgaria

26.9

26.9

27.8

29.2

30.9

32.5

33.7

34.5

36.5

37.7

41.3

Czech
Republic

70.4

69.5

68.5

70.2

70.4

73.4

75.1

75.9

77.0

80.1

80.4

Estonia

42.5

42.5

45.0

46.4

50.0

54.5

57.4

61.6

65.2

68.8

67.4

Latvia

35.6

36.0

36.7

38.7

41.2

43.3

45.6

48.6

51.6

55.7

57.3

Lithuania

40.4

38.9

39.3

41.5

44.1

49.1

50.5

52.9

55.3

59.3

61.9

Hungary

54.5

54.7

55.3

58.9

61.6

62.8

63.4

63.2

63.2

62.6

64.4

Poland

47.8

48.5

48.3

47.6

48.3

48.9

50.6

51.4

51.9

54.4

56.4

Romania

23.1

26.2

26.1

27.8

29.4

31.3

34.1

35.0

38.4

41.6

-

Slovakia

52.1

50.5

50.1

52.4

54.1

55.4

57.0

60.2

63.4

67.7

72.3

Source: Eurostat
The difference in economic performance and conditions is perhaps the best demonstrated on the real convergence expressed in
purchasing power standards individual states. Marked differences
can be noted in the starting positions as well as the speed of the
catching-up process. The economic development in Bulgaria which
started off with 27% or EU average in 1998 would be very different
from that of Slovenia, at 78.6%. That means the starting position of
the countries was very different, and the policy mix to execute the
catching-up process had to differ as well. When we look at the numbers from 2008, Slovakia and Slovenia are both converged on at least
70%. The rest of the countries is located between 50 and 70%, with
the exception of Czech Republic and Romania and Bulgaria. The
better converged a country, the less danger of drastic measures. The
last difference or constraint in economic performance is the level of
public debt. It is one of the Maastricht convergence criteria, and also
has implications for the domestic economy.
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Table 3.7: Public debt
Country

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Slovenia

22.1 24.6 27.6 26.8 28.0 27.5 27.2 27.0 26.7 23.4 22.6 35.9

Bulgaria
Czech
Republic

79.6 79.3 74.3 67.3 53.6 45.9 37.9 29.2 22.7 18.2 14.1 14.8
15.0 16.4 18.5 25.1 28.5 30.1 30.4 29.7 29.4 28.7 30.0 35.4

Estonia

5.5

6.0

5.2

4.8

5.6

5.5

5.1

4.5

4.2

Latvia

9.6 12.5 12.3 14.0 13.5 14.6 14.9 12.4 10.7

3.4

4.6

7.2

9.0 19.5 36.1

Lithuania

16.6 22.8 23.7 23.1 22.4 21.2 19.4 18.6 18.2 17.3 15.6 29.3

Hungary

60.4 59.5 54.3 52.1 55.7 58.0 59.4 61.6 65.6 65.9 72.9 78.3

Poland

38.9 39.6 36.8 37.6 42.2 47.1 45.7 47.1 47.6 45.2 47.2 51.0

Romania

18.8 22.1 24.7 26.0 25.0 21.5 18.8 15.8 12.4 13.0 13.3 23.7

Slovakia

34.5 47.9 50.4 19.0 43.4 42.4 41.4 34.2 30.4 29.3 27.7 35.7

Source: Eurostat
Again, the heterogeneity of the countries is apparent. Some of
the states, especially Baltic states, started off with e very small debt
burden, and were not forced to adjust their economic policies, while
Bulgaria and Hungary, and to a certain degree Poland, did have to
factor in the impact of the public debt.
From the above indicators – GDP growth, trade dependency,
openness of economy, price level convergence and public debt – lack
of homogeneity in the economic performance which provides the
base for the political decision-making, is obvious. For that reason,
there has been very little or no cooperation between the NMS in the
field of coordinating their efforts or policies to join the EMU. The
diversity in economic performance places unique dilemmas framed
by various economic policy constraints. As a result, the cooperation
has been mostly limited to the technical aspect of the accession, with
the present EMU members sharing their experience from the communication campaign or the changeover period, but very limited
in the area of finding a common ideal policy mix, which is very unlikely to exist.
The economic performance is not the only factor that complicates
and impacts the preferences and accession process to the Eurozone.
Prior to the creation of the EMU, and before the “Snake” in the 70s
of 20th century, two basic views on the role of monetary policy were
competing against each other. Germany with its policies of hard currency and low inflation proved to be more successful than France or
Italy with their inflation and devaluation based policies as the eco66

nomic policies of the 1970s failed dramatically. “Consequently, the
shift in domestic political economies toward macroeconomic discipline is a critical factor in explaining the drive for monetary union.”
(Sandholtz, 1993, p.5) Different patterns of monetary and fiscal policies in NMS are projected in the strategic decisions of the political
elites. The tradition of monetary policies backed with the durability
of the institutions – namely the central banks in this case – creates
a various attachment of the public to the national currency and attributes it the status of a national symbol. The links of currency to
the national sovereignty is extremely difficult to study because of
its ephemeral nature. Mixture of emotional and pragmatic attitudes
makes a sketchy picture at the best, but it provides another piece of
the puzzle to clarify the picture. The currencies can be divided into
“new” and “old”. Obviously, the emotional attachment of public to
a currency existing for a few years will be inferior to that of a record
of 90 years.
Table 3.8: Creation of currencies
National currency

Date of creation

Slovak koruna

1.1.1993

Czech koruna

10.4.1919

Hungarian forint
Polish złoty
Slovenian tolar

1.8.1946
1924
8.10.1991

Bulgarian lev

1881

Romanian leu

22.8. 1867

Estonian kroon

22.6. 1992

Latvian lats
Lithuanian litas

1993
25.6. 1993

The criterion for the selection was the date of creation of the same
currency that is used in these countries now (or was used before the
adoption of euro) without a break or without being supplanted by
other currency. For that reason, the Baltic currencies existing in the
region in the period of 1922 -1940 are discarded, as well as first złoty
that used to be the currency in the Kingdom of Poland and PolishLithuanian Commonwealth from 15th century until 19th century, as
it was succeeded by ruble and marka. On the other hand, changes
caused by hyperinflation and the subsequent devaluation are not
considered a change in currency – third złoty is still a złoty, the same
with new Romanian leu. The story of the Slovak and Czech korunas
is similar, but with differences at the same time. Both of these curren-
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cies were de facto created in 1993, their predecessor being Czechoslovak koruna, created in 1919. The fundamental difference, however,
is that Slovaks viewed their currency as a separate one from the currency of Czechoslovakia, while Czechs consider Czech koruna a direct successor of the previous one. This legacy is tied to the broader
issue of federalist and confederalist feelings in the beginning of
1990s, as well as the process of nation-state building. Also, during
Czechoslovakia, most of the fiscal institutions were based in Prague
rather than Bratislava, which created a strong feeling of ownership
among the Czechs. Therefore, the currencies can be divided into
a group of „new“ currencies – created in 1990s , and „old“ currencies – created in 19th and the first half of 20th century. The emotional
attachment to the new currencies is significantly lower, as 20 years
is not a sufficient time to create one. As one respondent put it, we
had dinar before, then we had tolar, so it is the pragmatism of Slovenes.
If this is something that will enable us to have a better standard, then: why
not? There wasn’t much attachment to the tolar, either. (NCS-08-15) The
short duration of the currencies is accentuated by the plans to adopt
euro that have been in place since 2002/2003. The long durability of
the currency does not necessarily mean the attachment is strong.
The emotional part of the attachment may be strong, and the currency may be viewed as a national symbol, but the performance of
the currency, or the pragmatic part of the attachment, comes into
play. This period (crisis) showed the people that crown did not only have
the tendency to rise, but also to decline. That means the wealth would not
be as significant as at its highest point. (VIS-03-06) The performance of
the currency, its track record, is very important to public, whether
and how often in the past did people lose money because of administrative devaluations. For example, Polish currency did devaluate
several times, but the importance of złoty as a national symbol is
still quite high. Złoty is treated as a sign of our sovereignty and national
identity. We are very proud of złoty, which was constructed before World
War II and we had quite strong economy then before communism era. We
like to compare with those times. (VIS-04-09)
A country with both strong sentimental and pragmatic attachment is Czech Republic. Czechoslovak koruna, viewed as a direct
antecedent of Czech crown, had a very good track record based on
a very conservative monetary policy. This tradition was kept in the
last decade, and before the crisis, koruna belonged to the most rapidly appreciating currencies in the world – 22% in 2008. We have
a rather stable currency; Czech crown is able to buy quite a lot right now,
so it does play a certain role. (VIS-02-01) This situation created quite
a strong feeling towards crown among the population, to be then
transposed into the preferences of the political elites. Czech crown
has always been a strong currency; there is a tradition since 1918. It’s
true that Slovenia did not have this problem, as they only had the tolar
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for a few years. In Slovakia, loss of crown was not perceived as a tragedy.
But in Czech Republic, there is certain pride. Our thousand crown banknote received an award as the prettiest banknote that shows the degree of
the emotional level. Forint was not the hardest currency in Europe, either.
Slovenia, Hungary and Poland, they all survived a period of hyperinflation. Czech Republic did not. The currency has a value in the eyes of people.
Pride of a significant segment of the population on the crown is an important factor here. (VIS-02-02) An opposite story is that of Hungary.
It traditionally preferred the policy of “light” money. Its low credibility can be documented by ever increasing yield on the government
bonds, which resulted in a large portion of the population borrowing in euros or Swiss francs. The fall of Hungarian forint in 2008 and
2009 in fact caused a significant rise in the indebtedness of private
households, which in turn has a negative impact on the emotional
attachment to the currency. If we take Czechoslovakia and Hungary during the last 100 years, their monetary policies have been very different. It is
clear that Hungary has focused on inflationary policy, on non-conservative
monetary policy, while Czechoslovakia has always, even during communism, preferred very tough conservative policy of stable money. Hungary
traditionally prefers the policy of loose money. (VIS-01-05) To conclude,
fiscal and monetary traditions add another complex dimension to
the accession process and highlight the dilemma between flexibility
and stability.
The third explanation for the high complexity and its consequences is the absence of templates in the accession process. Unlike
in the EU and Schengen accession, there is little to implement and
more to formulate and decide. The freedom to choose along the temporal dimension of accession implies greater responsibility on the
side of NMS, which brings more complex dilemmas for them. The
asymmetry of positions vis-à-vis EU institutions is underlined by the
absence of a unified road map or a „toolbox“ that could be used
by the countries. It is exercised primarily through the evaluation of
progress, with relatively few suggestions from EU authorities. The
sovereignty of countries and their right to choose the optimal way
to enter the EMU is a two-edged sword. There is little interference
from the EU, but that also implies lesser degree of guidance. The
abovementioned economic diversity of the countries partially explains the absence of the templates to be followed, complemented
by the „loose“ guidance from EU institutions. The only area where
there can be seen a strict guidance were the acquis concerning the
position and independence of central banks. This area, however,
proved to be quite easily accomplished, as most of the central banks
in the NMS were modeled after Bundesbank. Paradoxically, Malta
and Cyprus needed to amend their legislation in a more significant
way than NMS countries. Article 109e of the Treaty of the European
Union from 1992 states that „ ... each Member State shall:
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(a) adopt, if necessary, with a view to permitting the assessment provided for in subparagraph (b), multiannual programmes intended to ensure the lasting convergence necessary for the achievement of economic and monetary union, in particular with regard
to price stability and sound public finances;
(b) the Council shall, on the basis of a report from the Commission,
assess the progress made with regard to economic and monetary convergence, in particular with regard to price stability and
sound public finances, and the progress made with the implementation of Community law concerning the internal market.“
(Treaty on the European Union, 1992)
The past experience of NMS with EU accession and Schengen,
two of the experiences comparable in their magnitude to the EMU
entry, was characterized by clear templates to be followed. The space
for maneuvering was smaller, reducing often the role of candidate
states to implementators. Asymmetry in the relationship with the
EU is also a consequence of the fact that NMS are entering a highly integrated Europe. The Eurozone as such started functioning in
a full mode in 2002 that means roughly at the same time the first
strategies were being created by NMS. However, the process that
led to the culmination point had been underway since the beginning
of 1990s, and its preparations even 20 years earlier. Thus, the aim of
the criteria were not the NMS, since they were still a long way from
EU membership, but rather former (and present) troublemakers,
such as for example Mediterranean countries.
The fourth and final reason that complicates the accession process
is the attitude of EU institutions. Unlike in previous cases, most notably EU accession and Schengen accession, where the Commission
was quite active, the EMU entry does not represent a vital interest
for the EU or the EU institutions. The candidate states may be perceived as liabilities, for three reasons. First, the negative experience
of Slovenia right after adoption of euro with rapidly rising inflation
created the impression that it was somehow a “euro-induced” rise
in prices. Despite that being false, the assessment of EU institutions
was incorrect, which led to an even more strict evaluation of the criteria, as was seen in case of Slovakia. With the exception of Poland,
none of the candidate countries will have a significant impact on
the Eurozone from the economic point of view, but they could have
an impact on the image of the Eurozone. Second, the crisis had an
adverse impact on the economies of these countries, and it is very
probable that they need to “clean their own yard” before being seriously considered to enter. Eurozone does not need any problematic
economies at the moment, and will not accept any. Third, the level
of real convergence, or the “hidden criterion” has raised concerns
for over a decade. As seen in Table 3.6, none of the countries are
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above 75% of EU-27 in GDP per capita. The catch-up process is tied
with a higher inflation, and may insinuate an inferior position of
the candidate countries, or their unreadiness. Those are the reasons
that result in a strict legalistic position of the EU institutions. Both
of the institutions that are most heavily involved – European Commission and European Central Bank – function as gatekeepers very
efficiently, as seen in the case of Lithuania’s entry denial, and in the
light of problems in Greece, this policy will not change.
The asymmetry of member states’ position towards EU is quite
high, namely those who are outside of Euro Area, have no formal
instruments to influence the decision-making on the EU level. . The
deliberations of the Eurogroup that take place before the ECOFIN
meetings are strictly limited to the members of the EMU, and while
they affect both meetings, the candidate countries are not admitted
to them. The lack of cooperation on the part of the NMS also implies
a lack of coordination vis-à-vis the EU institutions. The example of
the outdatedness of Maastricht criteria and the lack of any coherent
common approach is the most visible, and it demonstrates the rivalry and the competitiveness of the individual states. There isn’t then
the question of equality of treatment – there have been voices of
displeasure comparing the EU’s benevolence of evaluating Greece
at the time of accession with the strictness of Lithuania’s evaluation.
„The approach of the EU institutions has been very correct and professional, but also extremely strict. They did not pardon us [author’s note: Slovakia] anything, they kept us under strain until the last moment; we did not
know what the evaluation would be. We did not get any signals that it was
underway or that it will be all right – closed gates until the last moment.
On the other hand, there were no demotivational proclamations, either.“
(VIS-03-01) From the point of view of the candidate countries, there
may be insufficient rewards to shape their economic policy mix with
just the Eurozone entry as the foremost goal. Eurozone does represent a club, but its exclusivity may be questioned. The Eurogroup
and ECOFIN deliberations may not be a sufficient incentive for the
NMS. The Eurozone have had a positive impact on its members, but
not as great as expected. From 2005, the benign global context enabling the “good times” for euro began to erode, for internal and external reasons. (Dyson, 2008, p. 13) The exclusiveness of the club can
be somehow questioned, which makes the alternative of flexibility
and faster growth in the local economy for the candidate countries
more attractive.
EMU entry: a fairy tale with happy ending?
The greater complexity of the EMU accession process than was
anticipated resulted from economic diversity, different traditions
of monetary policy, absence of clear templates in the accession and
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the ambivalent attitude of EU institutions. These phenomena contributed to the attribution of greater responsibility to the NMS that
bear the burden of choose and act accordingly. There are different
dilemmas posed for the countries, enhancing the complexity of the
accession process. The first dilemma is between high growth and
low inflation – already mentioned above. The second dilemma is
between flexibility and stability, and more concretely between the
use of abandoning the instrument of monetary policy. Romania and
Visegrad countries opted for some variation of a floating regime,
while Baltic states and Bulgaria chose a fixed exchange rate. The
third dilemma exists between the reforms necessary to be implemented, mostly in pension system and public finance system, and
the apparent low popularity of such measures. The fourth and final dilemma lays in the attractiveness of the Eurozone itself, and its
capacity to act as a shield for certain unpopular measures, so it is
tied with the third dilemma as well. The popularity of the Eurozone
in NMS is not overwhelming (with the exception of Romania), and
the “bad times” for Eurozone accentuated this phenomenon even
more.
Table 3.9: Support of people of a common currency
2008
NMS10/8

2009

happy

unhappy

happy

unhappy

47.1

39.7

48.5

38.5

BUL

50.1

30.9

48.6

30.8

CZE

42.4

47.9

37.3

53.9

EST

38.2

47.3

38.2

48.7

LAT

30.5

58.9

32.4

50.4

LIT

39.7

50.5

48.4

36.9

HUN

46.7

43.1

54.0

38.3

POL

41.0

46.0

45.2

43.8

ROM

61.6

21.2

59.6

23.0

SVK

52.0

42.9

–

–

SLO

–

–

–

–

Source: Eurobarometer 2009, 2008
If we do not consider Slovakia, which is in the Eurozone already,
and Romania, which has an unusually high support for euro, only
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in Hungary more than a half of population supports the accession
to the Eurozone. Bulgaria and Lithuania are close with 48,6 and
48,4 per cent respectively, but in the rest of the countries, the support is below 40%. That means, of course, that it is not a “winning”
topic in the elections, and therefore tends not to attract a big interest
from the political elites.
These dilemmas assist in determining the preferences of the
countries. It is quite difficult to categorize them, so we chose a multidimensional division– on the political level, or the willingness to
submit the country to a commitment, and the economic level, or the
capacity and readiness of the country to fulfill the Maastricht criteria. A plus means a positive value meaning its readings on the given
level, while minus means the opposite.
Table 3.10: NMS preferences
Country

Economic level

Political level

Slovenia

+

+

Slovakia

+

+

Estonia

–

+

Latvia

–

+

Lithuania

–

+

Czech Republic

+

–

Hungary

–

+

Poland

+

–

Romania

–

+

Bulgaria

–

+

Source: author
We can basically distinguish three groups of countries. Using
a fairy-tale terminology, the first group of countries can be called
Red Riding Hoods – Slovakia and Slovenia, or the two EMU member countries already. The second can be called Sleeping Beauties,
and it comprises Czech Republic and to a certain degree, or rather
certain date also Poland – those are the countries that decided to
wait for better times. And the last group, consisting of the remaining
6 countries, can be called Cinderellas – they may be willing to make
a commitment, but lack the capacity to deliver the required results.
In the next section, we shall look at these groups more in detail.
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A.

Red Riding Hoods

The first group is composed of those countries that did not change
their original preference and early entry remained their preference,
and at the same time successfully implemented their accession strategy. Slovakia and Slovenia are the only NMS that fulfilled their original target dates set before their accession to the EU. As Red Riding
Hood, they were “good pupils”, obedient and observant. They had
a clear goal and adjusted the instruments necessary to achieve it.
Their story ended with a happy-end, mainly thanks to their cleverness and ability to foresee the development in the future.
Slovenia
In Slovenia, the support of euro both from the political elites and
public was quite strong. From the economic point of view, there
were few, if any, objections at all. If we take one of the categories
considered as an indicator of real convergence, which is business
cycle correlation, it shows that business cycles in Slovenia have
been well correlated with its major trade partners and EMU over the
last ten years and the correlation is higher with the countries that
are more important Slovenia’s trade partners. (Lavrač and Žumer,
2003). For example, the business cycles between Slovenia and core
Europe have been more synchronized than between the core Europe
and Great Britain. Euro is very attached to core European business cycle,
Germany and all the rest previously attached to the German mark. As this
have been Slovenia’s major export market, the economic cycle was to a very
large degree already synchronized with the cycle of those countries. (NCS08-03) Slovenia is a small, open economy, and a majority of its trading partners are the Eurozone members (68,4% of Slovenia’s exports
were with EU, out of which 75,7% with members of the Eurozone in
2006). The macroeconomic foundations were sound – Slovenia did
not have problems with public deficit or debt, so the only questionable category that remained was inflation.
Besides the macroeconomic figures, identity played a big role
when formulating the strategy, as well as prestige. From retrospective, the Eurozone entry was one of the main foreign policy goals
of Slovenia even before the accession to the EU. Looking back at our
history of the currency and the negotiations, there was the image of being
the most advanced of the countries that applied for the accession. It was
really important that we were the most advanced also in the progress of
negotiating the individual chapters. Then it was important to be the first
to have euro, then Schengen and have the presidency. (NCS-09-03) Where
identity is concerned, Slovenia felt (and still feels) much more a part
of the western Europe than a part of the Balkans. Ever since the fall
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of communism, the efforts to distinguish itself from the rest of the
Balkans and former Yugoslavia, has been the key issue of state and
national identity in Slovenia. “The geo-strategic context of the early,
radical and violent break with Yugoslavia produced a strong consensual drive to be a leader in seeking EU membership and in dissociating itself from west Balkan instabilities.” (Dyson, 2007)
The support for euro was also boosted by the fact that a majority
of the population did not feel an emotional attachment to the national currency, as tolar had been in circulation only for a few years.
Everyone knew that the euro is considered and should be a stable currency
and we were afraid of inflation due to historic experiences – in former Yugoslavia inflation was high. People living that time saved the value of the
many in the way that they bought foreign currencies (German marks in
most of the cases) on the black market. So the idea of stability is deeply
rooted. Despite the fact that we have been proud of our currency, the tolar,
that was as well very stable currency but when there was a first chance we
decided to adopt the euro. (NCS-08-03) Therefore, historical legacy in
the form of making a clear break from the past is visible both in geostrategic and monetary terms.
Slovakia
The preferences of Slovakia with respect to the Eurozone entry
were based on the macroeconomic analysis of the economy and
prognoses of its future development, as well as on the analyses
of advantages and disadvantages of early entry to the EMU. The
process of formulating the euro entry strategy began in the years
2001-2003. The result of the analyses was the predominance of the
advantages over disadvantages, resulting in the Slovak preferences
to enter as soon as possible. The target date was set to 2008 or 2009,
depending on the revision of the Stability and Growth Pact and how
would the pensions reform affect the public finances. The conclusion
of the main analysis conducted by NBS was that after evaluating advantages and disadvantages, the advantages were greater, that means for a small,
open economy like Slovakia, existentially dependent on the import of raw
materials, as well as on export of its products – since it is the dominant
source of Slovakia’s GDP – was the earliest possible entry to Eurozone.
(VIS-03-01) This aim was also transferred to be one of the strategic goals of the government after the 2002 election, as a part of the
European integration strategy. As in Slovenia, the macroeconomic
foundations were sound, and a quite high ratio of exports directed
to the EU – 86.8% in 2006 and 85.3% in 2008 – made an argument
for the early entry. The same goes for the size and openness of the
economy. “The openness of Slovak economy gradually increased
from 120% to 180% in the course of the last 10 years, and it is the
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most open economy in the Visegrad region.” (Šikulová, 2007) The
leading institution in the accession process was the National Bank
of Slovakia, responsible for the analytical part, but also for a great
part of the communication part of the strategy. One significant factor that facilitated the successful completion and implementation of
the strategy was the institutional cooperation between the National
Bank of Slovakia (NBS) and the Ministry of Finance, whose activities
complemented each other nicely. Between the central bank and Ministry of Finance there was a division of labor. After setting the target date
by the NBS, government and ministry cooperated nicely, and it was quite
easy to reach compromises. The institutional cooperation was a model one,
every institution knowing its part and fulfilling its role. (VIS-03-07) Most
importantly, the Ministry of Finance managed to keep the goals in
the area of public finances that were outlined in the strategy.
The most significant fact that influenced the accession process
of Slovakia to EMU was the political continuity. After the 2006 elections, when a center-right coalition was replaced by a coalition of social democrats and nationalist parties, a short period of uncertainty
regarding the continuity of reforms and the Eurozone entry began.
The reaction of financial markets was rapid, resulting in the necessity of the massive interventions of the NBS, and also under the
pressure from international markets, the new government opted for
keeping the existing strategy. The most important thing that happened
here was the almost absolute political consensus on this issue. Slovakia may
be the only country where the target of the Eurozone entry has not been a
political topic, which is very important for the fulfillment of the criteria.
The former government started it and the current government adopted it
in full scale. We may be unique in this respect among the NMS. (VIS-0301) The continuity on the political level, atypical for the region of
Visegrad countries, guaranteed keeping the set goals, among them
in the sphere of public finances, which was reflected in the successful completion of the strategy. A certain weight was also added by
the perception of the EMU entry as a fulfillment of an important
foreign policy goal as well as a shift to the pro-european attitudes.
Entry to the Schengen area as well as the Eurozone became the priorities of Slovak foreign policy as the next immediate goals after the
EU accession – not unlike in other NMS.
One key element in the accession process was the implementation of reforms. The reason why Slovakia kept its target date is the
reforms. They started the economy to such growths that made fulfillment
of the Maastricht criteria, including deficit, relatively easy. (VIS-03-09)
Most of the reforms were implemented in the period 1998 to 2006.
Despite the fact that Smer-led government put a stop or slowed the
pace of various reforms, they took effect in the period following
2006 – the period when Slovakia’s bid for EMU was being evaluated. The most important reforms were the tax reform, partially pen76

sions reform, labor market reforms leading to its flexibilization, and
public finances reform. Some of them were related directly to the
Maastricht criteria, e.g. budgetary policy reform, but many were
not, at least not in the direct relation. For example, the tax reform
and the Labor Code reform positively influenced the foreign direct
investment (FDI) influx, which led to a higher growth rate and subsequently easier fulfillment of the public finances criteria. Not unlike in Slovenia, national identity also seemed to play a certain role
in deciding the preferences, although in a different manner. “The
nature of Slovakia accession path to the EU had important consequences… the emphasis on achieving the membership per se allowed the government in power to shape significantly the country’s
stance on EU integration, particularly in the first few years of membership.” (Haughton, Malová, 2007) The desire to complete the integration was a powerful driving factor uniting most of the political
parties in coalition. The attitude of the EU institutions toward Slovakia was quite cautious, partially because of the previous negative
experience with Slovenian case, and also because of Slovakia being
the first country to join the Eurozone with the floating exchange
rate regime. There were no formal objections raised to Slovakia’s
candidacy, although the two decisive evaluation reports differed
quite a bit. The ECB doubted the sustainability of the Maastricht
criteria, and that was also the message of the Convergence report
from May 2008 (European Central Bank, 2008), but the decisive EC
evaluation was positive.
Common characteristics
A mix of economic and political factors contributed to the success of these two countries. From the economic point of view, both
countries enjoyed a stable and significant growth in the last 5 years
before the Eurozone entry (see Table 3.2). Although Slovenia did not
match the massive growth in the last years as in Slovakia, both countries’ growth rates exceeded those of most of OMS. The stable and
positive GDP growth contributes significantly to the fulfillment of
the public finances criteria. Euro should be adopted when the economy
is peaking, never when it’s in recession. (VIS-03-06) This assumption
fully backs the growth data for both Slovakia and Slovenia – neither
was showing any signs of recession, the economies were growing.
Real convergence in the GDP per capita also converged with EMU
– Slovenia’s level increased from 65% in 2000 to over 75% of EU
level in 2006, while Slovakia’s level increased from 44% in 2000 to
approximately 60% in 2007. As mentioned before, economic foundations were sound, and neither country had problems with fulfilling any criteria, with the exception of inflation. Considering the size
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and openness of economy, or major trading partners, both Slovakia
and Slovenia are small-size open economies, therefore it could back
Katzenstein’s (1985) argument of supporting the integration. However, the preferences of other member states that also fit these criteria but have very different preferences invalidate, or at least put this
assumption in doubt. The same applies for major trading partners,
when Slovakia was the leader among NMS in its ratio of exports
destined for EU with around 85% (see Table 3.4) and Slovenia with
around 69% for several years, but these figures are similar to other
NMS, which have different preferences. Therefore, the transactionalist hypothesis must be rejected for this sample of countries and
this policy. The economic factors provide a base for the political decision concerning the preference, and in a way determine them, as
it will be shown on the other groups of countries. In that sense, the
economic base for the two successful entrants was very promising,
not acting as limiting constraints, but rather supporting factor.
Our respondents (VIS-03-07, VIS-03-06, VIS-03-01, VIS-03-05,
VIS-03-09, VIS-03-08, VIS-03-03) agree that one crucial moment explaining the success of the strategy were the reforms. The reform
measures in the period 2000 – 2006 helped make the business environment more transparent and lead to relatively high growth rates
in both countries. Brussels made an analysis that concludes that Slovakia by implementing the pension reform became macroeconomically much
more stable country than before. (VIS-03-05) Improving business environment also meant influx of FDI, resulting in higher GDP growth.
The euro was an exponential effect to the reforms that Slovakia had done,
and as a perfectly logical outcome of the reform process. (VIS-03-06) High
economic growth and a faster convergence of the Slovak economy
can be explained with a complex package of bold structural reforms
in the years 2002-2006. (Gál, 2010). The reforms, however, do not
belong solely to the area of economic indicators, but they represent
an intersection between economic and political factors. That is not
to say that the reforms in both countries were identical – Slovenia
adopted a more gradualist approach, linked to the consensual policy-making (Dyson, 2007). The common characteristic displayed in
both countries was the duration of reforms and their relatively low
costs, resulting in a lasting and sustainable growth. The policy mix,
albeit not the same, in both countries, fitted the external conditions
so well that they created a window of opportunity for the political
decision, rather than acting as a constraint.
From the point of view of political factors, there are several that
must be mentioned. First, the already mentioned identity factor,
which can be partially ascribed to legacies – in Slovenia’s case, the
desire to distinguish itself from the former Yugoslavia, in Slovakia’s
case, the EU accession process and its failure in 1997, as well as nation-building process, with Czech Republic as the reference point.
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One of the arguments against the early entry was: When not the Czech,
why us? (VIS-03-06)
Respondents (VIS-03-06, VIS-03-01, VIS-03-05, NCS-08-03) also
stressed the importance of having a political consensus or political
continuity. Many cross party agreements and agreements with social partners (e.g. wage moderation) have been necessary to preserve price stability
– that would not be achievable without having a string consensus in favor
of joining the euro and of course to pay the price for it. So everyone played
by the book which is not always easy in politics. (NCS-08-03) The simple
fact is that the formulation and implementation of the strategy does
take more than one electoral cycle. Since the formulation of strategy
until the adoption of euro, there was one parliamentary election in
Slovenia, in 2004. The same applies for Slovakia that had parliamentary election in 2006. In both of these cases, there was a change of
government – Slovenian Democratic Party followed the Liberal Democracy of Slovenia’s government, and in Slovakia, Smer-led government replaced SDKU coalition. Political continuity in both cases
is out of question – in the sense of stable coalitions lasting more than
one electoral cycle during the accession period. That leaves political
consensus and/or political continuity on this particular issue.
What was different, however, from Baltic states was that the
growth rates affected the levels of inflation to a lesser degree. Another factor that helped succeed the strategy was an absence of a
concerted opposition. With the exception of a few think-tanks,
mainly from the conservative circles, and the unclear position of
Christian Democratic Movement (KDH), there were no voices calling for an alternative strategy in Slovakia heard. In Slovenia, the
absence of opposition can be neatly demonstrated by the social
contract between government, business associations and trade unions concerning the price stability. The government (political elites)
managed to persuade its social partners that euro adoption would
be advantageous for the country, and thus eliminated two potential
opponents.
What distinguishes these Red Riding Hoods from the rest is the
magnitude of compromises or austerity measures that needed to be
undertaken. As it was mentioned earlier, high levels of economic
growth facilitated the fulfillment of most of Maastricht criteria, the
only one problematic being the inflation. Slovakia profited from its
floating currency to partially deflect inflationary pressures, while
Slovenia used the abovementioned social contract in order to freeze
prices. Therefore, no drastic austerity packages were needed in order to bring about the adoption of the euro. The policy mix fitting
the window of opportunity was the correct one, making the tradeoffs resulting from euro very small. As we will see, the tradeoff between monetary union and economic growth was more significant
in other analyzed countries. The last political factor is the spillover
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effect from the EU integration. This groups of countries viewed the
Eurozone entry as a completion of EU integration (like most NMS
countries), and also as an integral part of the EU integration process
(unlike most of the NMS). The temporal dimension perhaps plays
an important role here – the relatively easy implementation of the
strategies did not cause a shift of perception of EMU entry from a
foreign policy goal to a monetary goal, as it happened in other NMS.
Therefore, the positive effect of EU integration spilled over also to
this field.
The EMU accession process, when compared to the accession
process to the EU, it was quite different. The strong conditionality
and the asymmetry of position with respect to the EU and its institutions is the same, but in other matters, NMS have a more free hand.
The EU plays a much less significant role in directing them in the
accession process – with virtually no directives, only broad recommendations touching on areas directly connected to the Maastricht
criteria. The temporal dimension of the accession process is extremely important – e.g. the length of stay in ERM II is entirely within the
competences if the candidate countries. Basically, the relationship
between the candidate countries and EU institutions is much looser
than in EU integration, with all the policies and their implementation within domain of the states, and EU playing the role of the evaluator. When looking for the differences in the accession processes
of the two countries, one finds a slight difference in them, mostly
in the strictness applied by EU institutions. While Slovenia was the
first NMS entrant, and it was a great PR story for the Eurozone, its
own trajectory in inflation left a legacy in form of a very strict vigilance over the criteria. Slovakia did not know to the last moment the
outcome of the evaluation. The EU institutions hesitated for quite a long
time, and while the signals in other countries that fulfilled the criteria, came
much sooner. In Slovakia’s case, they hesitated until the last moment. (VIS03-07) What could the other countries take as lessons learned from
Red Riding Hoods? While successful, their paths towards membership were not without thorns. The development in Slovenia after the
Eurozone entry is quite well-known. The pact between government,
trade unions and business associations regarding freezing the prices
came to an end, which caused an immediate rise in prices. Due to
the rise in HICP, Slovenia became “a black sheep” of the Eurozone,
and in general its entry was not considered a success from the point
of view of EU institutions. It even led to speculations that right now
other candidate NMS are evaluated more strictly in order to avoid
another Slovenian case. The support for euro by the public decreased
a little as a consequence of the higher prices, but overall, especially
from the point of view of political elites, the Slovenian entry to EMU
as the first NMS is considered a success. Slovenia can serve as an
example of how administrative measures to tweak economy can
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lead to unsustainable results. On the other hand, the strategy of the
Slovak Republic is often marked as a model one, since it was relatively ambitious and well prepared – from the preliminary analyses
that resulted in the strategy, containing a specific plan committed
to enter by a specific date, as well as description of individual steps
to be taken, a timely roadmap and institutions responsible for the
implementation of these steps. The last question concerning the Red
Riding Hoods is whether they were successful in uploading some of
their preferences to the EU level. In other words, have they been able
to utilize their privileged position to influence the decision-making
in ECB and Eurogroup? The answer is no, in the sense that the EMU
enlargement did not cause any significant changes in the decisions
by the Commission and ECB. Both of these countries gained a voting right in the ECB Board of Governors, but because of their size
they did not have a great impact on the outcomes, nor did they bring
any new topics to the table. Their behavior is completely in line with
“treating the matters of monetary policy as matters of common interest”, as it was shown in March 2009, when both countries rejected
Hungary’s proposal for a fast-tracking accession to the EMU for the
candidate countries. Regarding uploading their experience in the accession process, both Slovakia and Slovenia are the favorite targets
of the non-members in technical matters and preparation, sharing
best practices.
B.

Cinderellas

The largest group of countries consists of countries that prefer
did not keep their original target dates, due to economic factors –
inflation, most of all, and in some cases public finances as well. This
group consists of Estonia, Latvia, Bulgaria, Romania, Lithuania and
Hungary. They possess the political will to enter, but their economies constraint them to a various degree. As Cinderellas, they hope
for a positive development, in many cases external (e.g. economic
crisis bringing down inflation, which is very beneficial for Estonia),
in order to reach the happy ending. Even with positive external development, they must work hard to achieve that goal, as did the
heroine in the fairy-tale.
Lithuania
Within the group of Cindirellas, one country stands as an exception. Lithuania represents an interesting case, since it is the only
country that was denied the entry to the Eurozone by the European
institutions. At the time of EU accession, Lithuania enjoyed excellent
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economic figures – currency pegged to the euro since 2002, economic
growth of 8 to 10 per cent, and deflation at the same time. These figures had a positive impact on the revenues of the state budget, subsequently creating growing pressure on social programs. Lithuania was
used to having very limited policies, no flexibilities, no fluctuations of the
currency, so it was knew how to solve the problems not to use the monetary
policy instruments, just to have fiscal instruments, so the Euro Area entry
seemed not to pose any challenge. (NCS-08-29) Similar to other Baltic
countries, Lithuanian government faced a dilemma – to agree on
measures lowering the growth, or better said inflation, for example
by lowering the contributions in the social sphere, that would have
probably lead to the adoption of euro, or not to agree on such measures. The trade-off was significantly higher than in the case of Slovakia or Slovenia. There was an apparent disparity between the elite
and public preferences – while political elites agreed on the necessity
to adopt euro as soon as possible, the public had a rather negative
attitude towards this. Due to this disparity, the government was not
able to use euro as a shield/cover to justify the restriction measures,
and opted for a more cautious approach, hoping that the inflation
criterion would be met in the end. There is one very important factor
that the population – only political elite was willing to introduce euro. That
was one of the reasons why the government did not make an additional
effort, because it was not popular. It was only experts and functionaries
and part of the political elites that was in favor. (NCS-08-29) The gamble
failed when Lithuania exceeded the criterion by 0,1 per cent.
The refusal to admit Lithuania in 2006 had consequences/repercussions on the domestic political scene. The topic of Eurozone entry became quite unpopular, despite the fact that officially the main
political parties proclaim their preference to be a very early entry;
there are no concrete measures to substantiate these claims. The
“gap” between the preferences of the elites and public has widened
since 2006. The elite preferences are influenced by the general orientation of the Lithuanian government, that being broadly prointegrationist. At the moment, Lithuania does not have a fixed target date,
but is supposedly prepared very well from the technical side. The
country was quite active in the discussion about possible changes in
Maastricht criteria, arguing they were not suited well for the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, and about their interpretation,
but with no visible result. Officially, the preferences of the government have not changed, but it is possible to detect a decrease in
the activities and measures – which is understandable, after the first
failure it was not possible to make the second attempt right away.
One of the consequences after 2006 was a decrease in Commission’s
credibility, as a part of the public (and political scene as well) did not
consider Commission’s decision to be impartial and just. Surprisingly, the preferences of the political elites remain prointegrationist,
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there are even some voices calling for a closer coordination of fiscal
policies in the context of the economic crisis.
Taking into account the economic factors, Lithuania, similar to
Slovakia and Slovenia, enjoyed a robust economic growth in the last
few years before its attempt to enter the EMU (see Table 3.2). No
difference can be seen with respect to the first cluster of countries
– economic growth did facilitate the fulfillment of the Maastricht
criteria. Similarly to Slovakia and Slovenia, the only criterion in
question was inflation. What makes Lithuania different from these
two was the exchange rate regime arrangement. While Slovakia was
able to transpose part of the inflationary pressures resulting from
high growth rates into appreciation koruna, the fixed exchange rate
regime in Latvia offered no such escape. The only instruments left
were those of fiscal policy, which means that Lithuania faced a bigger
dilemma – or the stakes in the tradeoff were higher – than Slovakia
and Slovenia. On the other hand, adoption a fixed regime probably
helped the country prepare itself for the membership in the EMU,
and could have influenced its positive preferences. When analyzing the successful countries, one of the important political factors in
play was the political consensus regarding the euro. In Lithuania,
the situation used to be much the same. Part of government program it
is their main strategic target. It was also the case of previous government,
so there was continuity. This is considered a national agreement. It was
national agreement by Seimas parties 4 years ago, and I don’t know if it
is resigned now, because all the main parties had in their programs as target. (NCS-09-40) The commitment from political parties to include it
in their programs is a strong indication, as well as catalyst, for the
preferences.
Identity played its part also. The same can be said about basically all countries from the Baltic region – their exposed geo-political
situation and relations with Russia, stemming from the historical
experience, pushed them in the direction of EU, and EMU as well.
For the same reason, all the Baltic countries soon after declaring independence, adopted fixed exchange rate regimes, to get away from
the influence of Russian ruble.
To sum up, the abovementioned factors, both economic and political, indicate that Lithuania should have preference to enter as
soon as possible, which in fact it did have, culminating in its attempt
to enter in 2006. What can be learned from Lithuania’s unsuccessful attempt? First and most of all, the EU institutions represent the
last barrier before the EMU entry, thus enforcing conditionality. The
debates of the sustainability of the criteria are irrelevant in this case,
as the inflation criterion was not met. The function of gatekeeper
belongs to the EU and the EU does not hesitate to use it. Despite
the fact that numerous participants denied any significant change
of Lithuania’s preferences after 2006, a change can be easily noted.
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The current situation is quite difficult for Lithuania – inflation did
indeed go down, but the situation in the public finances is notably
worse than a few years ago. There is a very small support, fierce opposition to the introduction to euro and any government that would like now to
again launch the debate about the introduction to euro will be very careful.
(NCS-08-29) Despite the absence of a formal target date, there is talk
about entering in 2012 or 2013, but these speculations have no real
foundation and may turn out to be unrealistic. The second attempt
to enter the EMU will probably be made when Lithuania overcomes
the consequences of the crisis. The timing will be extremely important, because a potential second failure would damage the image of
the Incumbent government even more than the first. Official position
of the government of Lithuania is that the best period for second attempt
will start from 2012, but no specific date is mentioned in the declarations.
However, nobody is speaking about specific date of the euro introduction.
(NCS-09-40)
Estonia
The entry to the Eurozone, together with the entry to the Schengen area, constituted one of the main priorities of Estonia after the
EU accession. Due to good figures in economic growth and early
reforms, the public finances have not presented a problem, neither
in the short or long-term. Everything seemed to highlight Estonia
as the first country that would adopt the euro. Various participants
(NCS-08-09, NCS-08-25, NCS-09-47) agreed on the statement that
euro was a priority. However, also due to the mentioned favorable
conditions, the complexity of the Eurozone entry was a little undervalued. In the beginning of the decade, we took the question of euro more
as an automatic matter, easier than it appears to be now. We had a very
serious goal for 2007, and we failed. So now we are looking for something
like 2011 to do it in the period of the crisis will be a big challenge. So maybe
the complexity of the euro matter was a more serious problem. (NCS-0825) The target date of 2007 was not met, due to high inflation that
came as a byproduct of high economic growth. In practice, Estonia
faced a dilemma between keeping the high economic growth and
the Eurozone entry. The economic growth appeared to be more attractive option, but that was stopped shortly after 2007. As similar
growth rates are hardly conceivable in the present, the EMU entry
appears more real – although in the context of the current economic
crisis, the entry may not be as easy. The stakes in the tradeoff were
again higher than in Slovakia or Slovenia. The domestic settings –
economic mostly – did not match the external environment, and the
window of opportunity presented was much smaller than for the
successful entrants. We had to make a very difficult choice: to meet the
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criteria and kill the economic growth or get everything from this period of
fast economic growth and unluckily fail the inflation criteria. It is economic
reality if you have as we had more than 10% growth, you have higher inflation – that is absolutely clear. So that was the choice between growth and
the euro, and we selected growth. (NCS-08-25) Unlike Lithuania, Estonia
opted for a more cautious approach, and postponed the entry date.
The external conditions changed in the 2008-2009 period. Thanks to
the economic crisis, the inflation does not present a problem at the
moment, and the Estonian government set the next target date to be
2011, right after the failure to achieve the first one. The speculations
about public finances might presenting an obstacle proved false –
the deficit in 2009 was 1,7% and implemented reforms have been
enough to keep the public finance on the acceptable levels. The target of 2011 seems probable, also backed by declaration of J. Almunia
in December 2009. Therefore, Estonia remains the hottest candidate
for entry in the near future, also thanks to the fact that the EMU entry stays one of their declared priorities – there has been no official
change of strategy or position, only postponement.
Latvia
Latvia, in quite a different situation from Estonia, has not set the
Eurozone entry as its priority. While its target dates (2008 and 2012)
practically copied the Estonian targets, the measures taken by the
Latvian government appeared to be more passive. The government,
especially the finance side, nothing showed that they really pursued this
policy in order to ensure that we would have euro. We weren’t really working on that. When there were good times, we were just spending, and as
a result, we have a situation that we have. People were very serious about
that, but the political decisions were not following that. (NCS-08-27) Like
all Baltic countries, Latvia is already in ERM II, and has a pegged
currency since the 90s. In line with the economic development in
the region, Latvia also enjoyed significant growth at 7 or more per
cent for 5 successive years. With respect to the crisis of 2008, Latvia
was the most affected country, with the fall of GDP of 17 per cent in
2009, and it is apparent that Latvia needs an “umbrella” in the form
of a stable currency. At the moment, the target date is 2012, but it
looks impossible, due to the unstable economic and political situation in the country in 2009. Latvia is one of the countries hit hard by
the crisis and the EMU will not accept any new members who may
have potential problems in the near future. A way out of troubles
seems to be the IMF loan that will help Latvia overcome certain liquidity and investment problems. Moreover, the loan is designed to
last until 2011 and one of the outcomes (or its exit strategy) should
be the eligibility of the country to enter the EMU.
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Hungary
Despite the fact that Hungary has in 2009 the second highest
popular support of euro – around 55 per cent, few consider Hungary’s prospects for an early EMU entry to be realistic. It is caused
mainly by the negative macroeconomic figures. In Hungary, the
economic base provided quite limiting constraints for the decisionmaking, since it did not fulfill any of the Maastricht criteria in 2008.
It is the only country that exceeds also the public deficit criterion
and interest rate criterion. Hungary did not fulfill the Maastricht
criteria even before the crisis that evidently worsened the domestic
economic situation. Currently, Hungary does see the advantages of
an early entry, it would prefer to enter as soon as possible, but official declarations do not match the reality. The real wages fall sharply,
GDP growth slowed, but at least the politicians support the introduction
of the euro and I think whenever we meet the Maastricht criteria we will
introduce the euro, there is a consensus on that. (VIS-01-01) The first target date was set at 2007. That, however, proved to be a failure, and at
the moment, like most of the NMS, Hungary does not have a fixed
target date. When compared the macroeconomic figures from for
example 2001 and 2008, a drastic worsening of all the indicators
becomes obvious. For example, the general government debt rose
from 52% to 72.9%, budget deficit from 4% of GDP in 2001 to 9.3%
in 2006. Hungary is a country where a clear interdependence of the
failures to comply with the criteria and domestic political cycles.
Many participants’ beliefs confirm that Hungary should try for the
early euro entry (VIS-01-02, VIS-01-06, NCS-09-36, VIS-01-09, VIS01-10, NCS-08-10), because of being a small and open economy, but
more importantly, to prevent further lax budgetary policies. The
adoption of euro became an election topic after the first failure, and
the two main political parties compete in blaming each other for
mismanagement of economy and the integration process – while
both increased drastically government spending, mainly in the preelection period. In monetary policy, the popular support for euro in Hungary is pretty strong, compared to the other NMS. The reason is maybe that
we have a track record of very volatile exchange rate, high inflation, people
are not really attached to our national currency. They would be happy to
abandon in for the use of euro instead. The popular support is there. There
is more or less an agreement on the political spectrum. All major parties are
supportive. The current government in the past 6 years was not willing to
take the political costs of meeting the Maastricht criteria. (VIS-01-04)
Paradoxically, the current crisis may help Hungary break out
from the vicious circle, because the provisional government of G.
Bajnai started to implement structural reforms that would be impossible to introduce for the previous minority government, with
its shaky position. That would have been a political suicide. The re86

forms include pension’s reform, health care reform, public finances
reform, etc. The global financial crisis may have a positive effect on this
process. Hungary is rather vulnerable to external shocks. The main reason
is high level of indebtedness, both in absolute and relative values. Under
crisis management, the government will be forced to reduce the general
deficit and the indebtedness of the government. This may have a positive
impact on fulfillment of Maastricht criteria. (VIS-01-06) Still, in Hungary there is a certain reluctance to support this kind of austerity
measures thanks to the historical legacy of Bokros package that is
viewed as a disaster by the public. Political declarations announcing
the Eurozone entry are quite common in Hungary, albeit they are
not supported with concrete measures, and therefore not credible.
Hungary has declared several times that it wants to join as soon as
possible, but until the declarations are based on a concrete, specific
strategy including individual steps leading to the introduction of
a common currency, their credibility will remain low. The risk is that
if the government fails to meet the criteria by the set date, the consequences
can be rather severe and the credibility Hungarian government decreased
over the past years. Subsequent governments have already set various dates
for accession into the EMU, and the governments failed to meet the criteria
by the set date. (VIS-01-06)
Bulgaria
It is possible to note a certain passive attitude of Bulgaria in relation to the Eurozone entry. It is probably a consequence of “integration fatigue” (Agh, 1999)which is significantly more pronounced
in Bulgaria and Romania than in the other NMS, possibly due to
their later EU accession date that resulted in the transposition of a
large “quantity” of acquis to Bulgarian legal system. Bulgaria still
perceives the European Commission as a big authority – “spillover”
from the accession process that could explain the before mentioned
passivity – the model of Commission makes a decision (or recommends an action), and the member state’s role is to implement it may
have contributed to this view. The difference between the EU and
EMU accession process mentioned in cases of Slovakia and Slovenia
is even more pronounced in 2007 EU entrants cases.
In Bulgaria, unlike the other NMS, the accession process to the
EMU is perceived as an inseparable part of the EU integration, and
euro as an important part of the European identity. Bulgaria is not in
a position to lose extra instrument shaping our policies, monetary policy,
so that is not something for us to lose, but we would gain in terms of confidence, in terms of pertaining to a common club, and for practical reasons
of course, we are very well aware of several studies that common currency
is considered by European citizens as one of the most visible benefits of the
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EU together with Schengen. (NCS-09-44) Since Bulgaria has a currency
board as its exchange rate regime as a consequence of the measures
following financial crisis in 1997, it does not have its own independent monetary policy for more than 12 years. That is one reason why
the public support for euro is quite high (between 45 and 50% in the
last three years). Bulgaria cannot lose that part of its economic policies which de facto does not have at this moment either. Transparency in the form of clear rules to be followed also contributes to this
sentiment (as it fits the model of the implementation role of the nation states), and this topic does not appear to be controversial at all.
Bulgaria is probably prepared to enter the ERM II right after it
overcomes the immediate effects of the crisis. It supports the position of staying only the minimal required time in the ERM II, so
the entry to the mechanism will be a clear indicator when Bulgaria,
without a fixed date at the moment, joins the Eurozone. Bulgaria
has undertaken measure which have been commitments, which have been
translated into Convergence programs, into the national budget, with the
view of tackling especially the inflation criterion, by restrictions on public
wages and different active policies, in order to be able to sustainably converge to the Maastricht criteria and be accepted more easily into the ERM
II and to the Eurozone. (NCS-09-44)
Romania
The target date for Romania is somewhere around 2014-2015,
although an official date still does not exist. In 2005, a currency reform was implemented, and it seems that Romanians do not have
a strong emotional attachment to lei. In the context of the present
crisis, they would even welcome adoption of euro which symbolizes financial stability for them. Romania enjoys the highest popular
support of euro among the NMS – as high as 60% – see Table 3.9.
This phenomenon cannot be fully explained by the economic crisis
and its adverse effect on Romania, since the support has been on the
similar level since 2007. The reason for entering the euro is very clear
today during crisis when brings financial stability. It helps intracommunity trade and economic exchanges. (NCS-09-30) The public has a more
or less pragmatic approach to the national currency, which can also
be partially explained by the relative instability and devaluation of
the currency in the medium-term framework. Despite these facts,
the central bank, perceived as the main institution in charge of the
monetary integration, has not introduced an overly ambitious plan
to adopt euro. This was also commented by representatives of the
European institutions and the ECB in 2007. The reason for a more
cautious approach was mainly the preference of keeping a wider
flexibility of monetary policy in the period that was supposed to be
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characterized by a relatively high growth rates. Surprisingly, however, not even during the crisis did Romanian central bank change
its position. With regards to cooperation, Romania sees advantages
on the level of exchange of experience, because every economy is
different and it is pointless to cooperate on any closer basis. Euro
is about individual performances and if you look at the latest enlargement
of the euro area, you realized that you have the member states not coming
from the same region. They are a new member countries, but everybody
advance on its own. You can share practices, but here everything depends
so much on your own planning, budget deficit, inflation, on your objectives, on your structural measures, so it is bit complicated to say that we
are coordinating to reach this euro zone. (NCS-09-30)
Common characteristics
Looking at the economic factors of Cinderellas, they are not
quite as homogeneous as the Red Riding Hoods. We can distinguish a stable, sustainable growth in Estonia, Latvia and Bulgaria,
in some cases even very high growth rates. The exception in this
group is Hungary, with quite different figures. Its growth can be
classified as moderate, and slowing down even before the effects
of recession took place. In all the other countries, growth provided
a solid base for keeping the public finances in check. In all of them
besides Hungary, the only problem with keeping the criteria was
inflation. As said earlier, Hungary does not fulfill most of the criteria. The openness of economy and major trading partners fall into
the same category as Slovakia and Slovenia – the figures ranging
from 68 and 70% of exports going to EU in case of two Baltic states,
60% in Bulgaria, and 78% in Hungary (see Table 3.4), the data again
supporting invalidity of the transactionalist hypothesis. In case of
this group, the economic policy mix and its result provides rather limiting constraints for the political decision. In most cases, the
tradeoff between growth and monetary union was significant, and
unlike the countries in early entry groups, these opted for a more
cautious approach, or preferring the growth over integration. The
case of Hungary is special, though, the economic figures providing
extremely limiting constraints, not enabling it to consider seriously
applying even for ERM II entry. In this case, there is no tradeoff,
since the low growth did not offer Hungary any incentive to keep it.
To sum up, Hungarian policy mix probably will focus on improving
domestic economic conditions, and Maastricht criteria will only be
a secondary concern.
From the political factors, the overwhelming one is the political consensus. There is a little diversity in the group, with Latvia
standing out. In Estonia, all major political parties agree on the ne89

cessity of a speedy entrance to the EMU, backed by a sound public
support, at 38.2 per cent. At the moment all political parties realize the
importance of having euro. I would say that there is relatively broad consensus among political parties in this mater. (NCS-09-47) In Hungary,
…the general opinion of all 4 major political parties which are in the parliament right now is to enter the euro as soon as possible, but we should
be, but on the other hand, we should be very careful and only enter the
euro area when we are able to meet the criteria in a sustainable manner.
(VIS-01-01) The unique position in Hungary, however, is in the extreme politization of the process. Both social democrats and FIDESZ
have engaged in the blame-shifting since 2002, and accusation of
mismanagement of Eurozone entry process is a common topic in
the pre-election rhetoric. (Greskovits, 2008). The fact that there was
no tradeoff led to numerous declarations of target dates, without
any real backing, which resulted in a low credibility of Hungary. In
Bulgaria, the political consensus exists, and all major parties in fact
adopted it into their programs. … it [Eurozone entry] appeared in each
party’s programs. It is already a very prominent part of the programs that
are being announced by the parties for the next election. And after having
attained the accession to the European Union, this is one of the very few
clear goals – because being a member, you don’t have such clear goal which
would focus your efforts. (NCS-09-44) In Latvia, the domestic political
situation is quite different from Estonia or Bulgaria – there has been
no political consensus at the beginning of the decade, on the level
of the political parties – the economic growth was too high to be
given up. The difference between Slovenia, Slovakia and Latvia was that
we didn’t have the political consensus. There was an official line that we
should accede to the Eurozone as soon as possible, but there was no political
consensus and political will. It’s like you cut into your body. It would have
meant much stricter budgetary policy. We had very good years after the
accession to the EU, the money was coming from everywhere and so people
and government was spending so much that this had influence on inflation
rates. Had the government saved more, it would have helped contain the
inflation and create reserves to help survive easier these difficult times that
arrived recently. So there was lax spending policy by government. And this
is what I mean by lack of consensus. If there was a consensus and political
will, the government would have been more prudent. So, formally, everybody supported this idea. In reality there was not support to take measures.
(NCS-09-41)
To sum up, the economic conditions created quite limiting constraints – although different for each country – that weighed down
the political decision to adopt a late entry, or postpone the entry. In
case of Latvia, the tradeoff stakes were so high that it even led to
creation of political disunity. The importance of being in a monetary
union is weighed against high economic growth linked with FDI
and increase in employment. The dilemmas between high growth
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and low inflation and between stability and flexibility are central for
all Cinderellas, although to a different extent in each country. The
optimal policy mix, as it was found in Slovakia, using the provided
window of opportunity, is yet to be found in these countries.
C.

Sleeping Beauties

The last group consists of countries that have sound economic
base to enter the Eurozone, but due to the political reasons, they
hesitate to do so, and prefer a delayed entry (or an entry as late
as possible). The rhetoric in Poland seem to be pointing towards
a change of preferences since end of 2008, but there is little substance to back them. The Sleeping Beauties have decided to wait for
a more opportune time to adopt the euro, in the calculations that
the intermediate period with a greater freedom in economic policies
will enable them to converge with Eurozone in real terms.
Czech Republic
The Czech Republic belongs to those NMS countries that have an
eurosceptical attitude towards deepening the integration in general,
as well as in the field of the monetary and economic integration.
The public support is roughly 40% in the long run, which means
it is one of the lowest in the New Member States, and decreased
even further to 37% in 2009 (see Table 3.9 ). In the period of the accession process to the EU, the Czech Republic also belonged to the
optimistic group of countries, also due to the implemented reforms
and macroeconomic indicators, it was considered to be the “frontrunner” to the euro, together with Slovenia. It had 2010 as the tentative target date, which changed after the election in 2006, when
this target became unrealistic due to the excessive pre-election spen
ding. In 2009, the Czech Republic does not have a fixed entry date,
and it is considered, despite its relatively good macroeconomic figures, to be a country that will probably adopt euro as one of the last
of NMS. Czech Republic adopted a similar model to that of Bank of
England, which follows a set of alternative criteria, besides those of
Maastricht. These criteria were created by the Czech National Bank
and they regard the categories of real convergence, which are decisive for the setting of a correct entry date. These criteria include
e.g. correlation of business cycles, flexibility of wages and prices,
integration of financial market. “it is impossible to conclude that the
Czech Republic has made sufficient progress in laying the groundwork for euro adoption to allow it to set a target date for entry into
the euro area. Therefore, the Czech government should not set the
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target date for the time being. The recommendation not to set a target date for euro area entry for the time being simultaneously implies a recommendation that the Czech Republic should not attempt
to enter ERM II during 2010.“ (Government of the Czech Republic,
2009, p. 6)
In the Czech Republic, one of the most extensive and detailed
public discussion focused on the euro, its advantages and disadvantages, the correct timing, etc. was carried. Public attitudes were
already described as rather negative, and they are linked to the general feelings of euroscepticism in the country, as well as with a relatively small interest in this topic by the media and the politicians.
The question of euro is not only a question of a simple pragmatic choice,
but is a broader one, anchored in values, having a long-term and symbolic
dimension. Our elites have not been very sensitive about this, EU issues
are not popular, media avoid them, because they are convinced that it is
not possible to grasp this topic in an interesting way for public. This issue
therefore is being put aside. (VIS-02-04) The public opinion is rather
polarized, but this topic does not appear in the election campaigns,
as most of other foreign policy topics in the Czech Republic. On
the political level, the discourse is also rather well defined, with the
interesting phenomenon – the paradox of the electorate vs. political
parties. The right and center oriented segments of the population
prefers an early euro adoption, while the left-wing oriented part of
the population prefers a late euro entry. That basically copies the
socioeconomic patters apparent in all Europe. In Czech Republic,
however, the political parties do not copy the preferences of their
electorate. Conservative right-wing ODS is one of the most significant opposers to the early entry, while social democrats have a much
more tolerant approach. They cannot press this issue, due to their
voters’ preferences. In Czech Republic, the right-wing parties, the more
they incline to the right, the less they want the euro, and left-wing parties, the more they want it. The voters’ preferences are completely inverted.
ODS voters, let us call them the middle class, entrepreneurs and people
with higher salaries and in bigger cities, they want euro. CSSD voters,
they are quite fragmented, but the predominant opinion is that rather no,
and voters of the radical left, like KSCM, they are against it. There the voters are older people with lesser education from smaller towns, so an older
generation in general. (VIS-02-10)
Finding the leading institution in the accession process is a bit
problematic. Government, Czech National Bank, and Ministry of
Finance – each of these institutions has a different opinion about
the other institutions. CNB holds the position that it is a political
matter and the decision about the timing should be taken by the
government. The Finance Ministry claims that the best expertise on
monetary issues is found in the Czech National Bank, which should
therefore have the decisive position. This shifting of competencies
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and responsibility causes the inevitable protractment of the decision-making process and procrastination. Another paradox lies in
the fact that CNB does not hold a neutral position, but represents
a rather active player in the discussions about euro and Eurozone,
which is quite different from the other countries (with the exception of Slovakia). The attitude of the members of the Board is mostly
anti-integrationist, which is to a certain degree a result of their ideological position – almost all of them are conservatives. There is the
political view – the current CNB attitude towards euro is very negative.
It is interconnected with the President’s nominees to the Bank Council.
They are all outspoken eurosceptics. On the other hand, CNB is the best
prepared institution for the euro transition in the Czech Republic…from
the expert, technical, and financial point of view. (VIS-02-02) The institutional structure, including the President, is quite complex, without
clear definition of competences, which adds to the negative preferences. Those are influenced also by cautious remarks by economists
who often warn before too hasty euro entry, which could allegedly
have negative consequences for the Czech economy.
A paradoxical situation arose in 2008 when Czech crown belonged to the most rapidly appreciating currencies in the world. This
situation cause lowering the preferences of public towards the euro
– with the argument that “why should we adopt euro now, with the
exchange rate of 25 CZK/EUR, when in a few years, it could be 15
CZK/EUR.” On the other hand, the strong crown had an adverse
effect on the exporters because of the temporary lowering their competitiveness with regards to the European producers, and lobbying
groups with the goal or promoting early euro entry strategy do be
formed – something that had not happened in the past. However,
the crisis stopped the crown’s appreciation and these efforts were
put on a backburner again. We suffered this delusion in the beginning of
the communist transformation, when we thought that we were the Central
Europe’s tiger, and we wanted to outsmart the others. Of course, it was
false and a similar strategy has been dominant also in the most recent period. The current economic crisis shows that this is a problematic solution.
Nevertheless, since the end of 2007, a change could be seen in the attitudes
of experts and economic leaders, most of all those that are connected with
the real economy. There the efforts to delay euro showed to be problematic,
and negative sides were shown also. (VIS-02-04)
Poland
The preferences in Poland can be divided into two periods – before and after September 2008. Before September, Poland belonged
to the group of countries that preferred a later euro entry. After the
meeting of economic actors in Krynica, the Polish Prime Minister D.
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Tusk radically changed these preferences with his declaration that
Poland would enter the EMU in 2012. We should see it in the context
of joining the Union that happened 4 years ago. When you look at political
leaders, their opinions and their strategies, you could find a lot of similarities between 2003, just before joining the Union, and today, because in
2003, we had a lot of statements of politicians saying that joining the EU
is a catastrophe for Poland, but the prices inevitably had to up, that the
society would not be able to buy and consume anything. The same people
exactly today continue to say that with EU it wasn’t like that, it was a success, but with the euro, we will have exactly the same what didn’t happen
after May 2004. If part of the society is reluctant or distanced towards the
challenge of joining the Eurozone, it is to a great extent based on this kind
of political statements. (VIS-04-01) Publication of a roadmap that set
the individual steps of this ambitious plan followed, together with
the analysis of advantages and disadvantages of the early Eurozone
entry. Paradoxically, the current preference to the Eurozone entry are
very similar to those from 2004, with the period of 2005 till 2008 the
preferences being totally opposite. The Polish public is quite polarized with regards to euro – about 45% supports an early entry, while
the same percentage rejects it. These preferences are reflected in the
preferences of political parties – PiS represents the skeptical part of
the electorate, while PO the optimistic. The negative preferences are
rooted in fear of inflation, of loss of part of national sovereignty, and
of slowing the economic growth – they can be summed up as general skepticisms of a certain population segment, as the same questions and concerns were raised as a part of the public discourse in
2003 before Poland’s entry to the EU. There is a group of people highly
supporting introducing the euro, but there is also very skeptic group who
considers this as something, that would damage our nationality, something
where pride of us is to have our own currency, strong nation. It’ totally different poles, and in the middle, there is also a group of people divided.
There is no political consensus and the topic of euro is one of
the contention points between two major political parties. Different
from other NMS, there is no social consensus in Poland regarding
this question – both public and the third sector are divided. Two leading political parties which are the Citizens‘ Platform and Law and Justice
have completely different electorates, and trying to consolidate these electorates, they use the euro issue. For Law and Justice, supported by people in
50s and 60 with relatively low education, with no knowledge of European
languages and generally a little afraid of everything which is European, the
strategy to consolidate this electorate is to increase their fears, to make them
even more reluctant. For Citizens‘ Platform, whose electorate is younger,
more educated and more open, the strategy is to show that we want to have
euro. (VIS-04-01) Despite all this, a part of the Polish political elite
considers the country to be one of the most prepared candidates
for the Eurozone. With respect to the national strategy, an analy94

sis of advantages and disadvantages of various entry scenarios was
conducted in 2004. The result of the analysis was non-committal.
In order to reach a social consensus, the initiative is being implemented in Poland with the goal of gathering all the relevant sectors in a round table, listen to their arguments, and based on them
set the optimal entry strategy. These efforts include also the current
opposition parties.
Common characteristics
The main dilemmas that Sleeping Beauties face are stability vs.
flexibility, but also the unpopularity of the Eurozone itself. Political elites are not convinced of the advantages of an early entry, and
clearly are not (or have not been) ready to implement reforms and
necessary austerity packages in order to fulfill the Maastricht criteria. The period of “sleeping” might be over in Poland, where the OP
advocates for an early entry, as was seen in Prime Minister’s declaration, but the roadmap has not been implemented in the foreseen deadlines. The Czech Republic, on the other hand, follows the
conservative-led path of Great Britain and calculates that will come
out of the crisis stronger than before, mainly because of the buffer
function of the exchange rate.
Findings and conclusion
All three groups of countries have faced different sets of dilemmas and different tradeoffs. These dilemmas and tradeoffs enhanced
the complexity of the accession process for the candidate countries,
together with the four factors mentioned in the beginning. What
findings and conclusions are possible to draw from them?
First, there is very little cooperation among the member states.
They all agree on the necessity of exchanging information, and as
such the countries like Slovenia and Slovakia are among those that
most of the countries wish to exchange the information and experience with. On the other hand, the cooperation is implemented in
the form of conferences or workshops that take place occasionally. “There has not been that much cooperation; it has been more of a race
than cooperation. There was a sort of beauty contest to be the first one in.“
(EUIN-09-14). For some of the countries, the entry has been a matter of prestige, for some, like Slovenia, a matter of the display of
the national identity, for some, e.g. Czech Republic, an expression
of general euroscepticism. The success stories (although in Slovenia
with a caveat) are going to serve as examples, but no more. The good
practices are being taken mostly in the area of communication strat95

egy and the technical preparations. Little has been done in the field
of consultations over strategies or actual policies. Not even Baltic
states, with their economic figures quite similar, did not opt for any
kind of closer cooperation. The only exception is the cooperation
between Slovakia and Czech Republic, but that is due to more historical factors than to any economic similarities.
Second, already during the accession negotiations and Convent,
some states raised the question of the appropriateness of Maastricht
criteria. The predominant argument was that at the time of the conception of the Economic and Monetary Union, the criteria were set
up for those states that were the members of the European Communities then. The aim was to bring the fiscal and monetary discipline
to France, Italy and countries of Mediterranean region. “As the new
member states have explicitly indicated their firm intention of joining the EMU as soon as possible, they face the Maastricht dilemma
of real versus nominal convergence. There is no indication that the
nominal criteria will be redesigned for the new member states.” (De
Grauwe and Schnabl, 2005, p. 553) From economic point of view, the
Maastricht criteria have little relevance, they were created for countries of
really similar economic structure. But they are completely unsuited for fast
growing countries with open economy. So they themselves are in conflict,
they won’t lead to stability. But as I mentioned, nobody discussed this in
Lisbon negotiations, and nobody wants to discuss them now, particularity Germany. And the Commissioner, Mr. Almunia, is not willing to go
against the member states and to ask them to reconsider their position.
(NCS-09-41) The last attempt to amend them came in March 2009 as
a Hungarian proposal to soften the criteria as well as the request for
a financial aid of 187 billion EUR. However, the lack of solidarity,
or better put, the ‘each one for himself’ principle was quite visible,
when even the countries outside the Eurozone refused this notion.
Third, one of the prerequisites of successful implementation of
entry strategy is a broad political consensus. Since the entire process, from the formation of the strategy to its implementation takes
more than one electoral cycle, either a stable government expected
to last more than 4 years is required, or a political continuation of
the project. An example of the consensus can be found in Slovakia,
where the process began in 2001/20002, and it ended in 2008. It comprised of 2 governments of quite opposite direction – center-right
second Dzurinda government started the process, and social democratic Fico government finished it. “…there was a relatively big political consensus, and it went smoothly. I think that it actually cannot be done
otherwise. Euro cannot be considered a coalition-opposition project, because
then every political cycle changes the date and that kind of uncertainty will
only create confusion on the financial markets with negative consequences.
It did work in Slovakia.” (VIS-03-07). An opposite case can be seen in
e.g. Hungary or Czech Republic, where the polarization of the main
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parties on the issue of euro basically meant the postponement of the
date several times. . In some cases, above all in Poland, social consensus is the desired goal, not only political consensus. The society
in Poland is so divided over the issue of Eurozone that the politicians have been trying to find the least painful way for the country,
by the way of incorporating all the segments of the society into the
discussions about euro. The need for consensus is repeated from
the EU accession process. A relatively high degree of politization of
the process of euro adoption and of fulfilling the Maastricht criteria
creates conditions for its probable postponement. Although virtually all the major political parties (perhaps with the exception of
Czech ODS) are openly in favor of a rapid entry, the topic of the euro
adoption became often an issue between domestic political parties.
When we look at the famous blame shifting between Fidesz and social democrats in Hungary, or different attitudes of SDKU and Smer
before 2006 elections, or the efforts to organize a referendum in Poland, or the silence of political parties in Lithuania after 2006 – all
these examples point to the politization of the process. Therefore,
the shift from a pure analytical and economic perspective to political perspective was caused by the declaration of the euro entry as
one of the most important foreign policy goals for several NMS. Of
course, subsequent failures to deliver the promise created an opportunity for the opposition party to blame the incumbent government
for mismanagement of economic policies.
The process of Eurozone entry has proven to be more complex
than expected by the domestic technocratic elites, resulting in failure
in accession strategies in many cases. Diversity among the countries
in their economic performance, difference in fiscal and monetary
policy traditions, absence of clear templates leading to accession and
a strict gatekeeping function of the EU institution contributed to the
complexity. Various types of dilemmas and the tradeoff stakes requiring the domestic elites to choose certain types of action divided
the NMS into three groups. Red Riding Hoods successfully finished
the accession process because of political consensus and few limits
imposed by the economic performance. Cinderellas are constrained
by the performance of their economies, limiting the options of political commitment to the Eurozone. Sleeping Beauties remain indifferent to the Eurozone for political reasons and rational decision to
prefer flexibility over stability. In the long run, all groups will end
up in the EMU, so the allegory with the fairy-tales and happy endings stands.
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Chapter 4

Security First: Energy Policy
in the New Member States
of the European Union
Matúš Mišík

Introduction
The way the European Union is dealing with energy issues is
rather paradoxical. Authors have observed the difference between
the proclaimed aims of European integration in energy issues at its
very beginning and the real outcome after several decades. For example, as Andrei Belyi points out, “on the one hand, energy had
been the main cause of European integration…on the other hand,
neither the energy security, nor the energy market regulation have
ever become the subject of the supranational policy” (Belyi, 2008,
p.203). The interpretation of this difference by Matlary (1997, p.14)
that “energy policy in the EC/EU has traditionally been rather insignificant despite the paradox that two of the three original treaties, the ECSC [European Coal and Steel Community] and Euratom,
both concerned energy” has been accepted as conventional wisdom
among scholars studying the energy policy of the EU (see for example Jeníček & Krepl, 2009; Litmanen, 2009; Pointvogel, 2009; Renner,
2009). A lack of interest in energy policy at the EU level has also been
mirrored in academic literature. In probably the first comprehensive
and therefore often-cited seminal work on energy policy in the EU,
Janne Matlary noticed in 1997 that “there are no book-length studies
on EU energy policy” (Matlary, 1997, p.161).
Despite several successful initiatives in the field of the internal
energy market of the EU and EU legislation on energy, these developments have not led to the creation of a common energy policy of the EU. “Although the European Union does not yet speak
with “one voice”, it has a common corpus of legislation for energy
efficiency, renewables, competition and liberalization” (Renner,
2009, p.4). Progress in the energy dimension of the common market has been very slow due to member states’ hesitation to deepen
integration in this area and cede competencies to the Community.
101

The energy policy and especially the question of energy security became one of the main topics in the European Union only after the ten
post-communist new member states (NMS) from both the 2004 and
2007 enlargements (Malta and Cyprus not included), joined the European Union. These new member states share the common feature
that they are partly, or even fully, dependent on imports of energy
resources from third countries. Therefore they have introduced to
the EU the question of energy security, an issue that was not on the
table in the EU previously. The gas crisis of January 2009 meant for
NMS a further increase in the perceived threat to energy security.
When examining preferences of new member states of the European Union, two energy resources (natural gas and nuclear energy)
are especially important and therefore this chapter focuses primarily on them. First of all, NMS are dependent on the import of natural
gas from Russia, its main supplier, much more than the old member
states (see Table 4.1). Gas is specific and important for NMS also due
to its technical features. It has to be transported in pipelines, which
go mainly one-way from east to west and thus increase the dependence of NMS on Russian supplies. South- north interconnections are
lacking. Huge investments are needed to build new pipelines between the EU member states or with third supply countries. Only
some NMS (Czech Republic and Poland for example) have previously diversified transport routes and have increased the security
of supply.
Another energy-related issue important for NMS is the question of the energy mix (i.e. the composition of energy sources). New
member states want to keep the decision about the energy mix at
home within the competencies of individual member states. This is
an exception to the other very pro-integrationalist stance of NMS on
energy issues. In this way they can freely decide about their nuclear
programmes. There is no consensus on the use of nuclear energy
at the EU level and NMS fear that an anti-nuclear camp could prevail in forming a common EU position. Moreover, some of the new
member states were asked in the negotiation process to shut down
their old nuclear power plants (NPP) with old Soviet-type reactors,
so nuclear energy for them is a very domestically sensitive topic and
they do not want to lose control over it. They argue that in order to
compensate for shortages of electricity caused by this commitment
they may have to build new NPP.
Oil, on the other hand, is not that sensitive for NMS. Reasons for
this include the fact that there are several transport possibilities for
oil, it is not used for residential heating (shortages of gas supplies
are not problematic not only for the economy, but also for inhabitants since it is used for residential heating and therefore it is a very
sensitive political question) and it can be easier stored than natural gas. NMS had to transpose into their legislation EU regulations
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concerning 90-day reserve oil stocks. During the accession process,
NMS (except for Hungary) negotiated transitional periods to fulfil
this criterion. Since the security of oil supplies is managed at the EU
level, NMS are far less concerned with this energy source than with
natural gas, which they want to bring to the EU level as well. Therefore, when dealing with the energy issues of NMS, this chapter is
referring to either natural gas or nuclear energy.
The chapter is based on interviews conducted with representatives of NMS in permanent representations in Brussels as well as
on the author’s own interviews in Prague and Bratislava. The interviews in Brussels with representatives of NMS (coded NMS),
European institutions (EUIN) and experts dealing with NMS (EXP)
were focussed on the general preferences of the new member states
of the EU and there was no specific question about preferences in
the energy field. This can also suggest the importance of the energy
issue for NMS, since the representatives identified energy as one of
the key preferences of their respective country in the EU and often
explained these preferences in details. The main topic of interviews
conducted in Prague (PGR) and Bratislava (BTS) were the priorities of the Czech Republic and Slovakia in the EU in the field of
energy.
This chapter examines the preferences of new member states
of the European Union in the energy area. It shows that the main
concern of NMS is security of supply with its internal (diversification of resources and transport routes and solidarity among member states in cases of emergency) and external (common voice in
negotiations with supply countries) dimensions. The first part of the
chapter briefly deals with the energy policy of the European Union
in general and shows the development before the enlargements of
2004 and 2007. Second part highlights the shift in the importance of
energy, and especially energy security, at the EU level after the enlargements. The third part studies preferences that the new member
states pursue at the EU level in the field of energy. It examines preferences during negotiations, after joining the EU and in the case of
Slovenia and the Czech Republic also during their respective presidencies of the European Council. The fourth part tries to identify
energy security as the main objective of NMS in the EU. The last part
summarizes the findings of the chapter and draws general conclusions.
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Energy policy in the EU 15
The energy policy in the EU before the 2004 enlargement focused
primarily on the creation and development of the internal energy
market which was part of a general integration strategy, trade liberalization and establishment of a single market in the EU. These
efforts did not lead to the creation of a common energy policy. The
eastern enlargement has again stimulated interest in energy issues at
the EU level. European Commission has responded to the demands
of the majority of the NMS and shifted the debate from internal market liberalization to energy security.
Energy policy had no legally binding basis until the ratification
of the Lisbon Treaty. Although two of three treaties establishing the
European Union deal with energy issues (the Treaty establishing
the European Coal and Steel Community and the Euroatom Treaty),
they did not create a legal basis for a supranational energy policy.
The EU traditionally did not pay much attention to this question
and energy policy at the EU level was characterised by opposition
from member governments (Pointvogl, 2009). There is internal energy market legislation (concerning the liberalization of common
market in the field of energy), but there is still no single European
energy policy. As one Estonian representative noted in an interview
in 2008, when the Lisbon Treaty was not yet in force, “We have a lot
of aquis in the area of energy, but we do not have energy as a word in the
European treaties” (NCS-08-25). The EU is today still “without what
could be called a Common Energy Policy” (Pointfogl, 2009, p.5704)
and governments of member states have the main say in the area.
The EU energy legislative has its legal basis in the implicit power
of the community. Although energy is not explicitly mentioned in
the treaties, the legal basis of community activities in this area is implied from the provisions of the treaties. In the case of energy, Article 308 of the EC Treaty has mainly been used to extend community
legislation in this area. “This Article can be used to extend Community legislation into new areas and to provide harmonisation measures that do not have a specific legal basis” (Haghigli, 2008, p.464).
It was used to set up framework programmes, technological and
research programmes, to conclude international agreements such as
the Energy Charter Treaty and establish secondary legislation in the
energy area (Haghigli, 2008).
There is a disagreement about the role of energy as a cornerstone
behind the ECSC and Euroatom treaty. Some scholars (for example
Mátlary, 1997; Belyi, 2008) claim that energy was a decisive issue
behind the establishing of the European Community. Two treaties
establishing the Community were, according to them, focused on
solving energy problems of the 1950s, “…the aim of ECSC was to
manage coal and steel production with its economic and political
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implications1, Euratom’s objective was to ensure there is enough energy for economic growth and to prepare for development of the
nuclear sector in Europe”2 (Mátlary, 1997, p.16). But in spite of this
there were no significant efforts to bring energy to the EU level during the following decades. The search for a possible explanation of
this paradox came to the conclusion that it was national governments who were not keen to hand over decision-making about this
issue and were stubborn in maintaining competencies in energy on
the national level (Belyi, 2008; Haghighi, 2008). Other theoreticians
do not share this point of view. Clive Archer for instance argues
that energy was not an objective of ECSC; it was foremost a tool for
achieving political and economical goals: “The Community represents a keystone in the edifice of Franco-German reconciliation and
in the construction of a West European economic entity” (Archer,
1990, p.61).
Attempts to include energy references into the European treaties
before the Lisbon Treaty were not successful. Neither the Maastricht
Treaty nor the Amsterdam Treaty deal with energy issues in spite of
member states’ efforts to incorporate into them a chapter on energy
(Jeníček & Krepl, 2009). During the preparation phase, Finland was
a proponent of a separate chapter on energy and was supported by
Belgium, Italy and Spain while other countries, especially the Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany, were against integration in this
area (Mayer, 2008). Neither the Single European Act nor the Nice
Treaty include energy provisions (Haghighi, 2008). Energy was for
the first time mentioned in the Treaty establishing a Constitution
for Europe, which was supposed to introduce a legal basis for the
energy policy of the EU (Haghighi, 2008), but the EU “constitution”
did not enter into force after French and Dutch negative referenda
(Geden, et al., 2006). On 1 December 2009 the Lisbon Treaty was
ratified and brought energy issues into the European Union. This
was highly supported by new member states, which were in favour
of including energy into the legal basis of the European integration.
The provisions on solidarity in the energy sector were especially
welcomed by NMS since they were their big proponents: “On the
Lisbon Treaty, there was the same important element on energy policy;
we were quite active on adding solidarity provisions into the new Lisbon
Treaty” (NCS-08-26).

1

Its aim was “to substitute for age-old rivalries the merging of their essential interests; to create, by establishing an economic community, the basis for a broader
and deeper community among peoples long divided by bloody conflicts” Preamble of Treaty establishing the European Coal and Steel Community.

2

The role of Euratom was “to create conditions necessary for the development
of a powerful nuclear industry which will provide extensive energy resources”
Preamble, Euratom Treaty
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Although there is no common EU energy policy, energy issues
of the common market are regulated at the EU level. Energy policy
was traditionally the main domain of national governments, but at
the end of the 1980s and beginning of the 1990s with the development of a common market after the Single European Act, energy
become coordinated at the level of the EU. But still, the energy sector has remained until today the domain of member governments
(Jeníček & Krepl, 2009) and has not become a part of supranational
decision-making. The internal energy market become reality in 1988
and concentrated mainly on deregulation and open access to gas
and electricity supplies (Mátlary, 1997). However, progress was
very slow because member governments “supported the general
concept, seeing that it might bring advantages to energy trade, but
were wary of losing national control over energy policy” (Mátlary
1997, p.21). The situation was even more complicated with energy
security. During the 1980s oil prices stayed so low that security of
supplies was not a topic in the European Community (Hedenus, et
al., 2010).
In spite of the negative attitudes of old member states towards
supranational integration in energy policy, several directives dealing with natural gas and electricity were adopted. The first two
important directives concerning the rules of the internal market in
electricity (96/92/EC) and on gas (98/30/EC) were adopted by the
Council of Ministers in December 1996 and June 1998 respectively.
Their aim was to transform gas and electricity markets from monopolies to open and free competitive markets (Thomas, 2005). They
were followed by Directives 2003/54/EC on electricity and 2003/55/
EC on gas that went further in the liberalization of the energy markets and thus reacted to criticisms of previous directives (Thomas,
2005.).
Enlargement and the EU energy policy
The 1990s were marked by the expectation of further EU enlargement towards the east. The Commission understood energy risks
connected to future enlargement and tried to deal with them (Matlary, 1997). However, it concentrated on solving short-term technical
problems related to energy (energy efficiency and environmental issues of existing power plants and the adoption of EU energy legislation by candidate countries in the negotiation process) and did
not pay much attention to long-term problems related to the energy
security of the region. The EU 15 was focused on the development
of an internal energy market and underestimated challenges in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) in the energy area. The same was true
for nuclear issues; the EU was not very keen at the beginning of the
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1990s to spend money on solutions, although it was aware of the
urgency of the problem (Matlary, 1997). The nuclear issue was then
solved much faster during the accession negotiations which did not
always bring desired outcomes for NMS.
During the pre-accession period energy was incorporated into EU
programmes helping CEE countries with economic reconstruction
(i.e. PHARE). These measures concentrated mainly on environmental issues. One of few measures in the field of energy security was the
Energy Charter Treaty approved in December 1994 which entered
into force in January 1998. In spite of its multilateral character the EU
played an important part in it. The aim of this initiative was for the
EU to “support the reform and halt the decline of the energy sector
in Eastern Europe, especially Russia” (Sodupe & Benito, 2001, p.169).
On the one side, this treaty guaranteed access to energy supplies and
protected and facilitated investments while on the other side, for the
states of Central and Eastern Europe together with Russia and the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), it meant hard currency
for their energy resources and investments in their energy sector. The
Energy Charter Treaty was approaching the question of energy supply through economic “carrots” (an improved investment environment) and therefore was supposed to “strengthen the private sector
and transform the state-controlled energy sector” in post-communist
countries (Axelrod, 1996, p.504). The main focus was on Russia, but
also on other producing and transport countries. Up to the present
day the treaty has been signed by 49 countries. Russia has signed
this agreement, but applied it only provisionally until 19 October
2009. Russia has not signed the Trade Amendment which brings the
Treaty in line with the rules of the World Trade Organization. This
amendment entered into force only recently (21 January 2010) and is
supposed to guarantee investments in other contractual countries as
well as improve the investment environment.
The enlargement and problems of new member states connected
to energy security and dependence on energy imports influenced
the shift in the way the European Commission has handled the energy issue after 2004. Several factors caused the renewed interest
of the Commission. Not all of them were related to NMS, but coincided with the enlargement. First, the need for a common energy
policy increased after 2004, because most of the NMS are crucially
dependent on imports of natural gas from Russia (see Table 4.1) and
energy security is a high priority for them. During our interviews
a number of participants observed that energy become a principal
issue after the enlargement, “In 2004 we didn’t have energy security
that high on the agenda. And it is a priority very high on the agenda anyway today. Even in western Europe it was completely an old issue and
very much so has become an issue today” (EXP-08-02). According to one
diplomat from a new member state’s permanent representation, the
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change of items on the agenda is a permanent phenomenon, “…you
constantly have new items that are coming to the agenda, new important
policies that perhaps were not so important 5 years ago – energy and climate change – which are very, very important [now]” (NCS-08-14). The
EU is nowadays, also thanks to NMS, the largest energy importer
in the world and its dependence on both oil and gas is still growing
(Geden, et al., 2006). Almost half of all EU consumption of natural
gas is imported only from three countries: Russia (23%), Norway
(14%) and Algeria (10%) (Umbach, 2010). Old member states (OMS)
are on average not that dependent on the import of energy resources
and they have in many cases also a domestic stock covering not only
domestic consumption, but also export. Secondly, Russia is increasingly using energy as a political lever which further increases the
importance of a common EU approach (Mayer, 2008). Two examples
of the Russian use of natural gas as a political tool are the shortages
at the beginning of 2006 and 2009, but there are many more other occasions which confirm this trend. Furthermore, 2004/2005 witnessed
a global increase of hydrocarbon prices that provided another push
(and argument) for the Commission towards integration in the energy area (Mayer, 2008). The increase of prices caused “panic” about
the volume of available stock of energy resources (BTS-10-04). Furthermore, the increasing demand for energy in emerging economies
like China or India has contributed to the overall uncertainties about
energy reserves in the world (Umbach, 2010).
In most cases NMS do not produce significant amounts of natural
gas and Russian exports are decisive for their economies. Five of the
new member states import natural gas only from Russia compared
to one country (Finland) among the OMS (Table 4.1). The Baltic states
are dependent on Russia for all types of energy supplies (even electricity) while Slovakia and Bulgaria are fully dependent on Russian
gas imports. Other new member states of the EU are less dependent
on the supply from Russia, but they are still much more dependent than the old member countries (Kaderják, et al., 2007). Romania
is the only country among NMS producing natural gas on a large
scale, but even this does not cover the country’s consumption (Table 4.2). Poland and Hungary’s domestic gas production has at best
supplementary characteristics. On the other hand, eight OMS do not
import any gas from Russia at all. Old member countries are not
that dependent on gas imports from Russia and are even less so on
imports from other countries. Production in some OMS fully covers
consumption and a few of them even export natural gas. Therefore, a
common energy policy has not been an important issue for OMS for
security reasons. Also, some of the importers of Russian gas among
OMS are big countries (Germany, Italy and France) and experience
shows that it is easier for them to negotiate with suppliers from third
countries. Some of these countries (for example France) still do not
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support the transfer of energy competencies to the EU level (Finnon
& Locatelli, 2008). New members are interested in deeper integration
since they are mostly small countries and a stronger EU is beneficial
for them: “As a small country, we should be interested in integration in a
stronger core, in stronger EU institutions, because these can help us solve
problems that we can’t solve ourselves – security, economic development
and also, for example, environmental protection” (NCS-09-41).
The energy security issue never gained that much support from
the old member states and therefore has not been the focus of the
European Commission. Energy security can be characterized as the
“uninterrupted, continuous and sufficient availability of all forms
of energy a given entity requires” (Pointvogl, 2009, p.5706; see also
Hedenus, et al., 2010 for a similar definition). Although “the EU realized its dependency on the external energy imports fully for the
first time during the first oil shock in the 70s,” it did not make any
progress in this area (Jeníček & Krepl, 2009, p.3). Contrary to this,
member states after the crisis “nationalised” energy policies and attempted to avoid infrastructural dependency on other states (Belyi, 2008). OMS were strongly reluctant to “rely on the Community
to enter into negotiations with third country producers of energy”
(Haghighi, 2008, p.478) and national governments were far from
willing to lose control over this sector (Sodupe & Benito, 2001).
While the internal dimension of EU energy policy was slowly developing from the late 1980s, the security of gas supplies was never an
EU-wide issue before the 2004 enlargement.
New member states prefer external EU energy policy development to further internal energy market deepening. As the case of
the third liberalization energy package suggests, NMS see limits to
the liberalization of the common energy market. NMS were against
the unbundling solution (i.e. the division of gas and electricity distribution from supply) proposed by the European Commission to
increase competition. Eight countries (among them three NMS) submitted a proposal that outlined a “third option” for energy liberalization. The first two options were the division of distribution from
supply (ownership unbundling) and the creation of an independent
operator without unbundling. The third proposal suggested that
fair competition (the main aim of unbundling) could be achieved by
safeguarding the full independence of transmission system operators from their parents.3 Solidarity among member states in energy,
introduced in the Lisbon Treaty and the diversification of resources
and transport routes are the main NMS preferences in the internal
energy policy.
3	���������������������������������������������������������������������������������
Euractive: Eight EU states oppose unbundling, table 'third way', on-line, accessed 20.2.2010, http://www.euractiv.com /en/energy/eu-states-oppose-unbundling-table-third-way/article-170048
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Table 4.1: Percentage of EU Member States’ Gas Imports
which come from Russia
Member state
Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
UK
Average OMS

%
70
8
0
100
23
57
84
0
36
0
0
0
0
0
0
25,2

Member state
Bulgaria
Czech Republic
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia
Lithuania
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia

%
100
76
100
81
100
100
68
100
100
60

Cyprus
Malta

0
0

Average NMS

88,5

Source: House of Lords: European Union- Fourteenth Report, on line:
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ ld200708 /ldselect/ldeucom/98/9808.htm#note72
Note: Data for 2005. Average NMS not including Cyprus and Malta,
EU 27 overall average 42%
Table 4.2: NNMS gas production and consumption (in 1000 TOE)
Member state

consumption

production

production %

Bulgaria

2901

374

12,9

Czech Republic

7576

147

1,9

808

0

0

11457

2382

20,8

Estonia
Hungary
Latvia

1407

0

0

Lithuania

2454

0

0

Poland

12373

3880

31,4

Romania

14608

9558

65,4

Slovakia

5378

176

3,27

Slovenia

899

3

0,3

Cyprus

0

0

0

Malta

0

0

0

Source: Eurostat (2009); Note: TOE – tonne of oil equivalent
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The EU realised the growing importance of the energy sector
and its vulnerabilities and “in recent years the EU has increased its
efforts to coordinate national energy policies” (Litmanen, 2009, p.4).
The energy commissioner Andris Piebalgs noted already in 2005
that “under our business as usual scenario, almost 70% of the energy the European Union uses will be imported by 2030. Energy
demand will rise by 1% to 2% per year and the share of fossil fuels in our energy supply could rise to almost 90%, substantially increasing greenhouse emissions.”4 The expected increase in demand
for natural gas will rise in the EU, as claimed by the International
Energy Agency, from presently 540 billion cubic meters to around
700 billion cubic meters by 2030 (Renner, 2009). Such a forecast highlights the need to develop a common approach to energy policy,
particularly the security of supplies and relationships to exporting
and transit countries.
The European Commission recognised these threats and published a “Green Paper: A European Strategy for Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy” in 2006. A previously published 2000
Green Paper warning about the increasing import demands of energy resources in the EU did not lead to any community-wide initiatives. The 2006 January gas crisis, when the dispute between Russia and Ukraine caused shortages in supply of gas, was a “wake-up
call” not only for member states but also for the European Commission and one of the reasons behind the increased interest in energy
policy (Geden, et al., 2006; see also Finon & Locatelli, 2008). The 2006
Green Paper mentioned for the first time the need to establish an
external energy policy of the EU to secure energy resource supplies
(Haghighi, 2008). It outlined the need for a community-wide energy
policy at both the internal and external level and set six priority areas: competitiveness and the internal energy market, diversification
of the energy mix, solidarity, sustainable development, innovation
and technology, and external policy. The aim of the last mentioned
priority was “to speak with the same voice” in the EU (Green Paper, 2006, p.14), a goal that has not been fulfilled even today. Some
authors argue that in spite of these provisions on external energy
policy, the Green Paper focuses on internal energy policy, while the
external level stays dominated by member states (Belyi, 2008). At
any rate, the Council meeting in March 2006 rejected the proposal
for a Common European Energy Policy advocated by the Commission in the Green Paper (Mayer, 2008). However, the 2006 paper
marked the beginning of a period of further Commission initiatives
in foreign (external) energy policy and an interest in the question of
the energy security of the member states.
4	�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������
Speech given at the 16th meeting of the Energy Charter Conference, Brussels, 9 December 2005: “The external dimension of the European Union’s Energy Policy”
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In October 2006 the Commission prepared a communication entitled “External Energy Relations- from principles to action”, followed
in January 2007 with the first “Strategic EU Energy Review”, based
on the 2006 Green Paper recommendations. Proposals in the first
strategic review were adopted by the European Council in March
2007 (Mayer, 2008) together with an “Energy Action Plan” for the
years 2007-2009. In September 2007 the Commission proposed a
“Third Legislative Package” as a follow-up to the first two directives
on common rules in the internal gas and electricity market that was
adopted by the European Council in June 2009. The “Second Strategic Energy Energy Review” and its “EU Security and Solidarity
Action Plan”, proposed by the European Commission in November
2008, identified obstacles in the creation of a common foreign energy
policy of the EU and securing the energy supplies of its members
(Umbach, 2010). The European Commission became an active but
cautious initiator of energy security proposals (especially in relation
to natural gas supplies security) and member states supported its
rather modest initiatives. However, the Commission’s activity has
not resulted in the creation of a single supranational energy policy.
The key difficulty of the European Union in relations with the
supplier of energy resources seems to be, according the NMS, the
failure to “speak with one voice” on foreign policy issues. This is the
reason behind the lack of a coherent position on energy issues and
towards its suppliers. Some of the new member states are especially
keen to promote a coherent common energy policy, which would
enable the EU to be more united in dealing with third supply countries and in this way increase their energy security. The next section
examines in detail all the main preferences of NMS in the energy
policy: cooperation in the energy area on the EU level, diversification of suppliers and transport routes, and solidarity among member states in the energy area.
New member states’ energy preferences
All NMS showed an interest in ‘increasing cooperation in energy’ in the EU, although their priorities differ from those originally
raised by the old member states in energy security. Energy became
an issue for NMS as soon as the accession negotiations began in the
1990s. Some NMS put a lot of emphasis on energy issues throughout
the talks due to different EU requirements or their specific structural energy conditions. Later on, candidate countries were affected
by the EU requirement to close down nuclear power plants with
Soviet-type nuclear reactors. Reactor types VVER-440 model B 230
and RBMK (used also in Chernobyl NPP) were regarded as not fulfilling the safety criteria in the EU. Three countries were asked to
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close down their NPP (respectively these unsafe reactors) – Slovakia
(Jaslovské Bohunice 1 and 2), Bulgaria (Kozloduy 1- 4) and Lithuania (Ignalina 1 and 2) in the negotiation process. Other new member
countries also have nuclear power plants (Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania and Slovenia), but they have newer types of reactors
which fulfil EU requirements and therefore were not part of negotiations. (Although NPP Temelin in Czech republic was significant
issue especially for Austria).
For all three states this requirement implied substantial shortterm economic costs. Therefore the candidate states asked for some
specific compensation to balance their economic losses. Bulgaria
first tried to change the existing agreement concerning the closure
of four reactors in NPP Kozloduy, later on the government assumed
a pragmatic attitude: “…we have decided it is better to get some money
from the EU to build a new [NPP]“ (NCS-08-05:08). In the Lithuanian
case, “the key issue [during negotiations] was the decommissioning of the
nuclear power plant” (NCS-08-29). In January 2009, during the gas crisis, Slovakia was facing possible black-outs due to a lack of gas used
for the co-generation of electricity. The government was discussing
the possible re-activation of NPP Jaslovské Bohunice, which was decommissioned only a few days previously on 31 December 2008.
The reaction of the European Commission was very critical towards
this possible move and its representatives spoke openly about the
“violation of the accession treaty”5.
During the accession talks also other candidate countries raised
their respective demands related to the specific structural conditions of their energy sectors. Estonia produces a big share of electricity from oil shale, a mineral that is utilised only in Estonia, and
therefore introduced this issue in the negotiation process. It resulted
in a specific deal with the EU: “The other real interest for us was energy
because our position is very special, we produce 90 per cent of energy out of
oil shale” (NCS-08-09). Poland initiated other specific issues, because
it produces most of its electricity from coal, so the most important
question in negotiations connected with energy were emissions and
transitional periods: “One [of the topics during accession talks] was to
get a longer transitional period for several issues concerning environmental laws, especially as far as emissions were concerned” (NCS-09-31). This
question stayed central for Poland in the energy area also after joining the EU. Poland was a leader of the anti-climate change coalition
of new member states (EUIN-08-09).
Not all NMS during their accession process were as successful in
negotiating energy issues as they would like to have been. Estonian
representatives claimed that they had prepared seriously for the
5

Fico: Bohunice nespustíme za každú cenu. Jahnátek: Bohunice sú jediným
riešením http://ekonomika.sme.sk/c/4258724/fico-bohunice-nespustime-za-kazdu-cenu-jahnatek-bohunice-su-jedinym-riesenim.html#ixzz0ga1winug
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negotiations and focused only on few most important priorities.
This strategy was successful: “I can’t say that we got everything we
wanted, but we got the serious answer and a serious package. From that
point of view, it really worked,” (NCS-08-25) Contrary to this, the Romanians were not satisfied with the results of the negotiations. One
Romanian interviewee noted that there were clear limits to what
could be negotiated during the accession process: “On energy we also
had specific requests on transition periods. So these were our priorities,
but it is not possible to change the aquis by your accession. You have to try
to get the best possible deal, but you cannot change the existing policies”
(NCS-09-30).
The priorities of presidencies of new member countries confirm
their effort to bring energy issues to the EU level. Both the Slovenian
(first half of 2008) and Czech presidencies (first half of 2009) included energy topics among their top priorities (Fink-Hafner & Lajh,
2008; Král, et al., 2009) with the Czech Republic having it a little
higher as a priority during its execution of the presidency due to the
gas crisis in January 2009. The original energy priorities of the Czech
Republic were focused on market liberalization, but external developments meant that the presidency was dealing solely with the external part of the energy issue, i.e. relations with third countries and
securing supplies of gas. The main aim of the Czech presidency in
the first weeks was to solve the dispute of Russia and Ukraine over
gas and therefore this period of the presidency is described as “crisis
management” (Král, et al., 2009, p.65). During the Czech presidency
the Southern Corridor Summit took place in Prague where plans
for further diversification were discussed. When compared to the
Czech EU presidency, the Slovenian one was more focused on climate change than on energy issues. The next presidency by a new
member state is being prepared by Hungary in 2011 and energy is
going to be one of the main issues: “For the moment it is still discussed,
there are certain topics which are being brought and which are going to be
quite important in our period, like in Justice and the Home Affairs field. In
the foreign policy part probably energy is going to be important” (NCS09-32).
An analysis of the interviews shows three basic preferences of
the new member states of the EU. All NMS support the deepening of cooperation in the energy area on the European level and the
creation of a common external energy policy guaranteeing a “single EU voice” when dealing with supply countries. There are some
limitations to this support and NMS are not united in regard to the
scope of cooperation. The most significant exemption to this is the
energy mix. New member states want to keep decisions about the
composition of their energy resources at home, so they can decide
about the use of nuclear energy. The second preference is the diversification of sources of energy and transport routes because NMS
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dependence on gas imports from the Russian Federation is causing
energy security problems. The third common preference is support
for solidarity among the member states in the energy area on the
EU level. Solidarity should be a way to secure energy supplies in
emergency situations.
Cooperation in the energy area on the EU level
Representatives of all new member states identified cooperation
in the energy policy area as their countries’ preference in the European Union. However, NMS do not create one coherent group regarding the form and scope of such cooperation: “As in the whole EU,
there are no stable, steady coalitions among member states, and the same
refers to the new member states. It depends on the situation” (NCS-09-38).
In spite of this, energy policy is a uniting issue among NMS and
some of them can often find common ground for cooperation. In energy policy there are “interests slightly diverging, but several countries
can cooperate, the Baltic states and Poland for example. Eastern states,
Hungary and Romania can be quite different in energy…” (EXP-08-05).
The 2009 gas crisis has meant a re-prioritization and further unification of NMS energy preferences.
Some of the participants spoke openly about a “Common Energy
Policy” and compared the reasons for its establishment with the reasons behind the creation of the Common Agricultural Policy (NCS09-41). Others were not so enthusiastic about harmonization of the
energy policy. These interviewees also stressed the importance of
putting the energy issue into the European context but focused
more on the internal energy market development. The result of such
energy policy should, like in the first case, lead to an improvement
of security of supply. According to one Hungarian representative,
“[We] believe that if there is an integrated energy market within the EU,
this means also cheaper energy resources and a bigger security of supply”
(NCS-09-36). In the Romanian case, it was the Commission and its
concern with energy security that caused an increased interest in
the issue, although it was an issue for Romania even before: “Energy
security was important to us, but the boost that was given by the Commission helped us to realize that even for us this should be a more important
priority” (NCS-09-30). The focus of the Commission on energy issues
caused a change in attitudes also in the Slovenian case. The new
government created in 2005 included energy among its priorities
in the European Union: “You would see that the previous government
wasn’t dealing so much with energy because it wasn’t on the table at all in
the European context. But now, with this government, it has become a very
important issue for us” (NCS-08-14).
Probably the biggest proponents of cooperation in the energy
field among new member states are the Baltic states. They are part
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of a so-called “isolated energy island” which makes them very dependent on Russian energy supplies. They inherited infrastructural
interconnections with the Russian Federation from the time when
they were part of the Soviet Union and are lacking interconnections
with Europe. Arguments like these were used almost in every interview with representatives of Baltic states when talking about energy
as a priority in the EU. The main aim of the Baltic states is to develop
interconnections with other countries of the EU so they can decrease
this dependence on one source and one transport route: “As now all
three Baltic states are almost totally isolated from the rest of the EU: no
energy links, no normal highways and railways through Poland to western
Europe, these questions could make the EU more physically integrated if
solved” (NCS-09-48). One Latvian representative noted that already
during negotiation process, one of their main objectives was to discuss energy issues and establish an energy policy at the European
level: “We had a pretty big interest in energy policy, these inter-linkages
between the member states, because we are now 100% dependent on the gas
from Russia. Also, electricity comes mostly from the eastern regions, so we
want more interconnectedness between the countries. Now we want a more
coherent energy policy” (NCS-09-41).
Latvian participants spoke openly about the problems concerning energy security: “There is energy as well, this huge issue about an
integrated energy market. It’s not that we just wish it; it’s our necessity,
basically. It’s because we are an isolated energy market within the EU and
we have more links with former Soviet Union countries than with the EU”
(NCS-08-27). Baltic states are interested in developing both aspects
of a common energy policy, internal as well as external. On the internal level this is the creation of energy connections to the rest of
the European Union, on the external level the main concern is to
decrease dependence on Russia. A Lithuanian diplomat stressed the
need to continue developing internal energy market and physically
incorporate Baltic states into European energy infrastructures: “We
still have to finish our internal market creation, which especially has to
be done in the energy sector, where we lack interconnections of energy”
(NCS-08-26). Latvia is active in bringing ideas on how to solve this
particular problem of the Baltic states. One of the concrete outcomes
is the Baltic energy market, which was successfully launched during the Swedish presidency. Its main objective is to help solve the
problem of the isolated energy island of the Baltic states by connecting to the European networks:6 “At the moment, it’s the Baltic energy
market that has been highly supported and also [there has been] a debate on
6

The project was officially launched on 17th June 2009. It was one of the Swedish
presidency’s priorities in the region. The main aim of the project is to connect
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia to EU energy networks. On line at: http://www.euractiv.com/en/energy/baltic-energy-market-takes-shape/article-183299, accessed
on 22 February 2010
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who was the first, whose initiative it was. But we had our own ideas, papers, which we were trying to give to the Commission, trying to distribute
them among the member states. We were working hard on that and that’s
one of the results of our work” (NCS-08-28). A Lithuanian interviewee
explained that in the energy area there are still a lot of challenges
that have to be solved. They are well aware of the situation and are
prepared to contribute to the solution: “I would say we are always behind new initiatives. We speak about, for example, energy matters… that
of course, there is still huge work to be done, so we’re always behind it and
we are supportive of actions in this direction” (NCS-08-26).
NMS are in general very supportive of the further integration of
their energy policies. However, there are limitations to this support.
One issue which new member states do not want to bring to the EU
level is the decision-making about the domestic composition of energy resources, the so-called “energy mix”. This concerns the types
of energy sources that are used for the production of electricity.
NMS are against the “uploading” of this agenda to the EU level. The
most important reason is the use of nuclear energy by several NMS.
When member countries can decide on their own about the composition of their energy sources, they can also decide whether they will
use nuclear energy for production of electricity. There is no consensus on the EU level regarding this issue and a “common European
response on the future of nuclear energy is still missing”. Many of
the NMS together with Finland, France and Great Britain are proponents of nuclear energy (Umbach, 2010, p.1235). A good example is
the Slovak Republic, whose representatives put a lot of emphasis on
the creation of a common energy policy of the EU, but at the same
time want to keep making decisions about the use of nuclear energy
at domestic level: “It is clear that Slovakia will not give up nuclear energy and will insist that the Commission has nothing to say on how we
mix our energy sector. So the energy mix is our own decision” (EUIN-0811). Some authors describe the EU energy policy and its relationship
with nuclear power as “ambiguous” and refer to the differences in
approaches to nuclear energy. They point to the fact that “although
the EU has 147 nuclear reactors in operation in 13 of the 25 member
states and they generate around one third of the Union’s electricity,
some countries – such as France and Finland – are more enthusiastic about this source of energy than some others” (Litmanen, 2009,
p.25). Decision-making on the energy mix is important not only for
countries interested in nuclear power but also for those producing
electricity in coal-fired power plants (i.e. Poland).
Among new member states, Slovakia and the Czech Republic
are especially interested in the use of nuclear energy and its further
development in the European Union. They established the European Nuclear Energy Forum in 2007, a platform for discussing issues
related to nuclear energy in the European Union. Slovakia and the
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Czech Republic have clearly demonstrated an interest in the renewal
of discussions on nuclear energy at a European level and their interest in nuclear energy: “[The European Nuclear Energy Forum] was
our initiative because it is one of our priorities to cover this area, which no
one has covered before” (NCS-08-23). Their interest in nuclear energy
is confirmed by their activities; both countries are currently building
(Slovakia), or are in the preparatory phases (Czech Republic) of more
nuclear power plants: “Also neighbouring countries, Poland, Hungary,
the Baltic states, are interested in energy security. But we differentiate from
the context of new member countries in the nuclear area. We have a nuclear
forum…we have to start the discussion and try to propose some European
rules in this area” (NCS-08-20). The renewal of interest in nuclear energy on the European level dates back to the beginning of the decade, when it became a solution to environmental and climate changes. This carbon-free technology for producing electricity has turned
surprisingly from an environmental enemy into a climate remedy
(Litmanen, 2009). Such an argumentation is used also as a support
for the European Nuclear Energy Forum: “We [Czech Republic] are
sharing a nuclear forum with the Slovak Republic, which seems to be enriching in the period of climate change and problems with energy security”
(NCS-09-42). Slovakia wants also in this way to utilise its expertise in
nuclear energy developed in the last couple of decades (BTS-10-04).
The unwillingness of some NMS to create common EU rules
concerning the energy mix stems from their desire to increase energy security. Nuclear energy is a very favourable option for safeguarding electricity production together with keeping environmental standards. According to one Slovak interviewee, the preference
for nuclear energy stems from the commitment to close down the
Soviet-type reactors and following shortages of electricity supplies:
“[T]here is this closure of Bohunice [NPP]… and it is possible to compensate only in one way and that is nuclear energy”(NCS-02-23). A very
similar argument was offered by a Lithuanian participant: “[Energy]
is a priority of ours, and also because we have to close our nuclear plant”
(NCS-09-40). Bulgaria also sees nuclear energy as its priority in the
energy area, and, contrary to most EU member states, there is also
considerable public support for it: “The nuclear power plant issue was
also the result of public opinion, which is strangely in favour and which is
very different from other member states. It’s also a kind of national pride”
(NCS-08-05:08).
Diversification of suppliers and transport routes
Another preference of the new member states of the European
Union in the energy area is diversification concerning both suppliers of natural gas and transit routes (NCS-08-26, NCS-09-48, EUIN118

08-07, NCS-09-42). A lot of NMS are dependent not only on one supplier, but often also on one transport route. The gas crisis in January
2009 showed the large vulnerability of at least two new member
states of the EU in this regard. Slovakia and Bulgaria are 100% dependent on gas from the Russian Federation and they import all
this natural gas through Ukraine. Existing pipelines were built in an
east-west direction to supply energy sources from Russia to Europe.
The infrastructure was not modified significantly after changes to
the Central and Eastern European political systems (Virág, 2009).
South-north gas pipelines would partly decrease dependence since
it would enable these countries to connect to more transport routes
but on the other hand they will probably still connect to the same
supplier, Russia. Of the existing three new gas pipelines projects
connecting Europe to the supply countries – Nordstream, Southstream and Nabucco – only the last one creates an alternative to
Russian exports and brings a real diversification of suppliers (Virág,
2009). The first two projects contribute only to route-diversification
bypassing current transit countries. Therefore, third route is preferable for new member states, although they support all of them. The
2009 gas crisis further increased the importance of diversification of
supplies of natural gas and caused a growth of interest in the energy
issue from the NMS: “For new member states it [energy] was a little bit
of an issue and it has become a really huge issue right now, the dependence
on the Russian supply of oil and gas is enormous” (EXP-08-02).
Solidarity among member states in the energy field
The third identified preference of the new member states of the
EU is the introduction of solidarity among member states in the area
of energy. The Lisbon Treaty first brought this measure into the EU
legislation and it has gained massive support from new member
countries. This measure should safeguard the supplies of energy by
the mutual help of member states in the case of shortages. “[We]
think that this solidarity notion in energy policy is quite crucial for the
next decades to come, because energy dependency will be quite a sensitive and important issue from now on” (NCS-08-26). Lithuanian representatives, together with other Baltic states, fully supported the
introduction of the provision on solidarity into the Lisbon Treaty:
“One of the issues that was horizontally present in all forums was energy
policy. Clearly we stand for more a common EU energy policy, for solidarity in this respect” (NCS-08-29). Energy cooperation in the European
Union should be based on solidarity among member countries and
equal treatment. In a case that one member state has a problem in
regards to supplies of energy, other member states should help to
get over this difficult period: “Having quite a bad experience recently,
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we are very much in favour if EU would try to create a real common energy
policy based on equal treatment of every partner and based on solidarity.
It means that energy supply is a common interest, and if a single member
state would have a problem with the supply of energy, other member states
should be ready to help this country” (NCS-09-38).
Energy security as the main NMS concern
The main rationale behind the preferences of NMS in the energy
sector is the effort to increase their energy security. Import dependence is a key issue for NMS and has become one of the main EU topics in recent years (Jeníček & Krepl, 2009; Kaderlák, 2007). Russia is
a decisive player in this regard as most of the natural gas imported
to NMS originates there.
The lack of a single “energy voice” limits the EU’s capacity to
deal with energy security challenges. OMS are occasionally acting
on their own without discussing issues in a broader European context. For example, just few days before the EU-Russia summit in
May 2009 took place, Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi met
his Russian counterpart Vladimir Putin to sign an agreement on the
South Stream project.7 This prevented the Czech presidency from
using the summit to express a common EU position on external
energy issues. A civil servant who was present at the EU-RussiaUkraine meetings during the 2009 gas crisis as a representative of
the Czech EU presidency expressed his opinion on how member
state veto, still present in energy issues, can make decision-making
quite complicated: “At a Russian-Ukrainian meeting on January 12, after the meeting of the Energy Council, it was not easy to achieve unity,
because all ministers or state secretaries of member states were present”
(PRG-09-01). Since member states are still principal actors in external energy policy, every EU position is subject to a common confirmation. Now, with 27 members, this is even more difficult to achieve
than before the enlargement.
Representatives of NMS believe that a common energy policy
for the EU will improve their energy security, so they are calling
for more unity in energy policy (NCS-09-48): “Integration should be
much deeper in fields of energy supply, security... Also, the EU should be
more unified when it comes to EU external, energy and economic policies” (NCS-09-48). NMS have doubts about their ability to successfully negotiate with Russia and they want the EU to speak for them:
“It is important for us that our problem with Russia or some countries’
problem with Russia can be solved better at the EU level, not through the
7	��������������������������������������������������������������������������
http://www.euractiv.com/en/energy/putin-berlusconi-seal-south-stream-pipeline-deal/article-182435

120

individual bilateral relations with these countries” (NCS- 09-40). Russia
is nowadays seen by NMS in the first place as an energy security issue: “You have Russia and you have the security issue, this is something
that unites them” (EXP-08-02). It is believed that a single EU voice
could improve the EU negotiating position not only towards supply countries, but also with transit countries. An efficient EU energy
policy has to go hand in hand “together with the third countries and
with the relations between Ukraine and Russia…” (NCS-09-36). The role
of transit countries was highlighted during the 2006 and 2009 gas
crises because Ukraine was involved in both of them.
Acoording to some participants, common EU energy policy
could be on one hand a suitable tool for new member states to tackle
the energy security problem, on the other it can also help the EU
to find a common stance in foreign policy. According to one NMS
representative, “If we could manage the energy question, the EU could
much easier speak with one voice in foreign policy. It would be much easier
to find common ground” (NCS-09-39). The conflict in Georgia in 2008
and the European Union’s rather moderate reaction support this
opinion. Dependence on energy imports from Russia hindered the
EU from a harsher position: “One of the key positions [of the European
Council], which was included there was this dependence on the import of
energy resources from Russia, which caused the position to be softer than
the declarations” (EUIN-08-07).
Interviews showed that diversification is assumed to be another
remedy for energy security problems. Among NMS the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovenia are undergoing some kind of
diversification but they still import most of their natural gas from
Russia. The rest of NMS import gas only from the Russian Federation. NMS did not pay much attention to diversification before their
membership in the EU and nowadays they are keen to deal with this
issue at the EU level. The 2006 and 2009 gas crises resulted in a loss
of reputation for Russia as a reliable supplier and representatives of
many NMS very carefully followed discussions between Russia and
Ukraine in the autumn of 2009 so they could be prepared in a case of
shortages. As many participants noted, diversification of resources
and transport routes should eliminate such risks and secure reliable
supplies.
The preference for solidarity at the EU level is also contributing
to an increase in energy security. In the NMS view, a member state
that is experiencing a shortage of energy supplies should be helped
by other members. Such a mechanism will increase energy security at least to some extent until diversification take place. Thanks
to the Lisbon Treaty, solidarity became part of the EU legal basis.
One present example shows the importance of non-state actors in
providing solidarity. In January 2009 during the gas crisis it were
the minority shareholders of the Slovak gas company SPP (E.ON
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Ruhrgas and Gas de France) that sealed the deal on “importing” gas
from Germany and France. The Slovak government, the majority
shareholder of the SPP, backed up the deal, but the decisive role was
played by private companies (BTS-10-04). This manifests the importance of other than state actors in providing solidarity.
Conclusion
Ten post-communist Central and Eastern European countries
entered the EU with a different set of energy issues than the old
member states used to deal with before the eastern enlargement.
Contrary to developing an internal energy market as a main feature
of EU-15 energy policy, energy security and relations with energy
exporters become the decisive energy topics of the new member
states. NMS have effectively transferred the energy issue from the
first pillar (liberalization of common market with energy) to the third
one (external dimension of energy security). Energy policy gained
new momentum when European institutions replied to NMS demands by a set of initiatives. Energy got a legal basis in the Lisbon
Treaty, a step highly supported by newcomers and the European
Commission introduced measurements in the energy security area.
The three main preferences of NMS can be distinguished. Firstly,
the NMS highly support the deepening of integration in the energy
sector in the EU with an emphasis on its foreign aspects. Another
preference is for the improvement of energy infrastructure interconnection and the diversification of energy resources as well as transit
routes. Thirdly, the NMS advocate solidarity among member states
in the energy field. These preferences gained significance especially
after the 2009 gas crisis when for the first time in history Russian gas
imports were totally cut off to Europe through Ukraine.
Energy issues were part of the EU negotiation process, but talks
did not reflect NMS vulnerability in energy supply security (except
for the EU requirement for 90-day reserve oil stocks). OMS and EU
institutions were at this stage much more concerned with a different kind of security, that of nuclear facilities and environmental
issues. NMS were not in a position to influence negotiations and
bring their own issues. The unequal position of candidate countries
during the negotiation process is well known (Malová, et al., 2005).
The principal aim of the candidate countries was to fulfil EU criteria and become member states as soon as possible. These attitudes
only strengthen the asymmetric position of candidate countries that
accepted the EU requirement in return for membership promises
and financial incentives. Bulgaria at first tried to find compromise
on the closure of its nuclear power plant, but in the later stage of
negotiations it rather focused on gaining compensation. Also, two
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other countries asked to close down their NPP, Slovakia and Lithuania, gave up attempts to make a deal with the EU and concentrated
instead on financial compensations. The new member states’ main
concern a decade before joining the EU had been full membership
and they had not paid much attention to the structural problems of
their energy sector, such as insufficient (or non-existing) diversification of gas supplies and problems with energy security. These questions become visible after joining the EU and really urgent after the
2009 gas crisis, which fully unveiled the structural weaknesses of
NMS in natural gas supplies.
New member states brought the energy issue to the EU table
right after the enlargement and become very active in this area. Successful initiatives to incorporate energy solidarity into the Lisbon
Treaty and the establishment of the European Nuclear Energy Forum prove this policy exception to the “passive NMS” rule. NMS
prefer the EU level to the national level for managing energy security topics. They demand institutional guarantees of energy security
from the EU. Firstly, NMS are dependent on energy supplies from
Russia. Mutual relations are marked by their communist past and
asymmetrical position that aggravate the NMS situation. Secondly,
most NMS are lacking domestic resources that significantly decrease
their import dependency. Thirdly, negotiations have taught NMS to
follow EU recommendations and rules without having the right to
influence the process. Lacking these guidelines, NMS are not able
to deal with energy security issues that are not covered by EU rules
and thus they call for the uploading of this agenda to the EU level.
Central and Eastern European countries inherited energy infrastructure from the communist period and did not alter it significantly, keeping their reliance on energy supplies imports from the
Russian Federation (see Table 4.1). Although being aware of these
structural weaknesses, only little has been done to change the situation. Russia had been for several decades considered a reliable supplier and mutual dependence was so high that there were no shortages of supplies even for the Cold War enemies in Western Europe.
Therefore the CEE countries did not perceive the need to improve
their energy infrastructure and interconnections. The 2009 gas crisis
meant a significant change of attitude of NMS towards considering
Russia no longer a fully reliable supplier and they started to find
ways on how to decrease their dependence on the existing energy
infrastructure.
Although there are several initiatives to further diversify resources and transit routes on the European level, it is not reasonable
to expect that the EU would ever be fully independent from Russian
energy imports (Grošelj, 2009). Dependence on Russia “is extremely
important, it is still manifesting and…it will manifest also in the future as
one of the decisive things for new member states” (EUIN-08-07). But Rus123

sia is not just another exporting country; it has a special place in the
history of NMS and the communist past has clearly marked Central
and Eastern Europe: “[NMS] have a common history, past. This means
dependence on import of fuels from Russia, in Baltic states also electricity”
(EUIN-08-07). The Baltic states were part of the Soviet Union and
inherited an infrastructure that connected them to the Russian Fe
deration, not to continental Europe. This is mirrored in their attitude
towards Russia: “…in Baltic states, there is still that fear, they were part
of the Soviet Union… So their preferences are stronger than the others”
(EUIN-08-07). Countries that have increased their energy security
by means of diversification (e.g. Czech Republic) are not that much
dependent on Russian supplies and therefore have a slightly different approach: “[The] energy security issue…there our position is similar
to all new member states, however the Czech Republic acts calmer than
some other countries that are nearer to Russia” (NCS-09-42).
New post-communist member states of the EU had been for a long
time in an asymmetrical position with Russia. They were directly under the influence of the Soviet Union (or were part of it) during the
communist period and Russia stayed a very influential neighbour
also after the end of the Cold War because of energy supplies. Small
Central and Eastern European states were not equal partners in energy negotiations with Russia. Only two larger countries, Poland and
Romania, are the least dependent on Russian gas among NMS due
to the extensive use of coal and domestic gas production respectively
and neither of them strengthens the position of the region towards
Russia. The status quo of the asymmetrical position has manifested
also after joining the European Union. The gas crises of 2006 and
2009 proved the unequal position between NMS and Russia despite
their mutual interdependence. NMS representatives doubt their capacity to successfully negotiate with Russia and want to transfer this
duty to the EU. A strong EU speaking with one voice in energy matters will have, according to NMS, a much bigger chance to make a
mutually beneficial deal with Russia. Therefore NMS are among the
biggest proponents of a common energy policy for the EU.
Another reason for NMS willingness to upload energy security issues to the EU level is their very low domestic production of
natural gas. The economies of NMS are thus dependent on energy
imports, mostly from Russia and cannot rely upon domestic stock.
Only Romania produces significant amounts of natural gas among
NMS, but even this does not cover its whole consumption. Only
two other countries (Hungary and Poland) produce volumes that
have some influence on domestic energy markets. However, neither
country’s stock is a long-term solution to energy security. Compared
to OMS that have much bigger domestic stocks (some of them are
even export countries) NMS are very much dependent on gas imports.
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In the negotiation process candidates states were given exact instructions on how to adapt to the EU conditions. Their aim was to
transpose the aquis to their legislations, EU provided membership
as a reward. The rules were clear and NMS adapted to the model.
Since joining the EU, NMS are no longer required to unilaterally
adopt EU legislation, they are supposed to take part in the decisionmaking process. Energy supply security is one of the areas where
there is no EU legislation (with the exemption of oil reserves) and it
is up to national states to deal with this issue. NMS are experiencing
difficulties in this area also due to a lack of EU acquis; they lack a
template on how to manage energy issues. After previous experiences with the negotiation process, NMS are expecting the EU to
provide them with guidelines for energy security. Since there are no
such guidelines, they are keen to bring this issue to the EU level and
actively pursue their energy preferences in the EU.
The 2009 gas crisis represented a decisive impulse for NMS to
seriously deal with the question of energy security at the EU level.
It revealed the structural weaknesses of NMS that place energy as
their priority in the EU. Not only NMS, but European institutions
were also alarmed by this unexpected disruption of natural gas supplies. Improving the energy infrastructure in NMS was one of the
aims of the European Economic Recovery Plan for fighting the economic crisis approved in 2009 of which 4 billions euro went towards
energy issues, especially infrastructure. The gas crisis seems to be a
decisive impulse for European institutions to pursue an active energy policy and bring real solutions to member states’ problems. Of
course, this is not possible without member states’ willingness to
support such measurements. The crisis proved to be a catalyst for
changes in energy policy. Although it was not a main reason behind
the NMS effort to upload energy security to the EU level, it helped
to realise the importance of this issue.
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Chapter 5

Foreign and Security Policy
Preferences
Vladimír Bilčík
Introduction
This chapter examines the formulation and pursuit of and foreign
policy preferences by post-communist new Member States (NMS)
of the European Union1. The chapter seeks to identify any policy
innovations pursued by the NMS in external agendas. It also has the
ambition of explaining the NMS’ strategies by considering factors
such as size, economic issues and the domestic political situations
of individual post-communist Member States. The chapter draws
on empirical research, interviews with representatives of the NMS
and the results of expert questionnaires. Through this examination
of policy preferences the chapter seeks to contribute to a larger
debate on differences between old and new EU Member States in
their respective abilities to formulate and to pursue specific foreign
policy agendas.
Following the 2004 EU enlargement there has been growing
interest in studying the policy preferences of new EU member states
as well as in comparing these with strategies of older EU member
states. (Copsey & Haughton, 2009, Dimitrakapoulos & Kassim,
2005) The academic literature has for some years tried to identify
key factors that determine preferences of member states in the EU.
A survey of literature on preference formation reveals an evergrowing list of factors behind member states’ preferences. (Malová
et al., 2008) Authors of different academic schools have tended
to emphasize different explanatory variables whose importance,
moreover, has varied with different periods of European integration.
Economic factors such as trade and financial transfers, institutional
settings including coordination of EU policymaking, domestic
determinants – especially public opinion and the role of organized
interests and political parties as well as historical predispositions
ranging from the size of the state to the time of its EU accession
1

This is an edited version of Bilčík et al., 2009, pp. 89 – 101.
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have all played their respective roles in explaining member states’
preferences in the EU.2
This chapter seeks to contribute to the study of preferences
pursued by the new member states (NMS) whereby the NMS
stands principally for eight post-communist countries that entered
the EU in 2004. We focus on foreign and security policy. We choose
this policy area because we seek to highlight agendas outside first
pillar issues that present potential realms of new integration or
cooperation among member states. Our aim is thus to identify any
new preferences that the NMS have brought to the EU since 2004.
While informed by emerging theories of preference formation the
chapter is chiefly empirical, drawing on research and interviews
conducted with policymakers in Brussels from September 2008 to
March 2009. Our aim in this research chapter is to present the main
findings of what the NMS want with respect to foreign and security
policy and to offer some explanations for our data.
Foreign Policy Preferences
As regards foreign policy or, more broadly, external relations we
can cluster our findings on NMS positions into three categories of
preferences. The first concerns the key policy areas that are of vital
security interest to the NMS. The second draws out geographically
delineated foreign policy priorities found among the NMS. Finally
the third category of preferences has to do with power relations
inside the EU and thus deals with preferences for the institutional
make-up and workings of the EU in the realm of foreign policy.
Policy priorities
From our interviews we identify three distinct priorities that are
with varying degrees of intensity common to the NMS. The first
such theme is energy security. Matúš Mišík addresses the question
of energy policy in the NMS in a complex manner in his separate
Chapter 4 of this book whereby he identifies the supply of energy
as the main concern of the NMS. While Mišík explains primarily
the various domestic and international reasons behind the NMS’s
efforts to upload energy security questions to the EU level, in this
context we focus on the salience of energy security issues for foreign
policies of the NMS. Concerns with energy policy are inextricably
2

Haughton (2009) offers a succinct overview of the main scholarly approaches to
the study of preferences in his analysis of the Czech Republic’s case.
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tied to the NMS’s preferences for EU eastern policy and they affect
bilateral relations of the NMS with the old member states (OMS).
Energy security is an integral part of distinct foreign policy priorities
of the NMS whose roots can be traced to the era of the Cold War
since the Soviet-dominated system of energy supplies in the NMS
has not been significantly altered by their membership in the EU.
The NMS are concerned with independent and sufficient and
steady supplies of energy and are as a result inclined toward
greater cooperation and possibly integration in energy policy at the
EU level. The Baltic States’ concerns stem from virtually complete
dependence on Russian supplies of natural gas and oil as well as
dependence on Russia’s electricity grid for supplies of electricity.
For Latvia, for example, the historical legacy of 100 percent
reliance on Russia’s deliveries makes the issue of energy security
a top priority. (EUIN-08-01) The position of Visegrad countries3
is a bit more diverse, but Central Europe is heavily dependent
on supplies of Russian oil and especially natural gas. Since recent
stoppages of natural gas and oil deliveries from Russia, the issue
of sufficient and secure supplies has been Hungary’s important
priority. (NCS-08-13) In addition, the Czech Republic supports
the establishment of a common EU energy policy as a response
to current worsening situation in this area. (NCS-08-28) Energy
security is also a big concern for Poland. Especially in the light of
the gas crisis in early 2009 Polish representatives have favoured
an “effective common energy policy based on the solidarity and
equality of member states: if one country has problems with energy
deliveries, other countries should help.” (NCS-09-38) Energy
security is a strongly articulated priority shared by the NMS that
has had an explicit impact on the contents of the Lisbon Treaty that
introduce the concepts of solidarity and security with respect to EU
energy policy.
Nuclear energy represents a specific area of the NMS’s policy
initiative. Slovakia and the Czech Republic initiated the founding of
the European Nuclear Energy Forum, whose task is to foster regular
discussion on the use of nuclear energy in the EU. The first meeting
of this forum took place in Bratislava on 26-27 November, 2007.
The participants discussed the possibilities for EU an legislative
and regulatory framework for simplifying administration and
permits for constructing new nuclear power plants. Prime Minister
Fico highlighted the country’s interest by stating that “the Slovak
3

The Visegrad Four countries include Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic and
Slovakia.
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government is keen to carry on constructing nuclear power plants.”4
Slovakia is certainly keen to reverse the consequences of its preaccession pledge to close down the Soviet-type nuclear power plant
in Jaslovské Bohunice. The country’s Strategy on energy security5
adopted in September 2007 declares that in addition to finishing
two blocks of a nuclear power plant in Mochovce, Slovakia intends
to build a new nuclear power plant on the site of the nuclear power
plant in Jaslovské Bohunice, whose definitive closure in 2010
will fully highlight Slovakia’s new position as a net importer of
electricity.
At the spring EU summit in 2007 Slovakia joined the group
of EU member states led by France that pushed for the inclusion
of nuclear energy among the “clean” energy sources (it does not
produce CO2 emissions). Such emphasis is in accordance with the
existing energy strategy of the Slovak Republic, which projects
a gradual transition to nuclear fuel, gas and renewable fuels as the
main energy sources by 2030, mainly because of the high production
costs of so-called green energy (from renewable sources). During
the European Nuclear Energy Forum meeting in Prague on 22-23
May 20086 representatives of the Slovakian company JAVYS and the
Czech company CEZ, a.s. signed an agreement on the construction
of new blocks of the nuclear power plant in Jaslovske Bohunice.
(EurActiv.sk, 2008) The importance of energy policy for the NMS
was further underlined by the competition between Slovakia,
Slovenia and Romania for the seat of the newly created EU Energy
Agency (ACER).7
Transatlantic relations represent the second distinct foreign policy
theme pursued by the NMS, though there is a varying degree of
emphasis on the importance of transatlantic ties. While all the NMS
claim that relations with the U.S. are vital, they represent an utmost
priority for the Baltic States especially, due to their negative Soviet
era historical experience. (NCS-08-23) In terms of EU membership
the NMS support the deepening of cooperation and complementary
relations between the EU and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO). For the 2009 Czech Presidency it was important to underline,
4

5

6

7

For more details see http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/bratislava_
prague/2007_11_26/index_en.htm [Accessed 17 December 2007].
The text of the strategy is available in Slovak at http://www.economy.gov.sk/index/go.php?id=3167 [Accessed 10 March 2009].
See more details at http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/bratislava_
prague/2008_05_22/index_en.htm [Accessed 17 June 2008]
The seat of ACER will be in Slovenia’s capital Ljubljana based on the member
states’ decision on 6 December 2009.
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on the one hand, the importance of Czech – U.S. ties while at the
same time the Czech Republic stressed the great importance of the
“transatlantic alliance” between the EU and the USA. (NCS-09-42)
Hence, EU membership has created a dimension of relations with
the United States in which NATO is no longer an exclusive forum
for transatlantic dialogue. The NMS claim to be equally keen on
cultivating the EU-U.S. ties. Poland as the largest NMS “supports
the project of common EU armed forces but respects the North
Atlantic Alliance as the main security guarantor of NATO’s member
countries”. (NCS-08-31) Thus, while striving for complementary
EU-NATO ties, in matters of hard security threats there is still a clear
hierarchy in favour of transatlantic ties.
Enlargement is the third distinct policy priority for the NMS.
However, unlike in the case of the firm and constant preferences
vis-à-vis energy security and transatlantic relations, the positions
of the NMS toward further enlargement have shifted over time.
Slovakia is a good example: it was around the time of Slovakia’s EU
accession that the country’s political leaders showed a strong resolve
to carry on the EU’s policy of widening. Already in 2003, Slovakia as
an acceding country endorsed the proposed schedule of admitting
Bulgaria and Romania into the Union by 2007. Beyond this, then
Prime Minister Mikuláš Dzurinda was a vocal advocate and one
of the driving forces of Croatia’s swift incorporation into the
Union. Slovak leaders were not happy with the Council’s decision
to postpone the opening of accession talks with Croatia beyond
March 2004. Slovakia’s diplomacy thus continued to push for a reexamination of the Council’s decision and was happy to welcome
the compromise solution whereby both Croatia and Turkey officially
began their respective accession talks on 3 October (or the early
hours of 4 October) 2005. In the aftermath of the launch of official
talks with the two countries, Prime Minister Dzurinda stated during
his press conference that Slovakia would offer Croatia cooperation
in negotiations on the various chapters of the acquis. At the same
time, the Prime Minister said that Slovakia would try to see that
both Ukraine and Serbia and Montenegro enter the same path of
European integration. (SITA, 4 October 2005)
In recent years the positions of the NMS have become more
differentiated and less enthusiastic about EU enlargement. Turkey
has always been a specific case, as Slovakia’s former Foreign Minister
Eduard Kukan highlighted by saying that the negotiations with
Ankara “will be demanding and very, very long.” (TASR, 3 October
2005) But even apart from Turkey support for enlargement in the
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NMS has somewhat waned. Already on an official visit to Germany
on 3 November 2005 the then Slovak Prime Minister Mikuláš
Dzurinda stated rather surprisingly that the absorption capacity
of the European Union had its limits and that the EU needed a
‘pause’ in its further enlargement. (SITA, 3 November 2005) A
representative of Hungary openly described Hungary’s changing
perceptions vis-à-vis enlargement. Whereas at the start of its own
accession talks Hungary supported enlargement unequivocally,
since EU entry Hungary had been in favour of admitting other
candidates for membership from the Western Balkans but not at
any price. Hungary’s position toward Turkey underwent the most
notable shift; five years ago Budapest supported Ankara’s EU entry
but today Hungary has no clear stance on Turkey’s EU membership.
(NCS-08-10)
There are problems besides Turkey, though. Slovenia’s support
of Croatia’s EU bid has been conditional upon delimitation of sea
borders. In 2009 official accession talks between the EU and Croatia
were stalling due to continuing bilateral conflict between Slovenia and
Croatia. Croatia’s accession talks should, however, move ahead and
be completed by 2011 following the results of Slovenia‘s referendum
on 6 June 2010 in which the country‘s citizens voted in favour of the
government’s agreement to accept the verdict of an international
panel in mediating the bilateral dispute on the Bay of Piran. (Pop,
2010) The Baltic States and Poland have been keen supporters of other
post-soviet countries’ EU ambitions, most notably Ukraine. However,
representatives of these countries no longer speak of possible EU
enlargement to Ukraine. While they do not rule out this option, they
openly support the Eastern Partnership Initiative. Their current aim is
greater cooperation and deepening of relations with Ukraine, Moldova
and other ex-USSR countries as well as the democratization of Belarus.
(NCS-08-28) A Latvian representative also spoke very openly about
the strategic context of deeper engagement with Ukraine, Georgia
and Moldova with the aim of not letting Russia dominate this postsoviet zone. (NCS-08-27) While a Czech representative underlined
Prague’s support for “approximation” of countries of the Western
Balkans to the EU with the “eventual aim of full integration”, the
Czech Republic is interested in the “stabilization” of the post-soviet
region. (NCS-09-42) In short, the preferences of the NMS for further
enlargement have been toned down.
In addition to the themes of energy security, transatlantic
cooperation and enlargement the NMS have pursued more specific
individual foreign policy agendas. It is worth noting three other
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areas that have emerged from our research based on content analysis
of documents and official statements. The first is the topic of cybercrimes and cyber-security. In the context of Eastern Partnership
and EU-Russian relations this theme is of particular importance
for Estonia, which suffered from a heavy cyber attack in 2007.
(NCS-08-25) The second is economic priorities of foreign policy. While
this term means different things in different NMS, the NMS as smaller,
and open economies are keen to support free trade agreements and
cooperation agreements with regions that may bring economic
benefits for the NMS. (NCS-08-25) Finally, several NMS are keen
to support the civilian dimensions of the European Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP) as these provide potential real opportunities
for participation of the NMS in ESDP operations. (NCS-08-25,
NCS-09-42)
Geographic focus
As the discussion of thematic priorities in external relations has
already highlighted, the NMS foreign policy interests are fairly
clearly geographically confined. One could say that in the context
of the EU their nature is rather local. The only exception may be
Poland, whose official ambition is to “take part in nearly every EU
and ESDP operation… with the basic aim of increasing the responsibility and participation of the EU in solving the world’s security
questions.” (NCS-09-31) Yet, given Poland’s constrained resources
the primary focus of Polish foreign policy in the context of the EU
still remains largely on eastern neighbours in the context of the Eastern Partnership initiative. In short, the foreign policy of the NMS (as
mostly smaller states) largely concentrates on ties with immediate
neighbours or regions in the relative vicinity of the enlarged EU.
The two clear geographic priorities are eastern neighbours of the EU
and countries of the Western Balkans. In addition, though, virtually
all the NMS declare Afghanistan an important area for their foreign
policy. The interest in Afghanistan and especially the military involvement of the NMS in the NATO mission as well as in the EU police mission in Afghanistan testify to the significance of transatlantic
security relations. At the same time, our research also indicates that
the NMS justify their interest in Afghanistan as paying attention to
an important global issue that is relevant to the EU as a whole.
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Eastern Neighbours
All the NMS declare a strong interest in the eastern policy of
the EU, though for some of them relations with particular eastern
neighbours are of absolutely vital importance. This goes especially
for Baltic States, whose relations with Russia are a crucial priority.
Estonia has one priority in eastern policy and that “is traditionally
Russia.” (NCS-08-15) Latvia is strongly interested in the eastern dimension of the European neighbourhood policy (ENP). The main
activities of Latvian foreign policy focus on Ukraine, Georgia and
Moldova. Latvia’s interests in these countries are both economic and
political. Riga is keen to bind these countries closer to the EU and
away from Russia’s influence. Yet, for strategic reasons and issues of
energy security, Latvia also has to cooperate with Russia and is therefore actively engaged in EU-Russia dialogue. (NCS-08-13) Similarly,
Lithuania’s priorities focus on the Eastern Partnership initiative of
the EU. A Lithuanian diplomat was laconic about it: “Something like
the Eastern Partnership announced yesterday by the Commission
is the issue that we have been pursuing consistently through the
years.” (NCS-08-26) Lithuania is especially keen to pursue two issues in the EU’s eastern neighbourhood. The first is democratization
in Belarus and Minsk’s gradual approximation to the EU. Second,
Lithuania underlines the strengthening of EU energy policy.
The case of the Visegrad countries and Slovenia is a bit more diverse due to the differing historical legacies of Russia and also due
to the differing degrees to which energy supplies depend on geographical proximity to the EU’s eastern neighbours. While the Eastern Partnership initiative was originally launched by Poland and
Sweden in 2008, the Czech Republic’s presidency in the first half of
2009 adopted further development of the Eastern Partnership as its
priority. (NCS-09-42) As the official co-sponsor of Eastern Partnership, Poland views this initiative as “a specific tool for deepening cooperation with countries of the East European region.” (NCS-09-31)
Slovakia is a good case of a more nuanced attitude when it welcomed the launch of the Eastern Partnership Initiative by Poland
and Sweden in June 2008 and the subsequent elaboration of the Eastern Partnership by the European Commission in December 2008.
However, the experience with the gas crisis when Russia stopped
its deliveries of natural gas due to a conflict with Ukraine has made
Slovakia’s diplomacy more lukewarm to Ukraine’s ambitions to ultimately achieve both EU and NATO memberships. Most Slovak
governing politicians and the Slovak public blamed the Ukraine
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for the crisis in deliveries of natural gas. (SITA, 2009) In a public
radio discussion, the political director general of the Foreign Ministry, Igor Slobodník, questioned whether “the strategic culture of
this country [Ukraine] has reached the state when it could be a reliable and responsible ally in this moment in 2009 and the answer
is unclear.” (Slovak Radio, 2009) While Slovakia’s official position
vis-à-vis Ukraine has not changed and Slovakia actively supports
Kiev’s ambitions to work more closely with the EU and NATO – for
example, Slovakia’s embassy in Kiev serves as the contact point for
NATO (Contact Point Embassies, 2009) – Slobodník underlined that
Slovakia would be more critical in its evaluation of Ukraine’s ability
to digest Slovakia’s technical assistance. In short Slovakia is likely to
be more demanding in relation to Ukraine since Ukraine’s credibility has suffered as a consequence of the recent gas crisis.
South-East Europe
Although all the NMS declare the importance of relations with
countries of the Western Balkans, these relations are highest on the
list of priorities for Slovenia and Hungary, two immediate geographic neighbours of these ex-Yugoslav aspirants to EU membership. Yet, Slovenia’s officially declared interest in the integration of
its south-eastern neighbours into the EU (NCS-08-03) has been tarnished by the ongoing bilateral sea border dispute with Croatia. For
historical and ethnic reasons Hungary openly supports its southern
neighbours’ EU integration and in preparation for Hungary’s EU
presidency in 2011 Budapest has declared Croatia’s EU membership
an important policy priority. (NCS-08-10)
Slovakia is a good example of the internal limitations of a small
country in engaging with the Western Balkan countries. Slovakia’s
activities have largely focused on developing ties with Serbia, Montenegro and Croatia. Bratislava’s engagement in Bosnia and Herzegovina is comparatively more recent and more limited, since Slovakia opened its own embassy in Sarajevo only in 2004 and in Macedonia only in June 2009. In contrast, Slovakia does not have its own
diplomatic missions in Albania or in Kosovo. Hence, the degree of
engagement in these places is certainly lower than in other parts
of the Western Balkans. Slovakia also offers another example of the
NMS engagement in EU policy in the Western Balkans. In particular a proof of Slovak diplomacy’s active role in the Western Balkans
came on 16 December 2005, when the EU High Representative for
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the CFSP Javier Solana appointed Miroslav Lajčák, then General
Director of the Foreign Affairs Ministry’s Political Section and Slovakia’s former ambassador to Belgrade, to be his personal envoy in
Montenegro. Lajčák’s principal role was the facilitation of Montenegro’s referendum on its independence, which was held in May 2006.
Lajčák’s later became the EU’s High Representative in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. He left this post to become Slovakia’s Foreign Minister
in early 2009.
Afghanistan
Most NMS have declared Afghanistan to be their priority. While
most of the NMS are principally involved in NATO activities there,
Estonia, for example, also participates in the EU’s European Security
and Defence Policy (ESDP) police mission launched in Afghanistan
in June 2007. (NCS-08-22) Afghanistan remains the top priority in
terms of Slovakia’s physical and material contribution to US-European military cooperation. In a public interview Lajčák reiterated
Slovakia’s commitment to doubling the number of its soldiers in Afghanistan by June 2009. (Tóda, 2009) According to Defence Minister
Jaroslav Baška, Slovakia plans to have 280 soldiers, including fighting units, in Afghanistan by 2010. (Kern & Šutková, 2008) Although
the participation of the NMS in Afghanistan is principally confined
to military resources and the commitment to NATO, it also indicates
some willingness to take part in operations that are important for
the EU as a whole.
Institutional preferences
The attitudes of the NMS to the institutional makeup of the
CFSP and ESDP are indicative of a general preference for the institutional status quo rather than major changes. All NMS support the
inter-governmental mode of decision-making in CFSP. According to
a Hungarian representative the member states should have “the last
and decisive word”, (NCS-08-10) especially in questions of security
policy. Few NMS openly declare willingness to integrate further in
second pillar matters. Even Lithuania, generally more willing and
open to more integration than its Baltic neighbours, declares readiness for “more cooperation” rather than integration. (NCS-08-26)
Most NMS did not initially support the creation of an EU foreign
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minister in the EU Constitution or the EU Representative for foreign
and security policy in the Lisbon Treaty.
Rather, their biggest concern in the first years of EU membership
has been with adaptation to existing structures and decision-making
processes in the CFSP and ESDP. While the NMS’s foreign policy
priorities are generally independent of the ideological makeup of
a particular domestic government, the NMS’s ability to get its foreign
policy priorities through to the EU and then implement them in the
EU has been constrained by a) inadequate representation of the NMS
in EU institutions; b) difficulties in communication between Permanent representations and domestic capitals due to technical and organizational deficiencies in exchanging classified data; c) an ongoing
learning process on the functioning of EU institutions. (NCS-08-21)
In this context the NMS have voiced repeated concerns about
the workings of the future EU External Action Service. While even
representatives of Poland claim that they “do not have a more detailed idea on the functioning and makeup of the External Actions
Service” (NCS-09-37), virtually all the NMS support the principles
of just representation of smaller member states as well as clear and
effective financing and clearly delineated competencies of this new
diplomatic body. A Hungarian representative voiced Budapest’s
concerns very openly when he argued that Hungary’s restrained
position stems from fears of insufficient influence on the policies of
the External Action Service. (NCS-08-10) The Czechs argue that the
representation of “particular member states should be proportional
to the representation coming from European Commission.” (NCS09-42) In sum, the NMS are no institutional revolutionaries. Their
positions reflect their keen instincts to protect any little national influence that they may have vis-à-vis EU foreign policy making.
Explanations and conclusions
The academic literature has for some years tried to identify key
factors that determine preferences of member states in the EU. Authors of different academic schools have tended to emphasize different explanatory variables whose importance, moreover, has varied
with different periods of European integration. Economic factors
such as trade and financial transfers, institutional settings including
coordination of EU policymaking, domestic determinants – especially public opinion and the role of organized interests and political
parties as well as historical predispositions ranging from the size of
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the state to the time of its EU accession have all played their respective roles in explaining member states’ preferences in the EU. More
recently Copsey and Haughton have argued that a state’s foreign
policy preference has to do with the state’s perceived size and selfimportance as well as with geographical proximity. In the case of
EU enlargement states’ attitudes are rather shaped by geography,
attitudes to migration and stances on more integration. (Copsey &
Haughton, 2009)
While size, especially in the case of Poland, matters and geography plays an important role, based on findings from our interviews
we identify three different legacies that help explain the NMS foreign policy preferences with greater analytical focus. We borrow the
definition of legacy from the work of Anna Grzymala-Busse who
argued in her work on post-communist political parties that “...certain structures and patterns of communist era persisted to shape political and economic developments after 1989, biasing decision making in favor of the familiar and the extant.” (Grzymala-Busse, 2002,
p. 20) According to Grzymala-Busse, “communist legacies are defined as the patterns of behaviour, cognition, and organisation with
roots in the authoritarian regime that persist despite a change in the
conditions that gave rise to them.” (Grzymala-Busse, 2002, p. 21)
In explaining the foreign policy preferences of the NMS we understand the legacies more broadly as patterns of behaviour with roots
in the past that persist despite a change that gave rise to them. This
helps us consider the relevance of both pre-communist and postcommunist experience of the NMS on particular foreign and security policy positions. While Haughton points out that history, while
often a good backdrop for explaining preferences, is not a fixed
variable over long periods of time and does not explain variation of
preferences across policy areas (Haughton, 2009, p. 1373), we regard
the term legacy analytically useful in explaining preferences in this
particular foreign policy field during the NMS‘s first years of membership. As we argue below, there are tangible connections (legacies) between present-day foreign and security policy preferences of
the NMS and their historical territories as well as their security and
economic dependencies from the Cold War and their EU accession
process (albeit in a more limited way).
The first is what we can term territorial legacy. Geography is a factor in explaining the focus of the NMS on particular countries outside the EU but geography alone does not explain the specific nature
and intensity of the NMS’s engagement vis-à-vis particular countries.
Why, for instance, is Poland so keen on Ukraine and Slovakia rather
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lukewarm vis-à-vis its largest neighbour? Or why is Lithuania so
concerned about developments in Belarus while Latvian officials do
not place as strong an emphasis on relations with their neighbours in
Minsk? In addition, why are the Slovaks and the Czechs so keen on
relations with Belgrade although neither country has a border with
Serbia? Our explanation for these questions (also supported by our
interviews) points to historical territories that once included parts
of today’s EU neighbours inside the former NMS’s state structures
(Western Ukraine vis-à-vis Poland, Belarus vis-à-vis Lithuania or
ethnic Slovaks in northern Serbia vis-à-vis the Habsburg monarchy).
The second explanation for especially clearly articulated security
preferences stems from the NMS’s Cold War legacy. It is neither size
nor geographic position that fully accounts for some of the NMS’s
strong preference for the primacy of transatlantic hard security
guarantees. All NMS declare the importance of the North Atlantic
Treaty Association but some are more open to doing business with
Russia or relying on other EU partners. More importantly, Poland’s
size does not make Warsaw any less vulnerable in matters of hard
security. Rather, the intensity of focus on the U.S. and NATO has
to do with the specific Soviet era experience. At the same time, the
EU’s single market has performed wonders in redirecting the flow
of trade and economic ties of the NMS. However, the communist
structural dependencies on Soviet supplies of natural gas and oil
still leave a decisive mark on the energy mix of the NMS. Therefore,
while the Cold War past makes the NMS cling to NATO, it at the
same time makes the NMS keen to push for more cooperation and
integration in EU energy policy and energy security.
The historical territorial legacy and communist structural legacy
help explain the clearest and firmest external preferences of the NMS.
However, they do not account for certain shifts in foreign policy preferences of the NMS such as a gradually more realistic approach to future EU enlargement. Here, we find the waning effects of the accession
legacy for the NMS. Unlike the longer periods of more distant historical experience, the experience of EU accession process has more temporally limited effects on the policy preferences of the NMS in EU foreign relations. While in institutional terms the NMS are still adapting
to EU realities and are therefore hesitant about institutional reform
in foreign policy, in EU enlargement policy the NMS have moved beyond their respective accession legacies and become more calculating
and mindful of the internal aspects of EU policy making.
In sum, we find that foreign and security policy preferences
cover only a limited number of international relations question.
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The positions of the NMS often tend to result from the constraints
of particular domestic and international circumstances rather than
from firmly rooted strategies. The new member states’ most distinct
foreign and security policy preferences are shaped by the experience and structural dependencies from the communist era as well
as by political geography of historical statehood of the individual
NMS. The ability of the NMS to pursue their foreign and security
policy preferences inside the EU has been constrained by political
and institutional factors. Since their accession to the EU, foreign and
security policy priorities of the NMS have been overshadowed by
more pressing policy challenges inside the EU while the NMS have
been adapting to the workings of EU policymaking process.
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Chapter 6

Can’t Have it Both Ways?
Administrative Capacity of New
Member States in European Affairs
Erik Láštic
Introduction
Me���������������������������������������������������������
mbership in the European Union and participation in European governance present national governments with considerable
challenges (Curtin & Egeberg, 2008; Kassim, et al., 2000; Kassim, et
al., 2001; Wallace, 2005). The EU is an extremely complex political
system that confronts individual governments with a challenging
environment in which they lack their traditional resources – authority, agenda control, party discipline, established networks, and administrative traditions – that they can mobilise at home for domestic
purposes (Kassim, 2003, p.85). This means that the EU is a fluid,
ambiguous, and hybrid system that is not based on a single centre
of authority and that EU policy processes are unusually open. There
is no distribution of power and the level of institutional fragmentation is incomparably higher than in member states (Ibid). EU membership is incomparable with membership in other international
organisations, and the pressure exerted on national governments is
strengthened by the doctrines of the direct effect of EU law and its
precedence over the law of member states, both of which were created by the European Court of Justice.
This chapter presents a thematic analysis of semi-structured
interviews focused on new post-communist EU member states
(“NMS”). The subject matter of the analysis were respondents’ answers concerning their assessment of the administrative capacity of
NMS and the domestic institutional structures put in place or revised by countries in a response to their membership in the EU.1
1

Within semi-structured interviews, the participants answered three types of
questions: 1. general attitudes of NMS towards the European integration and
EU membership; 2. specific subjects, policies and priorities pursued by NMS in
the EU; and 3. the effect of so-called domestic factors (administrative capacity,
coordination).
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The analysis focused on the performance of NMS in the phase of
influencing EU policy-making (projection, uploading) as well as in
the phase of assuming obligations arising out of membership (reception, downloading). While the implementation of legal norms
represents an inevitable part of a country’s membership in the EU,
influencing policy-making at the European level is related to the effort of a member state to minimise the costs of future implementation by reducing the degree of misfit between future European
policy and domestic rules, and thus the pressure for institutional
adaptation of domestic structures.
The first part of the chapter offers a summary of theoretical approaches and conceptual frameworks used to explore and explain
the performance of member states in the EU. The second part
presents results of a thematic analysis of 71 semi-structured interviews conducted in 2008 and 2009. The chapter concludes with the
identification of issues for future research, and with the formulation
of some assumptions based on key findings.
Frameworks for research of EU member states
Theoretical approaches to exploring the European Union and
its member states can be distinguished by an emphasis put on the
research at the European level or the level of member states (for
a more detailed overview see Wiener & Diez, 2003; Chryssochoou,
2009, pp.33-49). Traditional integration theories, the most influential
of which is liberal intergovernmentalism, focus on the building of
the EU as a political space, trying to explain the process and results
of European integration. They study domestic resources of European policy (Moravcsik & Vachudová, 2003; Moravcsik, 1994), taking national governments as the principal agents driving European
integration. The approaches based on neofunctionalism (supranational governance, multi-level administration) challenged the assumption that the national governments are omnipotent, stressing
the influence of other actors at both national (trade unions, regions,
business) and European (Commission, Council) levels (Stone Sweet
& Sandholtz, 1997; Hooghe & Marks, 2001). However, all of these
approaches understand the European Union as a multi-level system
where national governments initially focus on obtaining a mandate
and position to negotiate at the national level and subsequently pursue them at the European level.
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In later “Europeanisation” research the initial emphasis on the
European level shifts to studying the impact of the EU, its policies,
rules and norms on national and regional levels (top-down) (Featherstone & Radaelli, 2003; Graziano & Vink, 2007). The theoretical
framework for studying the impact of the EU on member states is
the existence of a misfit between European and domestic norms, traditions or rules. The lower the compatibility between European and
domestic processes, policies and institutions, the higher the adaptational pressure is which Europe exerts on the member states. Actors
and institutions at the domestic level acting as facilitating factors
respond to adaptational pressure by initiating changes, or on the
contrary they resist the pressure for domestic changes even at the
expense of sanctions from the EU. All predominant theoretical approaches based on new institutionalism use the concept of a misfit2,
however they differ in explanations for what causes the change or
its absence at national level. From the perspective of rational choice
institutionalism, actors and institutions perceive a misfit (and subsequent change) as an opportunity or constraint to pursue their interests, while being influenced by many veto points at national level
and by formal institutions (Haverland, 2000). From the perspective
of sociological (constructivist) institutionalism, domestic adaptation or its absence is linked with a cultural fit between domestic and
European norms. Processes of socialisation and persuasion are EU
mechanisms to exert pressure for domestic adaptation, while the
“EU’s rules have an intrinsic value, regardless of the material incentives for adopting them” (Sedelmeier, 2006, p.13).
The differentiation between the bottom-up and top-down dimension of the EU-member state relationship only serves for analytical purposes, in reality it is a two-way process (Börzel, 2005).
The bottom-up approach (projection, uploading) explores the role
of member states in the European institution-building process and
2

Although the analytical applicability of the idea of a misfit is generally accepted,
it cannot be considered universally applicable. The concept is suitable for studying policies with a positive integration impact within which it is possible to identify specific norms that impose a certain type of behaviour on member states
(Duina, 2007). The application of the misfit is rather problematic in the case of
policies based on the open method of coordination, which result in “soft rules”
that do not impose specific behaviour on member states (Radaelli & Pasquier,
2007, p.38). The application of the misfit also seems to be problematic when researching countries where the consolidation of the institutional framework was
not completed (e.g. some NMS). Moreover, as Héritier shows in the example of
France, initial compliance between the rules of France and the EU was interrupted after a change in domestic rules pushed by domestic actors (Héritier, et al.,
2001).
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the top-down approach (reception, downloading) explores the impact of the EU on member states most frequently in the form of the
implementation of EU directives into national systems. Depending
on preferences in individual areas and their capacity, member states
aim to minimise costs of future EU policy as well as the degree of
misfit and pressure for domestic adaptation by transferring their
national norms, traditions and rules to the European level. Member
states in the EU thus act in an environment of a continuous feedback
loop between top-down and bottom-up processes which takes place
in real time and at many levels through different actors, institutions and methods of decision-making (Börzel & Risse, 2003; Börzel,
2005). The linking of bottom-up and top-down perspective makes it
possible to embed a country´s “role” in the EU and analyse its forms
in respondents’ answers.
Research on new member states in the EU is influenced by two
additional factors traditionally used by historical institutionalism:
time and country size. The factor of time is present not only in the
accession process but also in the existence of transitional periods
negotiated either by NMS in order to postpone the effect of European regulations or by old member states trying to limit some fundamental freedoms (free movement of persons and services) and thus
protect their national interests. The size of a member state directly
influences its weight within the European institutions and their decision-making processes.
The adaptation of national systems to governance is complicated
by their “squeezed presence” in the EU (Ekengren, 2002). The result is that member states must react very quickly, while “timetables
are made much more explicit in European governance” (Ekengren,
2002, p.86). According to him (2002, p.84) “(T)his is one of the main
reasons [why] an active ‘EU Secretariat’ is needed. There is simply
not enough time, no natural national interval, to achieve a general
consensus among all the units concerned on all details of policy. The
result is that the sequence of governmental actions previously taken
for is now interrupted in the name of coordination... In European
governance, the national present is, if not disappearing, seriously
squeezed between demands for quick action by overlapping European timetables”. The European Union as a system of governance
works at its own pace, the cycle of policy-making is controlled at
a central level within a special timing and planning and timetables
that are not dependant on national governments. An important role
is played by deadlines for instance in the area of implementation of
directives. The incompatibility of terms of office of European insti-
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tutions and decision-making processes at the European level exerts
additional pressure for coordination at the level of national governments. Member states are locked into a “continuous policy making
process of both an active and reactive nature” (Wright, 1996, p.149).
In the EU there is no principle of discontinuity of legislation, which
leads to a continuous legislative process. During the accession process the Commission used time as a tool of governance. In a 1997
report on the readiness of candidate countries for membership
the Commission introduced a medium-term horizon; it published
monitoring reports on candidate countries’ progress towards accession on a regular basis and in 2000 developed the so-called “road
map” for the completion of accession negotiations, finally setting
the specific date of accession (Avery, 2009). In this way the Commission directly influenced the institutional time, which increased its
efficiency and effectiveness and strengthened the inter-institutional
relations of the EU (Lass-Lennecke – Werner, 2009).
Country size – defined by population, size of territory and GDP –
determines the weight of a member state in the Council, the proportion of employees in EU institutions and the number of seats in the
European Parliament. Size has an impact on the personnel, administrative and financial capacities of NMS. The European Union turned
from an originally foreign policy subject covered by the capacities
of foreign affairs ministries into a comprehensive area requiring the
permanent attention of ministries at the national level. Using the terminology of the Council, all new member states except for Poland
belong to the category of small states. Moreover, unlike the original
EU-15 countries, they so far lack institutional ties through which
they can influence policy-making processes as well as previous experience with the EU, although this part of their handicap could
have been reduced by the strictness of the accession process. Therefore, it is possible to expect that the structural disadvantages will
affect the performance of NMS especially in the phase of projection.
These states should not belong among political leaders and their
domestic policies will not serve as a basis for future regulation at
the European level. According to Panke (2008), the power of a country can be categorised into three dimensions: voting and bargaining
power, argumentative power and moral and institutional power.
Small countries face structural problems that make it more difficult,
or even impossible, for the policy-making process at the European
level to result in solutions fitting their interests in all three dimensions. Following this logic, the preferences of big states should be
taken into account in the decision-making of European institutions
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more frequently than those of small member states. For instance,
the Commission often focuses on big states in agenda-setting stages,
knowing that they have stronger bargaining powers in the Council
(Bunse, et. al., 2005, pp. 35-37, 44-45). Small member states can apply
several counterstrategies to reduce the impacts and increase their
successfulness in the phase of projection, such as institutionalised
solutions or ad hoc actions depending on the issue and the context.
These strategies have been revealed by research into small member states conducted before the 2004 enlargement (Laffan, 2003;
Bunse, et.al., 2005). They can be systematised into six categories:
1. institutionalised coordination with other countries, 2. strategic bilateral partnerships with large countries, 3. prioritisation of issues,
4. contacts with the Commission, 5. honest broker in the Council,
and 6. EU presidency (Panke, 2008). One can assume that NMS states
will predominantly apply the strategies of institutionalised coordination with other (in particular new member states), the prioritisation of issues and the EU presidency. The building of strategic partnerships enables small countries to increase their capacity (Archer
& Nugent, 2006). The countries that joined the EU in 2004 carry the
common past of the Eastern bloc, which could contribute to better
understanding of problems they face. Regional coalitions, such as
the Visegrad 4 and Baltic alliance, had been established during the
pre-accession process (independently of the EU). V4 countries irregularly meet before biannual summits of the Council to discuss
possibilities for coordination. In March 2009 they failed to agree on
a joint action in tackling the economic crisis. However, in November
2009 they agreed on a joint action in discussions about the “climate
change package”.3 Trying to minimise the impact of membership on
the national level (for instance in the form of additional costs arising
out of new regulations) or to pursue solutions in the areas of a strategic importance, the strategy of the prioritisation of issues leads to
a deliberate concentration on selected subjects and policies. In terms
of institutional mechanisms of membership it is necessary to monitor which institutions and actors define the priorities and to what
extent these are stable. It can be assumed that part of the NMS priorities were declared during the accession negotiations (transitional
periods); some of these were related to their status as net receivers
of funds from the EU budget or result from specific domestic factors
(Poland – agriculture; Slovakia – car industry).
3

See Mahony, H., 2009. Sarkozy warns Visegrad countries not to make a habit
of pre-summit meetings. EU Observer. [Online] Available at: http://euobserver.
com/9/28928/?rk=1 [Accessed 5 November 2009].
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What do we know about the performance of new member
states in the EU? From listening to action
Our research included semi-structured interviews with representatives of new member states working at permanent representations in Brussels (“NCS”), in European institutions (“EUIN”) and
with experts (“EXP”) that are dealing with the performance of NMS
in the EU. The aim of the thematic analysis of the verbatim transcription of interviews was to identify how the respondents perceive and
assess performance of NMS in the EU in terms of influencing the
EU policy-making process and assuming obligations arising out of
membership. The categories of assessments and explanations were
created by using an inductive approach which analyses respondents’ discourse. The findings were subsequently confronted with
primary data and a review of the existing literature on new member
states of the EU.
Assessments
Absorbing membership and learning
Compared to the previous waves of enlargement, the 2004 enlargement was the most extensive one both in terms of the requirements imposed on individual candidate countries and the volume
of transposed legislation. Nonetheless, participants believe that EU
membership is something you cannot fully prepare for during the accession process. They refer to the “initial shock after the accession”,
an effort to take the point and the process of progressive learning.
They agree that a country’s ability to act in the EU improves gradually in direct proportion to its length of membership (NCS-08-10;
NCS-09-39; NCS-09-38). As one of the participants said, it is a transition from the regime of listening (accession process) to the regime
of action (membership) (EUIN-08-08). Many participants consider
experience with the EU presidency to be the main catalyst of the
learning process (EUIN-09-12; NCS-09-39; NCS-09-37). During the
preparation for the EU presidency, “We have managed to deepen
significantly our knowledge and relations with other member
states” (NCS-09-35). Since the 2004 enlargement, the presidency has
been held by Slovenia (2007) and the Czech Republic (2009), while
Hungary and Poland are in the phase of preparation: “To be honest,
it took us four or five years to understand the functioning of the EU.
I believe the presidency is a great help. It is [an] amazing thing for
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understanding the principles” (NCS-09-39). The six-month period
of the EU presidency exerts pressure for increasing administrative
capacity. Slovenia and the Czech Republic increased the number of
diplomatic staff at their permanent representations twofold (Kral
et.al., 2009). The EU presidency (and preparation for it) is a strong
motivation for NMS. As one of the respondents said, “[The] forthcoming presidency in 2011 is the impulse that sets things in motion”
(NCS-09-37).
Defining national priorities
The analysis of interviews shows that participants point out
the strategy of the prioritisation of issues: “We should be realistic
and concentrate on the most important issues, so it is the question
of flexibility. We are trying to be flexible” (NCS-08-25). Flexibility
results from the limited administrative capacity of NMS that except for Poland are small member states: “We can´t do everything.
There is the capacity, so we can manage, at least the most important things” (NCS-08-14). This seems to be a deliberate strategy on
the part of NMS: “Small member states usually more consider the
distribution of resources. All working groups are covered, but this
does not mean one person per working group. My colleagues at the
permanent representation take part in five or six working groups.
Some of them meet more than once a week, so it is necessary to set
ad hoc priorities. The priorities are changing depending on changes
in the EU” (EUIN-09-11).
Panke (2008) studied the application of counterstrategies at the
national level through questionnaires addressed to selected ministries. Her data suggest that national administrations apply a strategy of prioritisation, but that this is not necessarily the dominant
one. In other words, the smaller a member state is the stronger the
possibility that its performance in the EU will concentrate only on
influencing selected areas of public policies by trying to minimise
costs of their implementation at the national level. Case studies of
small member states identify the prioritisation of issues as a strategy that enables the country to centralise its capacity into areas regarded by national governments as the most important. In the case
of Ireland, Laffan and O’Mahony (2008) point out the existence of
checklists used by the Irish administration to identify the five or six
most significant parts of the respective proposal. Ireland pays special attention to the area of structural funds and taxes. Slovakia under the government of M. Dzurinda (2002–2006) rejected efforts for
tax harmonisation in the EU, whereas for the government of R. Fico
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the protection of the tax system has not been a priority (Haughton
& Malová, 2007). The strategy of the prioritisation of issues is not
static. It responds to development at the European level as well as to
the change of national governments. Take for example the attitude
of Poland to the reform of the Common Agricultural Policy. Poland
before accession supported the agricultural policy reform in order
to approach the principles of a free market that would enable Polish
producers to succeed on the European market as a result of lower
costs. However, after accession Poland receives direct payments to
its farmers from the EU budget, which has led to the modernisation
of the Polish agricultural sector but at the same time to a change in
Poland’s attitude to the need for agricultural policy reform (Copsey
& Haughton, 2009).
Role of the European Commission
The European Commission appears in respondents’ statements
as the European institution with the largest influence on the performance of NMS. On the one hand, the Commission acts as an ally
that has played an important role in the accession process: “At that
time, the Commission told us what to do and we did it. A better
part of this mentality is also present in the period of membership.
Our administration thinks highly of the Commission and its opinions. If the Commission says that something is OK, it is probably
OK for us as well” (NCS-08-14). On the other hand, since the 2004
enlargement the Commission has also become a rival of NMS. Another respondent refers to the shift in the perception of the changing
role of the Commission: “During the accession process the Commission was on the other side of the table. Our administration just
listened carefully and almost always agreed. Now as a member state
we are bargaining with the Commission and the Parliament, and
we should defend our interest in the best possible way, not to agree
with everything... But we are still learning” (NCS-08-05). Moreover,
relations with the Commission represent an essential part of membership in terms of a country’s performance in the EU: “In some
areas it is primarily the relation between the member state and the
Commission, for instance in the area of the structural funds where
the member states are not relevant. As for the structural funds, the
first shortened period (2004-2006) is over and we have developed
operational programmes for a regular period of drawing. The programmes were approved and now we have to solve the first specific
problems relating to the way of project implementation. By way
of illustration, we decide to finance a project, but the Commission
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starts asking whether the funds are used for the right thing, which
leads to long discussions. And there is another interesting moment
relating to the relation with the Commission, namely the increasing
number of infringement proceedings” (NCS-08-20).
Explanations
The second phase of the thematic analysis focuses on explanations used by the respondents when assessing NMS. The first explanation, the turnover of actors within national administrations, is
related to both phases (projection and reception) of the performance
of NMS. The second explanation, particularly linked with countries’
ability to pursue their preferences, relates to the ability of new member states to use human resources in the European institutions. The
last explanation is related to the effectiveness of domestic coordination mechanisms in terms of pursuing priorities and implementation of European law.
Administrative capacity
Many respondents agree that the performance of their country
in the EU is complicated by the insufficient stability of the national
administration, especially at the level of bureaucratic apparatus
(NCS-08-05; NCS-08-06; NCS-08-07; NCS-08-08; NCS-09-43): “One
of the key factors is a high employee turnover rate at national ministries. At one moment you cooperate with Mr X and Mrs Y, and
a month later, Mr W and Mrs B appear, very young, brand new, and
you can start afresh with their institutionalisation” (EUIN-09-12).
The problem of administrative turnover is related to the financial
attractiveness of posts at ministries: “Unfortunately, jobs in administration are not the best choice in terms of remuneration, especially
for young people longing for a career and good salary. Salaries in
the public sector are very low” (NCS-09-43). A study by the World
Bank on the administrative capacity of NMS pointed to the same
problems. According to the report, the major problem is the unwillingness of political elites to create a professional merit base administration that would ensure the attraction and recruitment of high
quality staff in a changing labour market which is offering more and
more opportunities in the private sector and abroad (World Bank,
2006). Meyer-Sahling (2009) came to the same conclusion. He suggests that the salary system remains the most serious problem in the
area of administrative capacity building in NMS. While many NMS
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introduced special mechanisms of remuneration of administration
and engaged in European matters during the accession period, after
accession they have abandoned this practice (Slovakia and Poland).
Besides, staff capacity building at the domestic level is also complicated by competition from the private sector and European institutions.
Representation of NMS in the European institutions
Some respondents pointed out the influence of representation of
NMS in the EU institutions on the ability to upload their proposals and preferences to the EU level (EUIN-08-07; NCS-09-39; NCS08-21): “We still have only a small number of people working in
the European institutions. Since these are the people who know the
functioning of the Union and the inner processes, they could advise
us, help us. And I am not talking about some sort of confidential
information. They just could tell us how it works. This is a huge disadvantage compared to the countries with much longer experience
with membership” (NCS-09-39). The insufficient representation of
NMS can be explained by the failure to understand the potential
of filling posts in the European institutions: “By filling every job
vacancy available, whether in the Commission or at the Secretariat, they actually pursue their national perception... I think we still
don’t realize that it is a strong instrument for influencing policymaking” (NCS-08-21). In other words, “(NMS) lack instruments for
influencing Commission proposals. And when the proposals get to
the Council, it is usually too late” (NCS-08-05). The second explanation for the insufficient representation of NMS is the change in
rules of recruitment policy that coincided with the accession of new
countries in 2004: “When we joined the EU, the rules of recruitment
changed. I have heard from many that it was not pointed against
new member states, but no one believes it. The fact is that the staff
policy has changed. Whatever they say, I know that it was because
of new member states” (EUIN-08-07). In her study on staff policy
of the European Commission in 2004 Gravier (2008) argues that the
Commission for the first time set objective criteria of representation
based on the number of votes in the Council and on the number of
seats in the European Parliament. She considers the introduction of
the objective criteria of representation of member states in the EC as
a targeted effort to create a bureaucracy that represents the new demographic composition of the EU: “The theory of representative bureaucracy contends that a bureaucracy recruited from all segments
of society will produce policies that are democratic in the sense that
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they are generally responsive to the desires of the public” (Meier,
1993, p.2). In this sense, “[In] a multinational and multilevel polity
like the EU, where Member States as well as citizens are represented, representative bureaucracy appears as a possible complement to
representative democracy” (Gravier, 2008, p.1044).
An analysis of the distribution of officials in the Commission
(European Commission, DG for Personnel and Administration,
2009) shows a limited representation of NMS within the two highest
grades of administrative structure (AD-10 to AD-16) and an excessive representation within the two lowest grades (AD-6 and AD-5).4
This difference is also obvious with respect to the size of a member
state. Taking into account the number of votes in the Council, we
can compare small member states with four votes (Denmark, Ireland, Finland, Slovakia and Lithuania). The comparison of Denmark
and Slovakia shows that these countries vary in the total number of
officials in the EC (271 to 195), which is caused by a gradual filling
of posts on the part of NMS within the five-year period after accession. However, more significant are the differences in the distribution of posts within the hierarchy. While Denmark has 207 officials
in higher grades (AD-10 to AD-16), in the case of Slovakia it is only
11. In other words, while the total number of posts filled by the two
countries in the Commission is roughly the same with respect to
the length of Slovakia’s membership, there are 19 Danish officials
in higher posts for one employee from Slovakia. In the words of
one of the respondents: “These are the posts where the decisions
are taken” (EXP-08-02). There are several possible explanations for
this disproportion. The first is related to the requirements imposed
by the Commission on applicants, such as length of experience and
professional profile. A career in an administration like that of the
Commission allows for a reduction in current significant differences by career development and the advancement of employees
from NMS. However, this process is not automatic because the posts
are occupied based on open competition. Such obvious differences
in the distribution of posts in the Commission can only be found
when we compare the countries of the original EU-15 and the countries that joined the EU in 2004. If we draw a comparison between
Finland, which entered the EU in 1995, and Denmark and Ireland,
two older EU member states, we will see that Denmark has 207 officials in grades AD10 – AD16 out of 271, Finland 224 out of 340
and Ireland 190 out of 256. This means that there are no significant
4

The bureaucratic structure of the Commission for the position of “administrator”
consists of 12 grades from the lowest (AD-5) to highest (AD-16) grade.
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differences in the total number of posts or in their distribution among
the countries of the original EU. Comparing two NMS, Slovakia and
Lithuania, we find that their ability to fill high-ranking positions in
the Commission is almost identical (Slovakia – 11, Lithuania – 10).
The same is true of other NMS. The nature of the representation of
NMS in the Commission does not only affect their ability to pursue
their own priorities. It is also related to the building of a new institutional framework. The Treaty of Lisbon established the European
External Action Service (EEAS), in which member states will nominate one-third of candidates, while two-thirds will be nominated by
the Commission and the Council from their employees: “We won’t
be equally represented in external service as old member states. The
composition of EEAS will be based on the current units of external
relations where there are represented mainly old member states”
(NCS-08-10).
(In)effectiveness of coordination mechanisms
Coordination mechanisms of member states in European matters
play an important role in the protection and pursuing of national
interests within the multilevel system of the EU (Kassim, et al., 2000,
p.5). They have a direct impact on the performance of a member state
in the EU at the stage of development of national positions (domestic
level) and of subsequent negotiating instructions (European level).
According to one of the participants, NMS have “difficulties developing clear instructions, understanding the importance of discussed
matters, creating sufficient time for discussion at national level, and
defining their positions” (EUIN-08-02). Respondent NCS-08-04
comments: “It can also be seen in relations with our representation
in Brussels. It is rather often that when we ask for a government’s
stance to a specific report or act, the stance mostly doesn’t exist or
is ambiguous.” The inability of member states to develop national
positions within an appropriate time has a direct impact on the opportunity of their representatives in working groups and COREPER
to pursue their preferences. For instance, respondents NCS-08-05 to
08 talked about inertia of their national administrations: “When we
are pressed for time, we can only outline our position and possible
implications by phone, but we cannot discuss it in detail, so it is only
natural that we are seeking instructions” (NCS-08-21). Coordination
mechanisms and their effectiveness change depending on the length
of membership. Respondent NCS-09-38 states that in the beginning
they had huge difficulties formulating national positions, but after
five years they could see the noticeable progress of their country.
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Research into coordination mechanisms in old member states
showed that firstly there is no single model of coordination of EU
policy; secondly, coordination mechanisms are conditioned by path
dependency and reflect political and administrative traditions of
member states; finally, individual mechanisms differ by the level
of functional decentralisation and horizontal coordination (Kassim,
et al., 2000). Coordination of a member state at the European level
includes the establishment of an administrative structure in the EU
(permanent representations) and the creation of a mechanism between domestic administrative structures and a permanent representation. Comparative research conducted in 11 old member states
showed that all member states have put in place permanent representations on the front line in Brussels in response to the need for
coordination resulting from the type of policy making. As a result
of countries’ different attitudes to European integration, the representations vary in political-administrative structures or volume of
resources available. The research has also shown that each system of
representation has its own specific advantages and disadvantages,
and the effectiveness of individual systems is mainly influenced by
the functioning of national coordination mechanisms (Kassim, et
al., 2001). The functioning of coordination mechanisms of NMS is
influenced by several factors. The first factor, like in old member
states, is related to the existing national administrative tradition.
The second relates to the instability of political structures of NMS,
including their coordination mechanisms. In this respect it is possible to assume that coordination mechanisms in NMS will be subject to revisions and changes whether as part of complex changes in
national political systems or as part of the revision of coordination
in European matters. The third factor is the high turnover of administrative capacities, especially at the domestic level of coordination
mechanisms (instability), which minimises the possibility of social
learning and affects the ability of new member states to pursue their
priorities within working groups. The more stable the staff of national administration dealing with European matters at the national
level, the stronger the probability is that the administration will be
able to effectively identify, formulate and pursue national priorities
in the EU.
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Conclusion:
What don´t we know about new member states in the EU?
Literature on the pre-accession process of new member states
agrees that the importance of conditionality applied by the European institutions against candidate countries significantly weakened
at the moment of their accession to the EU in 2004. It was expected
that the socialisation effect of the accession would be weakened by
the departure of part of the national administration responsible for
accession negotiations as a result of the need to put in place representations to the EU and its institutions (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2007). Dimitrova (2007) suggested that after the accession new
member states could respond to the accession process that provided
them with only small room for negotiations about accession conditions by re-evaluating some pre-accession obligations or by blocking the phase of reception (Dimitrova & Steunenberg, 2004). In any
case, the expected result was to be one of complicated performance
by NMS in the EU, in particular in the area of reception or transposition of EU legislation into national systems.
Transposition performance is evaluated on a biannual basis by
the European Commission (2009). The Commission publishes the
statistics of the transposition of EU directives into national systems
that include the number of transposed EU directives, the transposition deficit and the number of EU directives that are beyond their
transposition deadline. An analysis of data on implementation in
the period 2005-2008 shows that NMS5 did not transpose an average
of 19 EU directives per year, compared with 27 in the original EU15. One of the respondents explains the success rate of transposition
as follows: “Since we have been well trained during the accession
process, people don’t speculate about it. It needs to be done and
that’s it. Sometimes the directives are not correctly transposed, but
compared with the situation in old member states it is actually fine”
(NCS-08-20). Although there are some differences6 among individual member states, the high success rate of NMS can be explained
by the preservation of the pre-accession legislative mechanisms designed to transpose the legal norms of acquis effectively.
The transposition of European law represents only part of the
implementation. During the pre-accession period, NMS were
5
6

The statistics do not include Romania and Bulgaria, which only joined the EU in
2007
In the period under review (2005–2008), Lithuania failed to implement on time an
average of 8 directives per year, while for the Czech Republic the figure was 40.
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criticised for a practical phase of implementation: the application
and enforcement of adopted legislation. The literal transposition of
EU legislation in candidate countries resulted in the ignoring of domestic specifics and interest groups (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier,
2007). The continuing trend of literal transposition in NMS has also
been confirmed by research into the implementation of selected
EU directives in the area of social policy conducted by Falkner and
Treib (2008) as a follow-up to their research of the original EU-15.
Since new member states do not fit into any of the worlds of compliance suggested for the EU-15 (Falkner, et al., 2005), they proposed
a fourth category: the world of dead letters. Countries belonging
to this group include all NMS as well as Italy and Ireland. These
countries are characterised by excellent results at the transposition
stage and quite systematic problems at the application and enforcement stage. Unlike other worlds of compliance, the implementation
in the world of dead letters is influenced by a larger number of factors: from weak civil society and the status of trade unions, through
to an inability and unwillingness of legal entities to apply law and
problematic law enforcement on part of monitoring bodies and the
courts. It should be noticed that the research focused on the directives in the area of social policy, i.e. technically and politically complicated legal norms the implementation of which was also difficult
at the level of the original EU-15. In her study of regulatory impact
assessment practices in CEE countries Staroňová (2010) confirms
that NMS tend to comply formally, but not substantively.
Future research into the implementation in NMS should pay attention to the implementation of EU directives and to factors explaining why the countries did not meet implementation deadlines
or implement a directive at all. It can also be assumed that differences in implementation performance do not exist only among the
individual countries but also among individual policies and they
vary depending on the period under focus. Increasing experiences
with EU membership may also lead to the increased influence of
interest groups. As pointed out by one of the respondents, “It seems
that sometimes we start speculating too much, which is related to
the increasing economic convergence and involvement of our actors
in the internal market” (NCS-08-20).
Beyond some expectations, NMS do not face serious problems
in the phase of reception, especially when exploring only its formal
aspect. However, some NMS revised some institutional frameworks
and rules created as a result of the pre-accession pressure of the EU.
The condition of EU membership was to put in place and sustain
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an administrative capacity built on the principles of professionalisation and political neutrality of the civil service. Meyer-Sahling
(2009) shows that only Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia continued in
pre-accession administrative reforms after EU accession, while Slovakia, Poland and the Czech Republic abolished or revised changes
adopted during the accession process. Slovakia, for instance, abolished the Civil Service Office, which led to the strengthening of
political influence on civil service. In this case, the reassessment of
original obligations affected rules included in the accession conditions (and evaluated by the Commission) but not included in legally binding regulations set forth in the Treaty of Accession. Future
research should focus on the area of “soft rules” (decentralisation,
regulatory agencies) that were part of pre-accession conditionality
but which were not included in the acquis communitaire. This may
point out the limits of pre-accession conditionality, the successfulness of which was caused by a material offer of membership. It
also suggests that socialisation effects of conditionality were not
able to change the values of domestic actors. The conditionality in
NMS thus strengthened the importance of political accountability
to external organisations (EU, World Bank, IMF), but at same time
weakened the horizontal accountability to local electorates (Malová
& Dolný, 2008). Goetz (2005, p.276) argues that “in settings where
institutions are far from fixed and their socialising effects generally
limited, actors matter”. Therefore, when studying NMS the concept
of misfit, identified as an important condition of the existence of EU
pressure on old member states, is weakened due to the instability of
their institutional structures and policies.
Research of the EU coordination mechanisms in NMS came to the
same conclusion (Dimitrova & Toshkov, 2007). They showed how
the existing approaches to institutional change fail to explain the frequency and extent of changes in coordination mechanisms after EU
accession. Although Dimitrova and Toshkov only examine formal
rules of coordination mechanisms, focusing on Bulgaria as a case
study, their study points out the problem in explaining institutional
changes in the countries that have until recently undergone changes
at the level of state, institutions and political culture. What they fail
to mention is that frequent changes of formal mechanisms of coordination do not necessarily mean a change in the influence of individual actors and of their ability to initiate changes. On the contrary,
the instability of formal rules of EU coordination may strengthen
the importance of informal rules in NMS. This incompatibility can
be seen for instance in the role played by national parliaments with-
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in domestic EU coordination mechanisms. In his study on the role
of national parliaments Raunio (2009) shows that changes in formal
rules did not increase the weight of national parliaments in the development of positions. As Láštic (2006) suggested, the change in
constitutional framework between the government and the parliament in Slovakia in 2003 which tried to re-establish the institutional
balance and strengthen the role of the parliament in EU matters only
changed the day-to-day business of EU matters a little. As a result,
the parliament is still unable to control and influence the government. Future research must figure out whether the changes in institutional mechanisms in NMS resulted from the pressure of the
EU and need for better national coordination, the broader changes
within constitutional systems of NMS, or whether they are related
to the behaviour of decisive actors. Research into the configuration
and preferences of key actors could show whether and how often
the institutional structures in charge of the drawing of structural
funds are being changed. Unlike other EU matters, the drawing of
structural funds provokes conflicts in the domestic politics of NMS
(Slovakia, the Czech Republic, Poland, and Bulgaria).
New member states in the EU are mainly influenced by the
length of their membership, their size and their personnel management in EU affairs. The length of membership influences member
states’ knowledge of the EU’s inner processes and their ability to
build institutional relations and networks with and within European institutions. Since the size of a country also affects member
states’ ability to upload their preferences to the EU level, they have
responded by applying counterstrategies such as the prioritisation
of issues and the EU presidency. In the context of strengthening
the qualified majority voting system at the expense of unanimity
brought by the Treaty of Lisbon it will be interesting to see if NMS
will start applying also other strategies, notably regional partnerships and alliances with bigger countries. In terms of human resources management the analysis identified three areas that should
become the subject of future research. The first area is related to
staff instability in national administrations (high turnover rate) that
may have a negative impact on defending national positions during
discussions in working groups. The second is related to the ability
of NMS to fill posts in the EU institutions. Respondents’ answers as
well as the analysis of some primary data indicate that NMS have
special problems in filling high ranking positions. The last area represents the research of formal and informal rules of staff policy of
European institutions.
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Chapter 7

Conclusion: Political Culture and
Style in the New Member States
Darina Malová and Zuzana Lisoňová

Introduction
Before their accession to the EU, the post-communist candidate
countries were characterized by having a broad social and political
consensus of support for the accession process. Some post-accession
trends such as the low voter turnout in the European elections, reluctance of political parties to fully engage in the European parliament election campaigns, and the late politicization of the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in Poland and the Czech Republic have
been sometimes interpreted as the spread of Euroscepticism in these
member states. After five years of membership, the new member
states (NMS) define themselves mainly as pro-integration countries
with objections to further integration only in a few areas (e.g. tax harmonization, justice and home affairs, social policy, cultural issues,
etc.). This chapter explores commonalities and differences among
NMS’ general attitudes to European integration and their reservations about further harmonization in partial policy issues. We used
two broad concepts to characterize member states’ general stances,
namely policy style and political culture, as a part of the broader
institutional environment (Dimitrakopoulos – Kassim, 2004; Closa,
2004). Both concepts connote specific and historically defined ways
of decision-making and dealing with political issues typical for each
country (Richardson et al., 1982, p. 2).
A country’s political culture in the context of European integration covers a scale ranging from pro-integration to anti-integration
attitudes. A very illustrative example of an anti-integration attitude
is United Kingdom, which traditionally prefers isolationism and an
inter-governmental approach to the deepening of integration and
the surrender of sovereignty. Policy style can be divided into two
types: active and reactive. While the first type refers to governments
initiating and submitting proposals in EU negotiation forums, the
second refers to countries that mostly only respond to the proposals
of others. With respect to European integration, it is assumed that
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the second type of policy style supports European integration more
than the first type, while there is still the possibility that proposals
will be anti-integration. The survey of preference formation in old
Member States identifies policy style and political culture as important domestic political factors conditioning the process. They are understood as mutually interconnected and represent the general attitude of a member state to the EU. For example, in the case of Spain,
Carlos Closa (2004, p. 322) argues for consensual political culture
and a reactive policy style that in general supports the process of the
deepening of European integration. In his analysis of preference formation in Italy, David Hine (2004, p. 302) points out the importance
of political culture and policy style. In Italy, like Spain, a pro-integration political culture and reactive policy style of government officials predominate. While the literature on old Member States talks
about policy style and political culture as relevant factors determining preference formation, these factors have been gradually formed
in the NMS since EU accession. Given the NMS’ short membership
and limited experience with the EU decision-making process, their
political culture and policy style, we assume that their policy styles
and political cultures in the context of European integration are not
yet stable. However, both rest in wider cultural patterns and institutional environments of a given NMS that influence both prevailing
attitudes toward the EU and also their national preferences.
The political culture of new member states
according to interview participants
The representatives of all member states characterized their
countries as pro-integration member states. 48 out of the 71 analyzed interviewees (40 representatives of the NMS, 5 EU officials
and three experts) described the NMS as pro-integration countries;
only a Latvian representative defined his country as anti-integration, i.e. as a country preferring an inter-governmental mode of decision-making (NCS-08-13), while one EU official referred to many
NMS as being nationally-oriented (EUIN-09-12). One respondent
was keen to involve his country in all projects of integration deepening including those in the area of family law, which represents a
very sensitive issue for other NMS: “Hungary should take part in all
the newly-launched close strengthened cooperation that is going on. One of
the most recent examples is Rome III, which tries to harmonize the marital
legal bases within the EU” (NCS-08-10). Although Hungary under the
government of the socialists belonged among those countries which
significantly supported further integration, this answer is quite an
exception. Most survey participants support integration but have
reservations in particular areas (taxes, social policy, etc.). Accord168

ing to some participants who were not able to categorize the NMS,
countries like Slovakia do not explicitly articulate their stances on
European integration; they only try to maintain the image of a good
member state (NCS-08-12, NCS-08-20). The answers of experts and
EU officials (14) also highlighted the fact that the NMS often do not
have any particular preferences or concerns, but in general they support the community method (i.e. decision-making in the EU institutions). The remaining respondents characterized the NMS as neutral
countries that are situated somewhere in the middle of an imaginary scale. The pro-integration position of a member state was most
frequently justified by a country’s size. All NMS are well aware of
belonging to a group of small and poorer countries compared with
other member states. They perceive EU membership as a guarantee
of protection, solidarity and strengthening of their weight towards
large neighbours (namely towards Russia). Although Poland is an
exception in terms of size, Polish representatives perceive EU membership also as a tool for catching up with economically developed
countries. Respondents in some cases illustrated the pro-integration
stance of their country with pro-European public opinion.
Many respondents precisely identified the areas in which their
member states have reservations about the deepening of integration: notably in social and tax policies and partial issues in the areas
of justice and home affairs. The NMS prefer the status quo with respect to the institutional settings of the EU, for instance in the issues
of the number of Commissioners and the rotating presidency. The
respondents justified the preferences of their countries by the inadequate representation of the NMS in EU institutions and by their
concern about the dominance of large member states. As for their
support for integration in foreign policy the NMS support higher effectiveness, which means not only the surrender of some competencies to the EU (NCS-08-28) but also representation in EU institutions
and especially better coordination. This is obvious in the issue of
building new institutions like the European External Action Service:
“We were clearly for the foreign service of the European Union to foster, to
strengthen the capacity of speaking with one voice. It does not need only
one voice, but one coordinated voice, which is if you hear the slogan speaking with one voice; the other question is with whose voice you wish to
speak. It should be a coordinated voice” (NCS-09-31). The NMS have
vested interests in the area of energy policy (NCS-09-48, NCS-10-49)
that has shaped their preferences during negotiation of the Lisbon
Treaty by supporting a ‘solidarity clause’ as an instrument to secure
energy supplies in emergency situations. But the NMS strongly opposed common regulation at the European level in the competency
of a new regulatory agency.
As we have already mentioned, the NMS have objections to the
deepening of integration mainly in areas such as taxes, social policy
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and home affairs. The NMS perceive the surrender of competencies
or harmonization in these areas as a problem not only because it
is financially demanding and may undermine their economic development, but also because it is related to their national identity
and sovereignty. Many respondents stated that their country is very
young, which means that the surrender of each area or competency
in favour of integration is perceived as a loss in particular after the
difficult accession process: “Instead of moving southeast towards Belgrade, we are now moving northeast towards Brussels. I am saying this
simply to illustrate that in our case, as a new country, it’s really not so
easy to define where we are or how we are in giving up the national prerogatives... You see, on the monetary side, we are the first to join the euro
zone, so it’s not one homogeneous approach. In one area, the monetary area,
we easily decided that this is the best way to do it...” (NCS-09-35). Some
respondents stressed that the NMS are afraid of “being absorbed”
(NCS-08-13) or “swept aside by large countries” (NCS-09-31, NCS09-41) and they seek protection against this threat in EU institutions:
“For countries being members only for a short period of time, Commission
and European policies are the major allies to protect us from the egoism of
bigger and richer countries” (NCS-09-31). In this context, there also appear references to the negative historical experiences of these countries during the previous communist regime when they were part
of the Soviet bloc governed by the so-called Brezhnev Doctrine of
limited sovereignty. Renewed sovereignty of the state is important
for the NMS and it has shaped their behaviour in the EU, which was
stressed by several EU officials and experts (EXP-08-05, EUIN-0806). The negative experiences with the limited sovereignty in the
past may have influenced cautious NMS’ attitudes toward further
European integration in certain fields and prompted one of the respondents to explicitly note that: “They [the new member states] have
regained their independence quite recently... They were part of the Warsaw
Pact, the Soviet bloc... and they have experienced the pressure from outside,
namely the East” (EUIN-08-06).
The policy style of new member states
Tanja Börzel (2002) does not use the term “policy style”; however, she does pay attention to the situations in which member
states submit proposals for the harmonization of the EU and classifies these activities (strategies). She argues that member states act in
compliance with a basic normative principle of “rational choice” in
order to minimize the costs of implementation of common policies
or EU regulations. She assumes that the best way of minimizing the
implementation costs is to export domestic policies to the European
level. If a member state has a domestic policy falling under the com170

petency of member states which is expected to become a subject to
Europeanization in the near future, the most advantageous action
is to push the domestic policy through the European negotiation
process as a model for other member states. If the strategy is successful, the implementation costs will be minimal. Logically, the implementation costs of other countries that will have to implement
new standards and regulation in their systems will be higher: “It
is argued that national executives strive to minimize the costs, which the
implementation of European norms and rules may impose on their home
constituencies. Therefore, they have a general incentive to “up-load” their
domestic policies to the European level. The better the fit between European and domestic policies, the lower are the implementation costs at the
national level. Since member states have different institutions, at the European level they compete for policies conforming to their own interests
and approaches” (Börzel, 2002, p. 194). However, Börzel (2002) distinguishes between three types of possible strategies which also express the policy style of individual countries: 1. pace-setting (i.e. actively pushing policies at the European level which reflect a member
state’s policy preference and also minimize implementation costs),
2. foot-dragging (i.e. blocking or delaying costly policies in order
to prevent them altogether or achieve at least some compensation
for implementation costs) and 3. fence-sitting (i.e. neither systematically pushing policies by not trying to block them at the European
level but building tactical coalitions with both pace-setters and footdraggers). This last position is applicable when a particular policy
area does not belong among the key priorities of a specific state. The
most frequent reason is the insufficient articulation of preferences
by domestic actors.
The general orientation of NMS is characterized by their previous efforts to join the EU and complete the accession process (e.g.
accession to the Schengen Area). Since the one-way nature of a “conditionality policy” directed the NMS towards the unconditional and
full adoption of the acquis communitaire, they can be classified as
countries with prevailing reactive attitudes. Yet, there can also be
found examples of all three strategies described by Börzel. Firstly,
in addition to our interviews, other empirical data reveal only a
weak engagement of the NMS in pace-setting strategies. The most
important initiative proposed by the NMS can be considered the
Eastern Partnership Initiative, launched by Poland and Sweden,
which has led to a change in the European Neighbourhood Policy
and a strengthening of relations and cooperation with six post-Soviet republics (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and
Ukraine) that belong among foreign policy priorities of the NMS.
Other initiatives such as the foundation of the European Nuclear
Energy Forum (ENEF) initiated by the Czech Republic and Slovakia,
have not been accepted at the European level as yet, but the ENEF
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is supported by the European Commission as former Energy Commissioner Andris Piebalgs stated during the second forum meeting
in 2008: “The strong interest in ENEF confirms that the decision to create
the ENEF was particularly timely and appropriate… By looking into nuclear energy risks and opportunities, the ENEF has a unique possibility to
contribute to addressing the outstanding issues, related to nuclear safety
and waste management, both crucial for public acceptance of nuclear energy” (European Commission, 2008).
In the past, new initiatives were mainly of “the core members and
the richer countries [that] [...] have proposed and most intensely favoured
new initiatives (e.g., the Single European Act, the single currency, strong
regulatory protection, a common policy on immigration, foreign policy cooperation)” (Moravcsik & Vachudova, 2003, p. 52). After the implementation of a number of fundamental institutional changes introduced by new treaties, the mode of decision-making has changed
and the EU represents a fluid and hybrid system (Kassim, 2003) that
no longer enables the national governments to act as dominant initiators and lawmakers. Rather, on the contrary, the preparation of
common policies has become an exclusive domain of the European
Commission. This was also confirmed by a representative of the
Council, who stressed that today the old member states do not put
forward new initiatives either (EUIN-08-05). Of course, this does not
mean that the influence of large and small states on the initiatives
proposed by the Commission is the same. It is still true that large
and key members have better chances of success. The talks on the
energy and climate package in 2008 indicated that partial claims of
the NMS often depend on the understanding and support of large
countries. At the beginning of the French presidency (2008), some
NMS expressed dissatisfaction with the method of calculation of
emission quotas stated in the package draft prepared by the European Commission. Hungary, Slovakia and others required the
inclusion into calculations also of data from the 1990s, when their
countries recorded a dramatic decrease in emissions due to the industrial recession. The French president Nicolas Sarkozy met the
representatives of the NMS before the December EU summit, which
finally accepted the claims of the NMS (EU-27 Watch, No. 8, 2009).
Secondly, the foot-dragging strategy represents a policy style
that is applied by the NMS more frequently. This also stems from
the nature of the Union where the main dividing line is the real influence of a state determined mainly by its size and wealth. Core
members and rich states cast “the newer and poorer member states
in the role of effective veto players” (Moravcsik & Vachudova, 2003,
p. 52-3). Respondents state (EXP-08-02, EUIN-08-05, EXP-08-06) that
some countries, such as Poland or Lithuania, mainly use the Council
discussions to demonstrate their disapproval: “You know, they like
the fact that they can block as well” (EXP-08-06). For instance, Poland
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and Lithuania used the threat of blocking negotiations on a new
agreement between the EU and Russia in 2007 (EurActiv.com, 2007).
With respect to the issue of climate change, one of the respondents
pointed out the lack of willingness of some NMS to perceive the EU
agenda in a broader context. Namely, within the preparations of the
climate change strategy, the representatives of the EU High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy managed
before the commencement of individual presidencies to receive the
support of France and Sweden, while the Czech Republic did not
show any interest to support the strategy as the future holder of the
EU presidency. The representative of the Council commented on it
as follows: “I know they have a president who has strange ideas on climate
change… But it would be good if they give the other the idea that they care
about broader [issues] and other things” (EUIN-08-05).
The best known example of hindering integration was the refusal
of the Czech President Václav Klaus and the Polish President Lech
Kaczyński to finish the ratification process of the Lisbon Treaty in
their countries. However, it is necessary to mention that these NMS
were not able to persist in blocking for a long time. The two presidents finally signed the treaty, which came into force on 1 December
2009 as scheduled. In the context of the Lisbon Treaty, the attempts
of Poland to bargain with partners and raise funds for the country’s
priorities in exchange for its support were particularly visible. One
of the respondents pointed out Poland’s attempt to negotiate more
funds for the Eastern Partnership (then the European Neighbourhood Policy) in exchange for its support for the Lisbon Treaty, although the Poles did not try to change the Treaty itself: “I did not see
anything in that respect in the Lisbon Treaty or the Constitution. I do not
think it was necessarily for the lack of trying, but it was simply too late...
For the Lisbon Treaty I only noticed what everybody noticed that the two
brothers Kaczynski were telephoning between Warsaw and Brussels and
keen to cough up another hundred million in exchange for Lisbon” (EUIN08-08). This type of behaviour confirms predictions and the logic
of the theory of asymmetrical interdependence, according to which
new members and small country veto players are “likely to find themselves in a far more advantageous position. The result … is likely to be
a series of concessions and side payments from core countries in exchange
for the support of others” (Moravcsik & Vachudova, 2003, p. 52-3).
After the unsuccessful Irish referendum, President Kaczyński
refused to sign the treaty because he considered it dead and waited
for the result of the second Irish referendum. The Czech President
Klaus chose the controversial subject of the Beneš decrees1 as a pretext for exceptions from the Charter. It should be stressed that the
1

In 1945 Czechoslovak president E. Beneš issued set of decrees that deprived
ethnic Germans, Hungarians and their collaborators of their properties after the
WWII.
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rest of the new members disapprove not only of the useless blocking of crucial treaties but also of undue tactical plays applied by
some member states with the expectation of other concessions and
eventual financial transfers. They also criticize the style of the two
statesmen and their political parties: “In general, I think our approach
is rather stable and looking to other NMS, I think that we do belong to the
most pro-integrationist NMS... If we are looking to some Central European
countries, we do not have parties with leading politicians that are Eurosceptical. They are more passive and less pro-integrationist. Yes, there are
differences, but these differences are in much limited areas. We do not have
leading politicians that say that they are against the EU” (NCS-08-25).
Following the logic of the theory of asymmetrical interdependence,
the increasing socialization of new members may result in more frequent vetoes by small and poorer member states. So far the NMS
have been able to block EU decision-making only in cases of very
important issues concerning the nature of their national interests.
An example is the uncompromising attitude of Slovenia when it
blocked accession talks with Croatia for 10 months (from December 2008 to September 2009). In addition to the conflict over the delimitation of sea borders in the Bay of Piran, the two countries also
argued about the settlement of the dispute as Slovenia favoured mediation and Croatia arbitration. Slovenia even managed to involve
the EU in the negotiations on bilateral conflict through the then EU
Commissioner for Enlargement Oli Rehn. However, the countries
finally agreed to settle their conflict by arbitration.
Their relatively short period of EU membership and coping with
an increasing number of new tasks bring both technical and value
problems to the NMS. A representative of the Council evaluated it as
follows: “They [new member states] have mixed feelings about living in the
context of European integration. And I think there is the strange format of
Klaus as [an] example for this approach” (EUIN-08-06). While NMS use
the threat of blocking negotiations, they eventually back off. Their
policy style is clearly determined by their structural characteristics
and they are not able to intervene in the processes of European integration as considerably as the French President Charles de Gaulle
did during the Empty Chair Crisis. A different way of foot-dragging
is ignoring the transposition and implementation of directives once
they are approved. For instance, Slovakia has ignored the Postal
Service Directive in order to protect the state-owned enterprise
Slovenská pošta (Slovak Post), which has a monopoly on hybrid
mail (EU-27 Watch, No. 8, 2009). It should be mentioned here that
all NMS had to transpose more acquis during the accession process
than some old member states already have transposed, and today
the NMS belong among the best members concerning the number
of transposed directives. However, recent examples indicate that the
reluctance to implement some of the EU directives if they hinder
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national interests may increase in the future. Thirdly, the interviews
indicate that the NMS often just follow the Commission’s proposals:
“On many issues new member states do not have a specific position. In
that case they tend to go with the crowd because they do not have a specific
concern. This might or might not exemplify the preference for a community
method. Certainly, they do not try to play alliance games if they do not have
specific interests at stake. They do not want to be used in some alliances.
I personally see it as a necessity that when you do not have something at
stake you try to behave neutrally and not engage in playing games” (EXP08-01). The respondents further admit that a large part of their efforts during the first years of EU membership concentrated on the
completion of the accession process, notably on access to the Schengen Area or Eurozone (NCS-08-20, NCS-09-35) and the drawing of
structural funds (NCS-08-11, NCS-10-50). Therefore, their ability to
submit new proposals was limited. While some respondents from
NMS have claimed they put forward proposals and build coalitions
in working groups, it is difficult to confirm these claims as the information from meetings is not publicly available. The multilevel EU
decision-making process blurs the process of law-making.
In addition to the three types of strategies, it is also important
to have a closer look at the communication of the NMS. In terms
of the formulation and pursuit of preferences, the communication
between the permanent representations in Brussels and the national capitals came out as a key problem of their mechanisms (Láštic,
2010). But the communication with the EU partners is far from ideal
as well. In this respect, Poland has acquired a specific image among
the respondents: “The Poles have been for instance very loud in denouncing the Baltic pipeline and saying the EU should do this and that on energy
without necessarily saying what Poland is willing to put on the common
table. You can ask for solidarity, but it is still only asking. You have to put
something on the table. Solidarity and responsibility sort of go together.
It is very difficult to ask the German chancellor for solidarity if you use
very harsh, harsh language describing German motives. I think generally
words like ‘Molotov-Ribbentrop pact’ are just a mistake. You simply do not
do that” (EUIN-08-05). However, the case of Poland points out the
difference in policy style of individual governments distinguished
also by the respondents. For instance, “Before 2008 we had the (to some
extent) very dramatic case of Poland that was bullying a lot in Council
as well. And again, it was bullying, it was very visible, when Poland was
vetoing certain issues or trying to veto certain issues. Therefore, it was
not a follower; it was a protagonist of its interests. This was very visible,
but there were not many members so it was not very common for Poland
to block. But old member states, (when they blocked) it was more quiet, it
did not attract as much attention from the public, so it was not as visible.
When Poland blocked, it was very visible. We could not say that Poland has
become a country that was obnoxious or difficult (if you look at the statis175

tics) but it became an ordinary old member state in this respect. Of course
what makes a difference was that its behaviour was pretty much unpredictable and that was unique, because when you have Germany or France or
other old member states blocking it was a consequence of a certain process.
Here in the Polish case it was not always the case. So that was the Polish
specificity until 2007, but since 2008 we see a more assertive approach, a
little bit more assertive approach by new member states [where] they take
the lead more often now” (EXP-08-02). The interactions of different
leaders and their policy styles were quite visible especially during
the Slovenian, French and Czech presidencies. While the Slovenian
presidency was relatively quiet, the Czech Republic faced criticism
even before the commencement of the presidency itself, notably
from the French media (Hospodárske noviny, 2008). The communication strategy of the Czech presidency and especially the Entropy
sculpture contributed to mixed feelings about the Czech Republic
and this failure was rounded off with the fall of Topolánek’s government. By contrast, the presidency finished by the interim government of Jan Fisher was as quiet as the Slovenian one.
Conclusion
The general political culture of the NMS is so far very much prointegration. It can be understood as a consequence of the accession
process characterized not only by the difficult process of transposition and reforms but also by the previous external pressure on domestic actors to prove support for the ideas of European integration.
The need to show oneself as a responsible new member and ‘a good
European’ was also strengthened by the system of monitoring and
evaluation of candidate countries by the European Commission.
In addition, the candidate countries may have been motivated to
show themselves in a positive (i.e. pro-integration) light by the preaccession concerns about the possibility that 10+2 NMS may block
decision-making in the Union. According to many respondents, the
NMS want to present themselves as active and cooperative members, which they demonstrate in official foreign policy strategies as
well. Respondents’ answers show that NMS motivation arises as
a reaction to the questions of old member states and EU institutions
as to what the contribution of the NMS is to the common project
as they are still net recipients of contributions from the European
budget (except for Slovenia). Our analysis confirmed the predominance of a reactive policy style in the NMS and occasional examples
of other strategies employed only in strategically important issues
and/or matters related to national identity and security. The indistinctively profiled policy style within both the pace-setting and foot-
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dragging strategies is the result of a low coordination of EU policy
in the NMS as well as from the unclear competencies of domestic
political actors. Especially problematic proved to be the relations
between the president and the prime minister in Poland after the
change of government. In the case of the Czech Republic, the president is rather a solo player.
After five years of membership, the NMS define and perceived
themselves mainly as pro-integration countries with objections to
further integration only in a few significant areas (e.g. tax harmonization, justice and home affairs, social policy, cultural issues, etc.)
where they prefer the institutional status quo instead of deepening the further integration. A few instances of the new proposals
(the Eastern Partnership, the Lisbon Treaty’s solidarity provisions
in the energy area and the initiation of European Nuclear Forum)
articulated and supported by the NMS confirm that their cooperation with the Commission was a key to success. Opposition to further surrendering the nation states’ competencies stems from their
historical experiences, accession legacy and the efforts to maintain
their national identity. Member states from Central and Eastern
Europe perceived their membership also as a tool for catching up
with economically developed countries and guaranteeing their vital
economic and security interests. In this respect, they recognize the
European Union as ‘the rescuer of the nation state.’ However, the
NMS have not yet found ways how to efficiently handle their newly
regained state sovereignty and European integration.
Five years is an insufficient time to draw any definitive conclusions, therefore we tentatively argue that the nature of many of the
policy preferences cannot be satisfactory explained by only one very
general factor (e.g. size, economy, relative power, vulnerability, legacy, etc). In order to understand member states’ preference formation - as our analysis demonstrates - it would be worth investigating
the different policy sectors more extensively to find different set of
factors such as the size of states, their institutional and administrative capacity and the nature of their historical experiences, including pre-communist, communist and post-communist transition.
The question of time appears significant for the NMS and needs to
be incorporated into future theory-building. The last circumstance
may help to explain the NMS’ hesitant and sometimes ambiguous
attitude toward further integration and also their reactive policy
style because the NMS entered the EU at a very advanced stage of
integration and therefore they are not merely cautious in giving
up further parts and elements of their sovereignty. Objectively, the
space for any new policy proposals initiated by the member states
at the pre-legislation stage has become even more limited than in
the past. Now it depends more on a member state’s ability to choose
a position close to the Commission’s stances given its institutional
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power of legislative initiative. A few instances of the new proposals
(the Eastern Partnership, the Lisbon Treaty’s solidarity provisions in
the energy area and the initiation of the European Nuclear Forum)
articulated and supported by the NMS confirm that their cooperation with the Commission was a key to their success.
Table 7.1: Attitudes towards European integration
Attitudes towards European integration
attributed by respondents
Clearly pro-integration

Number of
answers
1

Pro-integration with reservations in particular areas

48

In the middle, at times pro-integration, at others anti-integration

7

Anti-integration with reservations about the integration level
achieved
Do not know and do not have preferences

1

Source: Interviews
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Appendix 1

List of Interviews (2008-2010)

Code
NCS-08-01
EXP-08-01
EXP-08-02
NCS-08-02
NCS-08-03
EXP-08-03
NCS-08-04
NCS-08-05
NCS-08-06
NCS-08-07
NCS-08-08
NCS-08-09
EUIN-08-01
EUIN-08-02
EUIN-08-03
NCS-08-10
EUIN-08-04
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Respondent
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative
of EU institution
Representative
of EU institution
Representative
of EU institution
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative
of EU institution

Date
11.6.2008

Place
Brussels

12.6.2008
12.6.2008
13.6.2008

Brussels
Brussels
Brussels

30.9.2008

Brussels

1.10.2008
1.10.2008

Brussels
Brussels

2.10.2008

Brussels

2.10.2008

Brussels

2.10.2008

Brussels

2.10.2008

Brussels

7.10.2008

Brussels

7.10.2008

Brussels

7.10.2008

Brussels

7.10.2008

Brussels

7.10.2008

Brussels

7.10.2008

Brussels

Code
NCS-08-11
NCS-08-12
EUIN-08-05
EUIN-08-06
NCS-08-13
EXP-08-04
NCS-08-14
EXP-08-05
NCS-08-15
NCS-08-16
EUIN-08-07
NCS-08-17
NCS-08-18
NCS-08-19
EXP-08-06
EUIN-08-08
NCS-08-20
NCS-08-21
NCS-08-22
NCS-08-23
NCS-08-24
NCS-08-25

Respondent
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative
of EU institution
Representative
of EU institution
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative
of EU institution
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Representative
of EU institution
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state

Date
8.10.2008

Place
Brussels

8.10.2008

Brussels

8.10.2008

Brussels

8.10.2008

Brussels

8.10.2008

Brussels

8.10.2008
9.10.2008

Brussels
Brussels

9.10.2008
9.10.2008

Brussels
Brussels

10.10.2008

Brussels

14.10.2008

Brussels

15.10.2008

Brussels

15.10.2008

Brussels

16.10.2008

Brussels

16.10.2008
16.10.2008

Brussels
Brussels

16.10.2008

Brussels

16.10.2008

Brussels

1.12.2008

Brussels

2.12.2008

Brussels

3.12.2008

Brussels

3.12.2008

Brussels
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Code
Respondent
EUIN-08-09 Representative
of EU institution
NCS-08-26 Representative of new
EU member state
EUIN-08-10 Representative
of EU institution
NCS-08-27 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-08-28 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-08-29 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-09-30 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-09-31 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-09-32 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-09-33 Representative of new
EU member state
EUIN-09-11 Representative
of EU institution
NCS-09-34 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-09-35 Representative of new
EU member state
EUIN-09-12 Representative
of EU institution
EUIN-09-13 Representative
of EU institution
NCS-09-36 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-09-37 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-09-38 Representative of new
EU member state
EUIN-09-14 Representative
of EU institution
NCS-09-39 Representative of new
EU member state
NCS-09-40 Representative of new
EU member state
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Date
4.12.2008

Place
Brussels

1.12.2008

Brussels

2.12.2008

Brussels

2.12.2008

Brussels

3.12.2008

Brussels

4.12.2008

Brussels

9.3.2009

Brussels

9.3.2009

Brussels

9.3.2009

Brussels

10.3.2009

Brussels

10.3.2009

Brussels

10.3.2009

Brussels

10.3.2009

Brussels

10.3.2009

Brussels

10.3.2009

Brussels

10.3.2009

Brussels

11.3.2009

Brussels

11.3.2009

Brussels

11.3.2009

Brussels

11.3.2009

Brussels

11.3.2009

Brussels

Code
NCS-09-41
NCS-09-42
NCS-09-43
NCS-09-44
EXP-09-07
NCS-09-45
NCS-09-46
NCS-09-47
NCS-09-48
NCS-10-49
NCS-10-50
VIS-01-01
VIS-01-02
VIS-01-03
VIS-01-04
VIS-01-05
VIS-01-06
VIS-01-07
VIS-01-08
VIS-01-09
VIS-01-10
VIS-01-11
VIS-02-01
VIS-02-02
VIS-02-03
VIS-02-04
VIS-02-05

Respondent
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Expert
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state

Date
11.3.2009

Place
Brussels

12.3.2009

Brussels

12.3.2009

Brussels

12.3.2009

Brussels

5.3.2009
19.3.2009

Tallinn
Vilnius

18.3.2009

Riga

12.3.2009

Tallinn

20.3.2009

Vilnius

25.2.2010

Brussels

26.2.2010

Brussels

8.10.2008
16.10.2008
17.10.2008
16.10.2008

Brussels
Budapest
Budapest
Budapest

17.10.2008
17.10.2008
16.10.2008
17.10.2008
16.10.2008
16.10.2008
3.12. 2008
22.10. 2008
22.10. 2008

Budapest
Budapest
Budapest
Budapest
Budapest
Budapest
Brussels
Prague
Prague

23.10. 2008 Prague
23.10. 2008 Prague
23.10. 2008 Prague
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Code
VIS-02-06
VIS-02-07
VIS-02-08
VIS-02-09
VIS-02-10
VIS-02-11
VIS-02-12
VIS-02-13
VIS-03-01
VIS-03-02
VIS-03-03
VIS-03-04
VIS-03-05
VIS-03-06
VIS-03-07
VIS-03-08
VIS-03-09
VIS-04-01
VIS-04-02
VIS-04-03
VIS-04-04
VIS-04-05
VIS-04-06
VIS-04-07
VIS-04-08
BTS-10-04
PRG-09-01
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Respondent
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Expert
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Representative of new
EU member state
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Expert
Representative of new
EU member state

Date
23.10. 2008
23.10. 2008
24.10. 2008
23.10. 2008
22.10. 2008
23.10. 2008
24.10. 2008
23.10. 2008
5.12.2008

Place
Prague
Prague
Prague
Prague
Prague
Prague
Prague
Prague
Bratislava

16.2.1009
27.2.2009

Bratislava
Bratislava

4.3.2009
17.3.2009
19.3.2009
1.4.2009

Bratislava
Bratislava
Bratislava
Bratislava

2.4.2009
7.4.2009

Bratislava
Bratislava

17.11.2008

Warsaw

19.11.2008

Warsaw

18.11.2008

Warsaw

18.11.2008

Warsaw

18.11.2008
19.11.2008
17.11.2008
19.11.2008
2.2.2010
11.8.2009

Warsaw
Warsaw
Warsaw
Warsaw
Bratislava
Prague

Appendix 2

Questions for representatives
of the EU institutions
and expert community

GENERAL ATTITUDE OF THE NMS TO INTEGRATION
1.

2.

How would you characterize the preferences that new
member states pursue at the EU level? (integrationist
and non-integrationist)
•

Are they in favor of deepening the integration?
In which areas?

•

In which areas do they support the intergovernmental model of cooperation?

•

In which areas do they pursue the maintenance
of their competencies?

What positions (in your area) do they pursue at the EU
level?

THEMES, PRIORITIES
3.

Could you identify the key themes articulated
by the NMS during:
•

the 2007 IGC?

•

the Convention and the 2003-2004 IGC?

•

accession negotiations?
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4.

According to you, have the priorities of the NMS
changed depending on the kind of a negotiation
forum in which these priorities were articulated?
•

The Lisbon Treaty and the 2007 IGC

•

The Convention and the 2003-2004 IGC?

•

Accession negotiations?

5.

With what interests and attitudes by the NMS have
you been confronted recently?

6.

Do you observe cooperation among the NMS in the
following fields: entry to the Euro-zone, the CFSP,
taxes and social policy, Schengen?

7.

Have you encountered a case when a new member state
used the experience of the so-called old member states?
What were the specific cases?

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES (2004-2008)
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8.

What role, according to you, have the non-governmental
actors (interest groups, regional actors, NGOs) in the
NMS played in the formulation of the country’s
preferences?

9.

How do you evaluate the administrative capacity
of the NMS in connection with the pursuit of their
priorities in the EU? Are there any significant
differences among the NMS?

Appendix 3

Questions for representatives
of the New Member States (NMS)

GENERAL ATTITUDE TO INTEGRATION
1.

How would you characterize the preferences that your
country pursues at the level of the EU? (pro-integrationist
and non-integrationist):
• Does your country support the deepening of integration? In which policy or institutional areas?
• In which areas does your country support the
intergovernmental model of cooperation?
• In which areas should the national government
keep its competences?
• In what do you see advantages and disadvantages
of integration from the standpoint of your member
state?

2.

Which attitudes/preferences (in your specific policy or
institutional area) do you pursue at the level of the EU?

THEMES, PRIORITIES
3.

Could you identify key themes articulated by your
country during the 2007 IGC?
• And during the Convention plus the 2003-2004
IGC?
• During the accession talks?
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4.

Have your country’s priorities been changing in relation
to different negotiating forums and the timing of
negotiations?
• The Lisbon Treaty and the 2007 IGC
• The Convention and the 2003-2004 IGC
• The Accession talks

5.

Which current key interests and priorities is your country
pursuing at the level of the EU?
• What is your preference for joining the common
European currency?
• How have your preferences changed in comparison with the year when your country entered
the EU?
• What caused this change?
• When, according to you, is your country going
to set a specific date for entry into the Eurozone?
• What preferences are you pursuing with respect
to EU tax and social policies?
• How have your preferences changed in comparison with the year when your country entered
the EU?
• What caused this change?
• What are your geographic priorities in the
CFSP/ESDP fields?
• What are your thematic priorities in the
CFSP/ESDP fields?
• What are your preferences for the future design
and functioning of the European External Action
Service?
• How have your preferences changed in
comparison with the year when your country
entered the EU?
• What caused this change?
• What are your preferences for future judicial
cooperation in civil matters, especially measures
concerning family law
• What are your preferences for future judicial
cooperation in criminal matters, especially for
future design and powers of European Public
Prosecutor’s Office

6.

With which countries do you pursue close cooperation or
joined initiative in the following field: entry to the euro
zone and the CFSP?
• Is your country using the experience of the
so-called old member states? If so, the experience
of which member states and in what areas?

7.

Why did you not/ did you ask for an opt-out from the
Charter of Fundamental Rights?

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES (2004-2008)
8.

Which domestic factors are shaping/influencing the
preferences that you are pursuing at the EU level?
• Which governmental institution holds the decisive
word/influence in the formation of preferences?
• Are there serious differences between the main
political parties in deciding preferences at the
EU level? (If so, which ones?)
• If the composition of your government has
changed since May 2004, have your country’s
preferences in key policy areas also changed?
• Do the non-governmental actors (interest groups,
regional actors, the NGOs) influence the
formulation of preferences?
• Is the formulation of preferences affected by
public opinion?
• How do you assess the capacity of your
administration in connection with the pursuit
of priorities in the EU?

9.

Are there cases when EU institutions (Commission,
Council Secretariat, European Parliament) had big
influence on preferences of your country?

10. Is your country preparing any new EU initiative?
(e.g. in the fields of energy, Schengen, etc.)
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Appendix 4

Expert Survey On
the New EU Member States

The survey consists of two parts:
PART A:
Four Questions on Member State’s General Preferences
PART B:
Ten Questions on Specific Policies and National Preferences
Please answer these questions by typing the sign “x” to the option
you find the most appropriate.
Example
Question 1: Some researchers consider expert survey a valuable research tool; others question its usefulness and prefer other means
of investigation. What do you think of expert surveys as research
tool?
1
Extremely valuable

2

3

4

5

6

7
Not at all valuable

X
Please, do not put your name on the questionnaire.
Thank you for your time and expertise!
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EXPERT SURVEY:

A.

Slovakia

Part One: Member State’s General Preferences

A1. Governments often consult their policy proposals with
various interest organizations. What is the involvement
of organized interests in the Slovak system of preference
formation on European integration?
1
Regular and extensive
involvement

2

3

4

5

6

7
Irregular and
limited involvement

A2. How would you characterize the overall positions
of the Slovak governments since the EU entry?
1
In favour
of supra
national
integration

2

3

4

5

6

7
In favour
of intergo
vernmental
integration

the Dzurinda
government
(2002-2006)
the Fico government
(2006-2010)
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A3. How would you characterize the position of the main
political parties towards the EU integration
(please consider the present positions)?
1
2
In favour
of transfer
of new
powers
to the EU

Direction-Social
Democracy
Slovak National
Party
People’s Party –
Movement for
a Democratic
Slovakia
Slovak Democratic
and Christian Union
Christian Democratic
Movement
Party of Hungarian
Coalition
Bridge
Freedom and
Solidarity
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3

4

5

6

7
In favour
of re-distri
bution of
powers
back to
the nation
states

A4. Please assess the influence of the following players
on the positions and preferences of Slovakia
in European integration.
1
2
Minimal
influence

3

4

5

6

7
Maximum/Decisive
influence

President
Prime Minister
Government
Parliament
Administrative
apparatus of
the ministries
Trade Unions
Business
Constitutional
Court
Regional
Governments
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B.

Part Two: Policies and National Preferences

B1. The Eastern Partnership (EPa) initiative is often mentioned
as an example of an EU policy initiated by the new EU
member states. How would you characterise the attitudes
of the following Slovakia political players to the EPa?
1
Strongly
in favour
Government
President
DirectionSocial
Democracy
Slovak
National
Party
People’s
Party –
Movement for
a Democratic
Slovakia
Slovak
Democratic
and Christian
Union
Christian
Democratic
Movement
Party of
Hungarian
Coalition
Bridge
Freedom and
Solidarity
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2

3

4

5

6

7
99
Strongly
No
against position

B2. And how important would you say has been the Eastern
Partnership to these players?
1
2
Very
important

3

4

5

6

7
99
Not at all
No
important position

Government
President
DirectionSocial
Democracy
Slovak
National
Party
People’s Party
– Movement
for
a Democratic
Slovakia
Slovak
Democratic
and Christian
Union
Christian
Democratic
Movement
Party of
Hungarian
Coalition
Bridge
Freedom and
Solidarity
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Party of Hungarian
Coalition

Christian Democratic
Movement

Slovak Democratic and
Christian Union

People’s Party –
Movement for
a Democratic Slovakia

Slovak National Party

Direction-Social
Democracy

President

the Fico government
(2006-2010)

the Dzurinda government
(2002-2006)

1
Entry as
early as
possible

2

3

4

5

6

7
Entry at
a later date

8
Against
Euro-zone
entry

99
No
position

B3. Upon its entry into the EU, Slovakia committed itself to
entry into the Euro-zone. Some actors favoured an early
adoption of euro, others were in principle in favour but
preferred a later date, and yet others were against the
adoption of euro. How would you characterise the
positions of the following actors?

Party of Hungarian Coalition

Christian Democratic
Movement

Slovak Democratic and
Christian Union

People’s Party – Movement for
a Democratic Slovakia

Slovak National Party

Direction-Social Democracy

President

the Fico government (20062010)

the Dzurinda government
(2002-2006)

1
Very
important

2

3

4

5

6

7
Not at all
important

99
No
position

B4. And how important for these players was the issue
of Euro-zone entry?
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Freedom and Solidarity

Bridge

Party of Hungarian Coalition

Christian Democratic
Movement

Slovak Democratic and
Christian Union

People’s Party – Movement for
a Democratic Slovakia

Slovak National Party

Direction-Social Democracy

President

the Fico government
(2006-2010)

the Dzurinda government
(2002-2006)

Nuclear energy

1
2 3 4 5 6
7
In favour
In favour of
of decisioncommunitarisation
making at the
and harmonisation
national level

99
No
position

B5. Energy security has become an issue of major concern
for many governments. Some prefer communitarisation
and harmonisation of energy policy at the EU level, other
are in favour of a looser cooperation with no transfer of
competencies to the EU. What are the positions of the
following political players in Slovakia?
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Freedom and Solidarity

Bridge

Party of Hungarian Coalition

Christian Democratic
Movement

Slovak Democratic and
Christian Union

People’s Party – Movement for
a Democratic Slovakia

Slovak National Party

Direction-Social Democracy

President

the Fico government
(2006-2010)

the Dzurinda government
(2002-2006)

Natural Gas:

1
2 3 4 5 6
7
In favour of
In favour of
decisioncommunitarisation
making at the
and harmonisation
national level

99
No
position
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Freedom and Solidarity

Bridge

Party of Hungarian Coalition

Christian Democratic Movement

Slovak Democratic and Christian
Union

People’s Party – Movement for
a Democratic Slovakia

Slovak National Party

Direction-Social Democracy

President

the Fico government (2006-2010)

the Dzurinda government
(2002-2006)

1
2
Environmental
protection and fighting
climate change

3

4

5

6

7
Economic
growth

99
No
position

B6. Dealing with climate change and protection of the
environment are often thought of as objectives that
tend to slow economic growth. Which of the goals
are considered more important by the domestic players?

B7. EU membership and the pursuit of their interests
prompt national governments to adopt various negotiating
strategies. How often does the current Slovak government
pursue the following strategies?

1
Never

2

3

4

5

6

7
Always

Alliance with
countries from
her region
Strategic alliance with
the large country/ies.
Alliance with
the Commission
Alliance with
the country holding
the EU presidency
Ad hoc coalitions
depending on
the theme under
discussion

B8. EU member states may try to influence the whole range
of issues in all kinds of areas and policies or they may set
a small number of priorities and invest its energy into
them. What would you say is the approach of the Slovak
government?
1
2
Pursues a small
number of objectives

3

4

5

6

7
Pursues a whole
range of priorities
in many areas

201

202

Freedom and Solidarity

Bridge

Party of Hungarian Coalition

Christian Democratic
Movement

Slovak Democratic and
Christian Union

People’s Party – Movement
for a Democratic Slovakia

Slovak National Party

Direction-Social Democracy

Business

Trade Unions

President

Government

1
Strongly
support tax base
harmonisation

2

3

4

5

6

7
Strongly
oppose tax base
harmonisation
99
No
position

B9. Taxation is one of the areas where most of the new EU
member states have taken a negative stance towards
deepening of the integration. A possible exception is tax
base harmonisation. What is the position of the following
actors?

Freedom and Solidarity

Government
President
Trade Unions
Business
Direction-Social Democracy
Slovak National Party
People’s Party – Movement
for a Democratic Slovakia
Slovak Democratic and
Christian Union
Christian Democratic
Movement
Party of Hungarian
Coalition
Bridge

1
Exclusively by
direct adoption
from the EU

2

3

4

5

6

7
99
Exclusively by the
No
open method of position
coordination

B10. In the EU there are two main approaches towards social
policy harmonisation: direct adoption of the legislation
from the EU and the open method of coordination.
Which approach is preferred by the following actors?
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From Listening
to Action?
New Member States in the European Union

Inﬂuence in the European Union
“[The EU] is such a complex and ﬂuid system that even older member states do not come
with new initiatives as used to be the case.”
Representative of an EU institution

New Member States
“[The NMS have] diﬃculties developing clear instructions, understanding the importance of discussed matters, creating suﬃ cient time for discussion at national level and
deﬁning their positions.”
Representative of an EU institution

Monetary policy
“There has not been that much cooperation. It has been more of a race than cooperation.
There was a sort of beauty contest to be the ﬁrst one in.”
Representative of an EU institution

New Member States in the European Union

“For new member states [energy] was a little bit of an issue [but] it has become a really
huge issue right now, the dependence on the Russian supply of oil and gas is enormous.”
Expert on energy policy
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