
Introduction

Although not formal partici-
pants in the 2000 Intergovern-
mental Conference (IGC) on institu-
tional reform, the twelve applicant-
states1 currently negotiating acces-
sion to the European Union (EU)
also had a large stake in its out-
come. This is because successful conclu-
sion of the IGC and ratification of its
final agreement, the Treaty of Nice,2 is a
precondition of further EU enlargement.
The Nice Treaty also alters the institu-
tional design and decision-making proce-
dures of the Union to which the candi-
date-states will eventually accede. In this
regard, as in many others, the EU that
these countries are attempting to join is a
“moving target” that will be quite differ-
ent from the Union they originally
applied to join. Of course, it is the
prospect of enlargement to 27 or more
member-states that was the initial and
primary driving force behind the IGC
and institutional reform.

This paper examines the 2000 IGC
from the perspective of the candidate-
states. Specifically, it examines the follow-
ing key questions: how do the candidate-
states view the issue of institutional
reform and its relationship to enlarge-
ment? What were the views of the candi-
date-states on the main issues discussed
at the IGC, and were these views uniform

or did they reveal differences on the basis
of factors such as size and potential dates
of accession? How did the candidate-
states seek to express their views on insti-
tutional reform and were they allowed to
participate in the IGC in any meaningful
way? Finally, how will the candidate-states
be affected by the agreements reached at
Nice, including decisions on the “post-
Nice agenda” for institutional reform?

To answer these questions the paper is
divided into five sections. The following
section discusses the EU’s institutional
reform process since the early 1990s and
its link to enlargement. The role of the
candidate-states in the 2000 IGC is then
discussed. Section three examines candi-
date-states’ views on each of the four
main issues of the IGC: the size and com-
position of the Commission, the re-
weighting of votes in the Council, the
extended use of qualified majority voting
(QMV) in the Council, and the adapta-
tion of provisions for “enhanced co-oper-
ation.” The last two sections examine the
Nice Treaty and post-Nice agenda from
the perspective of the candidate-states. 

The Candidate-states and
Institutional Reform

It is not normal practice for the
EU to invite non-members to partici-
pate in its IGCs, and no exception
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was made for the candidate-states in
the case of the 2000 IGC. The exclu-
sion of prospective new member-states is
awkward, however, since they are clearly
affected by the outcome of the IGC, and
also because it is the prospect of further
enlargement that is the main driving force
behind the IGC and institutional reform.

The link between the current institu-
tional reform process and enlargement
dates back nearly ten years. From the
beginning of discussions on enlargement
in the early 1990s (in the then European
Community of twelve) there was an
awareness that the addition of new mem-
ber-states would require institutional
reform. In its 1992 report on Europe and
the Challenge of Enlargement the Com-
mission declared:

The impact of future enlargement on the
capacity of the Community to take deci-
sions merits the most careful reflection and
evaluation. Non-members apply to join
because the Community is attractive; the
Community is attractive because it is seen
to be effective; to proceed to enlargement in
a way which reduces its effectiveness
would be an error (European Com-
mission 1992:26).

For the Commission, therefore, a key
question was how the EU could enlarge
while preserving its operational effective-
ness — in the Commission’s words, how
to ensure that ‘“more” does not lead to
“less”?’ With the prospective European
Free Trade Association (EFTA) enlarge-
ment3 in mind, the Commission ex-
pressed the view that only limited institu-
tional changes were necessary for the
admission of a few new member-states.
However, ‘with the prospect of a Union of
20 or 30 members, fundamental questions
of decision-making and the institutional
framework cannot be evaded’ (European
Commission 1992:26-7).

Concern about the impact of enlarge-
ment on the EU’s institutional effective-
ness was also apparent in the European
Council’s June 1993 Copenhagen deci-
sions, which accepted in principle the
idea of enlargement to include the coun-
tries of Central and Eastern Europe.
Among the conditions for membership of
the Central and Eastern European coun-
tries (CEECs) announced by the EU at
Copenhagen was the ‘Union’s capacity to
absorb new members while maintaining
the momentum of European integration’
(European Council 1993:86). The Euro-
pean Council thus implicitly linked east-
ward enlargement to the EU’s ability to
carry out necessary internal adjustments,
including the reform of its decision-mak-
ing institutions.

The focus of institutional reform
efforts became the IGC that was mandat-
ed by the Maastricht Treaty and sched-
uled to begin in 1996. The IGC’s original
purpose was to review the functioning of
the EU’s two new intergovernmental pil-
lars — Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) and Justice and Home
Affairs — and investigate the possibility
of incorporating them into the suprana-
tional structures that governed decision-
making in the first (EC) pillar. It was also
supposed to examine the possibility of
giving additional power to the European
Parliament, in order to address the EU’s
“democratic deficit” and thus improve its
popular and democratic legitimacy. As the
EU’s focus shifted towards eastward
enlargement, however, the 1996 IGC
became the logical forum for discussing
changes to the EU’s decision-making sys-
tem to accommodate a much larger mem-
bership. Thus, at its June 1994 meeting in
Corfu the European Council declared
that, ‘the institutional conditions for
ensuring the proper functioning of the
Union must be created at the 1996
Intergovernmental Conference, which
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for that reason must take place before
accession negotiations begin’ (European
Council 1994:136). 

In the run-up to the IGC, the ques-
tion arose of whether the candidate-
states should be included in the negotia-
tions. At its June 1995 meeting in Cannes,
the European Council promised to keep
the candidate-states ‘fully informed of
developments at the [IGC], bearing in
mind their status as future members of
the Union’ (European Council 1995a:13-
4). The candidate-states, however, coun-
tered that they should be allowed to par-
ticipate in the IGC since its outcomes
would affect them as future members.
This request was viewed with sympathy
by some EU officials, including Trade
Commissioner Leon Brittan, who argued
the candidate-states should be given non-
voting “observer status” at the IGC
(Southey 1995:2; Financial Times, 12
September 1995:3). At the December 1995
Madrid summit, however, the European
Council decided only that the candidate-
states would ‘be briefed regularly on the
progress of discussions and [would] be
able to put their points of view at meet-
ings with the Presidency of the European
Union to be held, in principle, every two
months’ (European Council 1995b:55).

After beginning as planned in March
1996, the IGC proceeded slowly and
spilled over into the following year, final-
ly concluding at the June 1997 Amsterdam
summit. Throughout, it was bedevilled by
conflict between large and small member-
states and a general unwillingness to com-
promise. The resulting Amsterdam
Treaty,4 therefore, failed to resolve any of
the key institutional questions discussed
at the IGC, including the size and com-
position of the Commission, the re-
weighting of votes in the Council, and the
extended use of QMV. Instead, EU lead-
ers attached to the treaty a Protocol on the
Institutions with the Prospect of Enlargement

of the European Union which declared that,
‘At least one year before the membership
of the European Union exceeds twenty,’ a
new IGC shall be convened ‘in order to
carry out a comprehensive review of the
provisions of the Treaties on the composi-
tion and functioning of the institutions’
(Treaty of Amsterdam 1997:111). In this
manner, the EU put off institutional
reform until later, when it would be more
pressing.

The disappointing outcome at
Amsterdam created concern among the
applicant-states that delays in reaching an
agreement on institutional reform could
also postpone enlargement. Thus, the
Polish government suggested in the fall of
1998 that institutional reform should not
be viewed as a prerequisite of enlarge-
ment, arguing instead that decisions on
institutional reform could be made after
the first new wave of accessions. This sce-
nario would be appropriate, the Polish
government claimed, because the new
member-states would be affected by these
decisions, and thus should be involved in
making them.5 Such arguments received
little support within the EU, however.

In addition to the candidate-states,
the Commission, the European Parli-
ament, and several member-states criti-
cised the Amsterdam results and pressed
for a new IGC on institutional reform to
be convened as soon as possible.6 By the
spring of 1999 there was a growing con-
sensus among the member-states that a
new IGC should be convened in early
2000. Among the factors spurring the EU
on to launch a new IGC was the surprise
resignation of the entire Commission in
March 1999 following the release of an
independent committee report accusing
some Commissioners of fraud, nepotism,
and mismanagement.7 Thus, after agree-
ment in principle at the June 1999
Cologne summit (European Council
1999a:15), the European Council formally
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decided to convene a new IGC on institu-
tional reform at its December 1999 meet-
ing in Helsinki. According to the Helsinki
summit decisions, the IGC would begin
in February 2000 and conclude by the
end of the year. The Helsinki summit also
decided that the IGC would focus on the
three institutional questions left unre-
solved by the Amsterdam Treaty (the
“Amsterdam leftovers”), although the
door was left open for the consideration
of other issues (European Council 1999b:
paras. 15, 16). At the June 2000 Feira sum-
mit, the European Council formally
decided to add the issue of enhanced co-
operation to the IGC agenda (European
Council 2000a:2).

The 2000 IGC

The decision to launch a new IGC
was generally welcomed by the can-
didate-states, which had two main
concerns. Most importantly, they did
not want to see the IGC extend beyond
the end of the year, because any prolonga-
tion of the negotiations would likely lead
to further delays of enlargement. For this
reason, they firmly supported the
Helsinki summit declaration that the
IGC would be concluded by December
2000, so that after ratification of the new
treaty the EU would be in a position to
welcome new member-states from the
end of 2002 (European Council 1999b:
para. 5).

The candidate-states also wanted the
IGC’s agenda to remain a limited one,
preferably focusing only on the three
“Amsterdam leftovers.” In the run-up to
Helsinki the Commission, European
Parliament, and some member-states had
pushed for an expanded agenda to include
such issues as enhanced co-operation, a
Charter of Fundamental Rights, simplifi-
cation (“constitutionalisation”) of the EU

treaties, and common European defence.8

Because of the controversial nature of
many of these issues, however, an IGC
with a broader agenda would be more dif-
ficult to conclude and likely not be com-
pleted by the end of 2000. Thus, the can-
didate-states welcomed the Helsinki
summit’s decision for a limited agenda,
yet they remained concerned that the
door was left open at Helsinki for some of
these other items to be added to the IGC
at a later date.9 At a June 2000 hearing in
Brussels before the convention responsi-
ble for drafting the Charter of Fund-
amental Rights, for instance, representa-
tives of the candidate-states uniformly
endorsed the Charter, yet they also
opposed its inclusion in the IGC out of
concern that this could delay the success-
ful conclusion of negotiations (Agence
Europe, no. 7742, 22 June 2000:5). 

As before, the candidate-states
sought to participate in the IGC.
However, the EU once again promised
only that the candidate-states would be
kept regularly informed of the progress
of negotiations, while they would also be
invited to submit their views on the
issues under discussion in the IGC.10

With the conclusions of the Helsinki
summit in mind, the Portuguese govern-
ment, holder of the EU’s rotating presi-
dency in the first half of 2000, sent a let-
ter to all candidate-state governments
requesting their views on the IGC agen-
da. The candidate-states were also as-
sured that they would be regularly con-
sulted as the IGC progressed, and that all
IGC-related documents would be made
accessible to them. This approach was
confirmed by the Portuguese State
Secretary Francisco Seixas da Costa who
declared that the EU presidency was ‘in
favour of transparency,’ and that all IGC
working documents would be published
on the EU Council’s web site (Uniting
Europe, no.88, 28 February 2000:2). 
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Shortly before the formal opening of
the IGC on 14 February 2000, each of the
candidate-states, including Turkey, sub-
mitted their views on the IGC issues in
the form of brief letters to the Portuguese
presidency.11 In these letters, the candi-
date-states re-emphasised their strong
desire for a rapid conclusion of the IGC
by the end of the year, so as not to delay
enlargement. For this reason, most also
favoured retaining a limited IGC agenda,
although Bulgaria indicated that it
favoured discussion of enhanced co-oper-
ation and Slovakia argued that the IGC
should also deal with the issue of common
European defence policy. Most candi-
date-states also expressed their desire to
further elaborate their views on the IGC
as the negotiations progressed (Council
of the European Union 2000b-m).
Poland, however, was the only candidate-
state to submit a more detailed position
paper on the IGC.12

Throughout the IGC the candidate-
states were kept informed of develop-
ments through meetings arranged by the
EU presidency. The Portuguese presiden-
cy held a ministerial-level meeting with
the candidate-states on 5 June, in advance
of the Feira summit (Council of the
European Union 2000o:6; Agence Europe,
no. 7729, 1 June 2000:3). The French pres-
idency also discussed institutional reform
issues and the future functioning of an
enlarged Europe at two meetings of the
European Conference13 held before the
Nice summit, on 23 November at ministe-
rial level in Sochaux, and on 7 December
at heads of state and government level in
Nice. At both meetings, the candidate-
states were able to give their views on the
IGC and the post-Nice reform agenda
(Agence Europe, no. 7849, 25 November
2000:11-2; Agence Europe, no. 7858, 8
December 2000:9-10).

The IGC attracted little political
attention within the candidate-countries.

In Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic,
and Slovakia, none of the political parties
took official stances on the IGC or EU
institutional reform, and the IGC was not
an issue for public discussion or debate.
This absence of debate reflects, perhaps,
a general feeling of marginalisation vis-à-
vis the IGC that existed within the candi-
date-countries, although it is true that
there was also little public discussion of
the IGC within the member-states. 

While as future members the candi-
date-states were interested in the specific
issues being discussed in the IGC, their
main concern was that the negotiations be
concluded successfully at the December
Nice summit so that enlargement would
not be delayed. In this regard, the position
of the candidate-states was almost exactly
opposite that of the French government,
which declared at the beginning of its EU
presidency in the second half of 2000 that
‘no treaty is better than a bad treaty.’14 For
the candidate-states, any treaty, even a
“bad” one, would be better than no treaty
if this meant that enlargement would be
delayed. This attitude was well expressed
by Czech President Václav Havel, who in a
speech to the European Parliament just
after the opening of the IGC, referred to
the potential impact of delayed enlarge-
ment on public opinion and stability in
the CEECs:

Whatever the outcome of the deliberations
on institutional reform, and however the
reform may develop, to my mind, one thing
is obvious: an absence of understanding, or
of agreement on institutional matters must
not slow down the Union’s enlargement. If
enlargement were delayed too long, the
consequences might be more dangerous
than the effects of the institutional reform
remaining unfinished (Havel 2000).

Beyond hoping for a successful con-
clusion of the IGC, the candidate-states
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had other concerns in the run-up to the
Nice summit. For the more advanced
(“Luxembourg group”) of candidate-
countries, a key issue was the ratification
timetables for the IGC treaty and the
first new accession treaties, specifically
the question of whether a parallel ratifica-
tion might be possible. The candidate-
states also worried about the prospect of
yet another IGC, a post-Nice constitu-
tional conference in 2004 that was being
called for by some member-states to con-
sider deeper changes to the EU’s institu-
tional and legal structure. Such a confer-
ence, they feared, could be used to dis-
criminate against them and delay enlarge-
ment even further. These and other post-
Nice issues will be discussed more fully in
the final section of this paper. In the fol-
lowing section, the views of the candi-
date-states on each of the main IGC
issues are examined.

Candidate-state Views on
the IGC Issues

Commission size
Of all issues on the IGC agenda, the

issue of the Commission’s size and com-
position attracted the most attention
among political elites in the candidate-
countries. The individual positions of the
candidate-states on this issue are based
on an analysis of the two options devel-
oped in discussions among the member-
states at the 1996-97 IGC, and again pro-
posed by the Portuguese presidency as a
basis for discussion at last year’s confer-
ence.

The first option builds on the assump-
tion that each member-state will nomi-
nate one national to be on the Com-
mission. This approach has been tradi-
tionally favoured by smaller member-
states, which regard the Commission as
the main EU institution not dominated

by the larger member-states, and thus as
the EU institution that looks out for
small state interests. Supporters of this
option have repeatedly insisted that it is
‘the only way of safeguarding the Com-
mission’s legitimacy in the eyes of the
public.’ In addition, ‘a good way of mak-
ing sure that Commission initiatives and
decisions are acceptable,’ they argue, ‘is
for Commissioners to be able to highlight
the various sensitivities to be taken into
consideration when defining the common
interest’ (Council of the European Union
2000o:12). Opponents of this option, on
the other hand, reject it as being ‘contrary
to the Commission’s very nature, as an
independent, collegiate body whose
members do not represent states.’ They
also claim that it raises ‘practical objec-
tions, as having too many members would
inevitably detract from the efficiency and
consistency of Commission action’
(Council of the European Union 2000o:
12). 

The second option is based on the
assumption that the best way of ensuring
that the Commission works efficiently
and effectively after enlargement is to
limit the number of Commissioners. This
option finds support among some mem-
ber-states and in the Commission. It is
presented by its supporters as ‘the only
way of abiding fully by the spirit of the
institutions, whereby the Commission is
intended as an independent, collegiate
body, whilst at the same time ensuring
that it can act consistently and effectively,
something which would not be possible in
a college of thirty-odd members that was
more of a debating chamber than an exec-
utive body’ (Council of the European
Union 2000o:12). Opponents of this
option, despite assurances that equal
treatment of the member-states would be
ensured — through a system of rotation
on an equal basis, for instance — argue
that ‘a Commission which did not have
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one national from each Member State
would find its legitimacy and the accept-
ability of its decisions seriously under-
mined, which could not fail to detract
from its effectiveness too’ (Council of the
European Union 2000o:13).

On this particular issue, the candi-
date-states generally favour the first
option. All of them clearly stated in their
official position letters their desire to
have the right to nominate their national
candidate to the Commission college
(Council of the European Union 2000b-
m). Only Turkey expressed more flexibili-
ty on this issue, suggesting that ‘in order
not to overburden or to separate further
the functioning of the Commission, it
may be preferable to preserve the current
number of 20 Commissioners or at least
not increase its size to the extent that it
becomes unmanageable’ (Council of the
European Union 2000k:2). 

The candidate-states do not see a
direct relationship between the size of
the Commission and its efficiency. In
their position letters, some governments
suggested that what is needed is internal
reform of the Commission. The most
detailed statement on this issue was pro-
vided by the Polish government, which
argued that what is needed in this regard
are ‘the transparency of [the Com-
mission’s] structure and a clear-cut divi-
sion of responsibilities among individual
Commissioners.’ Moreover, ‘the need to
enhance the Commission’s credibility as a
European institution is an argument in
favour of introducing the principle of the
Commissioners’ individual responsibility
while preserving its collective character.’
The Polish statement continued, ‘this
could be done by amending Article 213 or
215 of the Treaty, which would be a codifi-
cation of the principle made effective by
Romano Prodi in September 1999 [that
individual Commissioners resign upon
the Commission President’s request].’

The Polish government also supported
the idea of a strong Commission
President fully exercising all of his powers
that are granted in Article 219, and a rede-
finition of the roles of the Commission’s
Deputy Presidents (Council of the
European Union 2000n: 9).15

One issue of special sensitivity to all
candidate-countries is the preservation of
equality among member-states in an
enlarged EU. Some of the applicants
sought assurance that if the principle of
rotation were introduced for a downsized
Commission, it would be based on a
mechanism strictly respecting the formal
equality of the member-states. The equal-
ity issue was stressed in the position let-
ters of several governments. The Latvian
contribution, for example, states that
‘equal participation of all member-states
in the formation of the Commission is a
very important aspect to ensure its legiti-
macy in the society’ (Council of the
European Union 2000d:3). The same con-
cern was expressed in the position docu-
ments of Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia,
Lithuania and Slovakia.

The position of the candidate-states
on the issue of the Commission’s size and
composition is closely connected to the
unstable public support for EU member-
ship in these countries. Since the mid-
1990s, when the citizens of the CEECs
have grown disillusioned with unmet
promises of speedy enlargement and vari-
ous difficulties connected with applying
the voluminous acquis communautaire,
public support for membership has
declined in most candidate-countries.16

This shift in domestic opinion has had
clear implications for the views of the
candidate-states on institutional reform.
Preservation of the right to nominate a
Commissioner is thus perceived by the
governments of the candidate-states as a
way to improve the EU’s image at home.
In this regard, Czech Foreign Minister
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Jan Kavan, in his position letter to the
IGC, wrote: 

I was pleased to note that among the mem-
ber-states a consensus has been growing
concerning the need for each member state
to nominate one of its nationals to the
European Commission. The developments
thus far have shown that this is a funda-
mental precondition for guaranteeing the
Commission’s natural prestige vis-à-vis the
member-states general public. This is valid
both generally and especially with respect
to the Commission’s decisions which may
appear unpopular in certain countries of
the Union. In this connection, I wish to re-
emphasise the need to respect the citizens’
sentiments (Council of the European
Union 2000h:3).

Re-weighting of votes
The re-weighting of votes in the

Council is closely connected with reform
of the Commission. As the five large
member-states (France, Germany, Italy,
the United Kingdom and Spain) accepted

the loss of one of their Commissioners,
they demanded in return a fairer distrib-
ution of votes in the Council, so that vot-
ing weights more closely reflect demog-
raphic size. This issue, as well as reform
of the Commission, involves political
sensitivities in the relationship between
small and large member-states, but it also
contains more options for resolution
than the Commission issue. The role of
size as a factor influencing views on
Council voting is clearly mirrored in the
differing positions of the candidate-
countries. 

The strongest proponent among the
applicant-countries of better representa-
tion in Council voting for the larger mem-
ber-states is Poland. Due to the size of its
population (comparable to that of Spain),
it is the only candidate-country that will
belong to the group of large and medium-
large member-states. Warsaw has strongly
emphasised the size of its population and
domestic market in the accession negoti-
ations, and used this as leverage to
counter criticism of its insufficient readi-
ness for membership.17
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Table 1: Positions of the Applicant-countries on Reform of the Commission

Applicant-country
Bulgaria No Yes
Cyprus No Yes
The Czech Republic No Yes
Estonia No Yes
Hungary No Yes
Latvia No Yes
Lithuania Not known
Malta No Yes
Poland No Yes
Romania No Yes
Slovakia No Yes
Slovenia No Yes
Turkey Yes No*
Source: Contributions from the candidate-states’ governments (Council of the European
Union 2000b-m).
Note on Table 1: * If a danger of overburdening the Commission arises.

Maximum 
of 20 Commissioners?

One Commissioner 
for each member-state?



The Polish position is based on the
view that votes in the Council should be
distributed according to the demographic
size of member-states. Thus, in its IGC
position statement the Polish govern-
ment supported the following changes to
the voting system:

A change in the proportion of votes, to be
effected independently or combined with
the establishment of a double-majority sys-
tem; the result of the reform of weighting
of votes must ensure adequate compensa-
tion to those countries which renounce the
right to appoint a second Commissioner;
and a new qualified majority threshold
should be fixed at such a level as not to
adversely affect the efficiency of the deci-
sion-making process in the EU Council
(Council of the European Union
2000n:9)

The only other candidate-country
that falls into the category of a large state
is Turkey. Unlike Poland, Turkey has not
yet started accession negotiations and
thus has no chance to join the EU in the
next wave of enlargement. Therefore, it
has not articulated any clear position on
the re-weighting of votes. In its position
letter, the Turkish government limited
itself to stating that the Council should
function as efficiently as possible and the
national veto right should be limited to a
minimum number of areas of vital impor-
tance. It also stated that the current
threshold of 71 percent of Council votes
for the approval of new measures seems
to be appropriate (Council of the
European Union 2000k:3).

The rest of the candidate-countries
will belong to the category of medium-
small and small member-states after
accession. It is for this group of member-
states that over-representation in Council
voting takes effect. These countries view
the question of re-weighting as being not

simply a technical issue, but rather one of
sovereignty and democratic legitimacy.18

It is not surprising, therefore, that the
concerns expressed by most candidate-
countries on this issue are similar to those
of the smaller member-states. 

A common interest of these countries,
as declared in their position letters to the
IGC, is the preservation of a system guar-
anteeing their over-representation in the
Council. This, however, does not mean
that they are opposed to the reform of
Council voting. According to the
Hungarian letter, for instance: 

Hungary supports weighting the votes in
the Council in a way to better reflect popu-
lation figures, while preserving a relative
over-representation of small member-states
in their voting power. We expect a similar
number of votes to be granted to countries
with similar population figures. That
objective may be served both by re-weight-
ing the present votes or introducing double-
majority voting. In our view the IGC
should establish a consistent, coherent and
transparent voting system, which would
not require further amendments in the
process of the gradual accession of new
members (Council of the European
Union 2000c:3).

Most applicant-countries are also
interested in greater transparency and
simplicity in Council voting. Only a few
governments, however, have presented a
detailed position on how to reform the
voting system. Slovakia expressed its
readiness to accept the introduction of a
double majority if certain, unspecified,
conditions favouring smaller member-
states were preserved (Council of the
European Union 2000g:3). Cyprus also
stated a clear preference for a dual major-
ity or any other “objective system” over a
re-weighting of votes (Council of the
European Union 2000b:3).
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Qualified majority voting
If an enlarged Union is to function

effectively, it is necessary to expand the
number of policy areas where decisions
are taken by a qualified majority vote.
This argument has been widely accepted
by the candidate-countries and was clear-
ly reflected in their position letters to the
IGC. The positions of the candidate-
states on this issue are to a great extent
uniform, as they do not have precisely
defined positions on most of the areas
that were suggested for QMV. This is
partly due to the fact that none of these
countries has previous experience with
supranational integration. For example,
the only relevant experience of many of
the candidate-states with regional eco-
nomic integration has been their partici-
pation in the Central European Free
Trade Association (CEFTA). Although of
an intergovernmental nature, the
CEFTA can be used to illustrate, to a cer-

tain extent, the varying degrees of inter-
est in regional integration among the
CEECs.19

None of the candidate-countries has
federalist ambitions for the EU. Their
support for the extension of QMV, there-
fore, excludes areas ranging from consti-
tutional matters to the system of “own
resources” (EU financing) and taxation,
important appointments, and other sen-
sitive issues. Countries that specifically
argued in their position letters for the
exclusion of constitutional matters from
the IGC included Poland, Slovakia,
Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovenia, Romania,
Latvia, Estonia, Cyprus and Malta. Poland
and Cyprus also stated that unanimity
should also be retained in the field of own
resources (and taxation in the case of
Cyprus). Cyprus declared that unanimity
should be retained in matters that require
ratification by national parliaments, and
Slovakia argued that unanimity should be
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Table 2: Positions of the Applicant-countries on Re-weighting Votes in the Council

Applicant-country
Bulgaria No Yes
Cyprus No Yes
The Czech Republic Not known Yes
Estonia Not known Yes
Hungary Yes1 Yes
Latvia No Yes
Lithuania Not known Not known
Malta Yes2 Yes
Poland Yes Yes
Romania Yes Yes
Slovakia Yes3 Yes
Slovenia Not known Yes
Turkey No preference made yet No preference made yet
Source: Contributions from the applicant-states’ governments, Council of Ministers,
February 2000.
Notes on Table 2: 1) If a relative over-representation of small member-states in their voting
power is preserved. 2) If the principle of equality of all member-states is maintained, and
the interests of small states are safeguarded. 3) If certain conditions in favour of smaller
EU member-states are preserved.

Support for better
representation of

large member-states?

Support for maintaining
status quo/over-
representation 



applied for decisions in the field of foreign
security and defence policy. 

Some of the applicant-countries
expressed the view that an agreement
should be reached in Nice even if the list of
new articles to which QMV would be
applied is relatively brief. According to
Hungarian Foreign Minister Janos Martonyi
writing in his government’s position letter: 

We do not see the range of sensitive issues
as remaining static, and we therefore sug-
gest those categories of decision to be trans-
ferred to the domain of qualified majority
vote where consensus can be achieved at
this point of time, while categories to be
considered too sensitive at this stage may be
reconsidered later (Council of the
European Union 2000c:4).

Also holding this view was the Czech
government. While endorsing the idea of
more decision-making by QMV, the Czech
government stressed that ‘the success of
the next Conference should be measured
by arriving at consensus on subjects where
progress can be realistically expected. The
establishing of unrealisable goals could a
priori condemn the Conference to failure,
which would be impermissible as far as the
Europeans are concerned’ (Council of the
European Union 2000h:3). 

Enhanced co-operation
A late addition to the IGC agenda, the

issue of enhanced co-operation is closely
linked to that of QMV.20 As with QMV,
enhanced co-operation is important for
EU enlargement because it addresses the

Journal of International Relations and Development  4(March 2001)1

23

The

Candidate 

States and

the IGC

Table 3: Positions of the Applicant-countries on the Extension of QMV

Applicant-country
Bulgaria Yes Constitutional issues
Cyprus Yes Constitutional issues, 

own resources, taxation, 
matters that require 

ratification by
national parliaments

The Czech Republic Yes Not known
Estonia Yes Not known
Hungary Yes Constitutional issues
Latvia Yes Constitutional issues
Lithuania Not known
Malta Yes Constitutional issues
Poland Yes Constitutional issues, 

enlargement, 
important appointments, 

own  resources
Romania Yes Not known
Slovakia Yes Constitutional issues, 

foreign policy, 
security and defence

Slovenia Yes Constitutional issues
Turkey Yes Not known
Source: Contributions from the candidate-states’ governments (Council of the European
Union 2000b-m).

General support 
for extension of QMV?  

Areas where unanimity
should be retained



efficiency of an enlarged Union. As
enlargement will substantially increase
the heterogeneity and diversity of the EU,
one way to prevent stagnation of the inte-
gration process is to advance the principle
of closer co-operation (“flexibility”) intro-
duced by the Amsterdam Treaty.

Since enhanced co-operation did not
belong to the “Amsterdam leftovers,” and
thus was not initially part of the IGC
agenda, most candidate-states did not
provide their views on this issue. This,
however, does not mean that this matter
is of lesser importance to them. For most
of the candidate-states, enhanced co-
operation is connected with the growing
debate on the future of the EU, a debate
in which they do not want to play a sec-
ondary role.

Most applicant-states took a cautious
approach to the inclusion of this topic in
the IGC agenda. Only Bulgaria expressed
a positive view on this issue, stating in its
position letter that: ‘we believe that the
flexibility concept could contribute to the
speedy implementation of the enlarge-
ment process’ (Council of the European
Union 2000l:3)

On the other hand, the Czech govern-
ment claimed that there was no real need
to include this issue in the IGC agenda.
But if it were included, Prague confirmed
that it was ready to endorse the current
(Amsterdam) provisions on enhanced co-
operation in the EU treaties, arguing that:
‘the preconditions for closer co-operation
comprised in Article 43 were recently
incorporated into the Treaty on the EU
by the member-states as a consensus min-
imum, which enables closer co-operation
while offering protection against the dis-
solution of European structure that has
been carefully constructed for nearly half
a century’ (Council of the European
Union 2000h:3-4).

The Polish government also declared
its preference for retaining the existing

provisions for enhanced co-operation,
while arguing that their effectiveness
should be improved. In the event that the
member-states decided to revise the pre-
sent provisions, Poland would be opposed
to any attempt to view this as a means of
‘relaxing … the requirements [for mem-
bership] vis-à-vis the future member-
states.’ What Poland wanted was full
membership of the EU, not any sort of
“second-class” membership. Warsaw also
argued that enhanced co-operation
should not lead to the emergence of a
“two-tier” Europe, with some member-
states ‘not fully involved in the dynamic
progress of European integration.’ Ac-
cording to the Polish government, ‘closer
co-operation should provide additional
stimuli for advancing integration, in no
case should it lead to the exclusion of
future member-states from important
new co-operation measures.’ Poland also
argued that any extension of enhanced
co-operation to the EU’s second pillar
(CFSP) should be approached with cau-
tion (Council of the European Union
2000n:18-9).

The strongest opposition to wider use
of enhanced co-operation was expressed
by the government of Cyprus. Its posi-
tion on this issue underlines the general
lack of enthusiasm among candidate-
states for this item of the IGC agenda. In
its position letter to the IGC, the Cypriot
government declared: 

We believe that the idea of “Europe à la
carte” or of “variable geometry” where
states can opt out and therefore dilute core
EU policies should be approached with
extreme caution. Institutional reform
should aim at maintaining the effective
decision-making capacity of the Union but
not at the expense of the Union’s unique
character. We believe that clear decisions
should be taken about which decisions are
to be reached at European level and which
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at national level and subsidiarity should
not be used to recover responsibility for
areas that are best dealt with at the
European level (Council of the
European Union 2000b:3).

The Nice Summit

The agreement on institutional
reform achieved in Nice, on the
morning of the fifth day of an acri-
monious summit, was generally well
received by the candidate-states. The
main outcome desired by the candidate-
states was for the IGC to conclude, so that
a major obstacle to enlargement would be
removed and the accession process could
proceed. On this point they were satisfied.
In the Nice Treaty, the European Council
‘agrees that the conclusion of [the IGC]
opens the way for enlargement of the
European Union and underlines that, with
ratification of the Nice Treaty, the
European Union will have completed the
institutional changes necessary for the
accession of new member-states.’21 Because
it brought the IGC to a successful conclu-

sion, the candidate-states expressed gener-
al satisfaction with the Nice summit’s
results (Wagstyl 2000:2). 

On specific aspects of the Nice agree-
ment, however, the reactions of the can-
didate-states were mixed. The European
Council’s decision that the Commission
will include one national of every mem-
ber-state until the number of member-
states reaches 27 was welcomed by the
candidate-states because it ensures that
they will each have a representative on
the Commission at the time of their
accession.22 This decision, along with the
rotation system that will be instituted for
the Commission once the number of
member-states reaches 27, will help bol-
ster public support for EU accession in
the candidate-countries since it guaran-
tees equal treatment with other member-
states. Also, in the public opinion of these
countries it is the Commission that
embodies the EU more than any other
institution (mainly because of its central
role in administering the accession
process), and thus not having a national
“representative” on this body would have
been a severe blow.
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Table 4: Positions of the Applicant-countries on the Wider Use of Enhanced Co-operation

Applicant-country
Bulgaria Yes
Cyprus No
The Czech Republic No
Estonia Not known
Hungary Not known
Latvia Not known
Lithuania Not known
Malta Not known
Poland No
Romania Not known
Slovakia Not known
Slovenia Not known
Turkey Not known
Source: Contributions from the candidate-states’ governments (Council of the European
Union 2000b-m).

Support for wider use 
of enhanced co-operation?



The candidate-states were also
pleased with the only modest extension
of QMV agreed to in Nice. From a poten-
tial list of 50 (out of a total of 70 treaty
articles still subject to unanimity), QMV
was extended to only 30 types of policy
decisions (Council of the European
Union 2000a). While the candidate-
states generally favoured an extension of
QMV in the interest of an efficient and
effective EU, most are newly independent
countries that are extremely sovereignty-
conscious, and therefore not anxious to
surrender the national veto in sensitive
policy areas. For this reason, and because
none of the new QMV areas belong to
categories that they consider sensitive,
the candidate-states were satisfied with
the Nice outcome on this issue. Problems
for the candidate-states could arise, how-
ever, from the decision to delay the move
to QMV in social and cohesion policy
until 2007, after agreement is reached on
a new EU budgetary framework to suc-
ceed the one ending in 2006. This delay
was insisted upon by Spain — the main
current beneficiary of EU structural assis-
tance — to enable it and other poor mem-
ber-states to protect their shares of EU
aid after the accession of even poorer
CEECs (European Voice 2000a:2).

The candidate-states are more
ambivalent about the adoption of new
provisions for enhanced co-operation.
According to the Nice Treaty, groups of at
least eight member-states can push ahead
with further integration. Authorisation
for enhanced co-operation is to be grant-
ed by the Council acting by qualified
majority, thus removing the unanimity
requirement for the use of flexibility pro-
cedures imposed by the Amsterdam
Treaty. However, enhanced co-operation
initiatives must adhere to a list of safe-
guards to ensure that they do not under-
mine the acquis communautaire and the
Single Market, and they must be open to

all member-states so that non-partici-
pants can join later. The new provisions
for enhanced co-operation are to apply to
all areas of EU policy, including common
foreign policy, with the major exception
of defence, this at the insistence of the
UK backed by Sweden and Ireland.23

Because of the accompanying list of
safeguards, the candidate-states have not
reacted negatively to the new provisions
for enhanced co-operation. Nevertheless,
this aspect of the Nice agreement could
eventually have a major negative impact
on the candidate-states. One of the few
candidate-states to take a clear position
on enhanced co-operation during the
IGC was Poland, yet its views provide a
good indication of the wariness with
which the candidate-countries regard this
concept. The primary concern expressed
by the Polish government is that
enhanced co-operation could result,
whether intentionally or unintentionally,
in the creation of a “two-tier” Europe in
which less-developed member-states,
including the CEECs, could be left
behind or relegated to the second divi-
sion. Such second-class status or mem-
bership would be clearly unacceptable,
and would invalidate the years of prepara-
tion and considerable sacrifices made for
accession by the candidate-states.24 For
some within the candidate-countries,
therefore, the Nice decision on enhanced
co-operation only reinforces existing sus-
picions that new member-states will not
be treated equally once they join the EU.

By far the greatest amount of contro-
versy generated by the Nice summit con-
cerned voting procedures in the Council,
and the distribution of votes in the
Council and seats in the European
Parliament among both current and
future member-states. The deal on voting
procedures that was eventually reached in
Nice creates a complex “triple majority”
system. To be approved, decisions will
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require around 71 percent of the votes in
the Council, plus the support of a majori-
ty of the member-states and the votes of
member-states representing at least 62
percent of the EU’s population. It was
also agreed that the threshold for
approval of decisions would rise to nearly
74 percent once the Union has 27 mem-
ber-states, with a “blocking minority” of
91 votes (out of 345 total).25 Thus, in an
enlarged EU making decisions will be
even more difficult. The main “positive”
implication of this outcome for the candi-
date-states, as for all member-states, is
that they will be less often outvoted and
forced to go along with measures they
oppose.

Of great concern to the candidate-
states was the share out of Council votes
and European Parliament seats agreed to
in Nice. The Polish government reacted
with considerable alarm to the French
presidency’s initial proposal giving Poland
one less vote than Spain, a country with a
similar population (see Table 5). After
phone calls to the leaders of Germany,
France, Spain, Denmark, and Sweden to
lobby against the French plan, and after
issuing a press statement highly critical of
the Nice proceedings and demanding
equal treatment, Poland was able to gain
parity with Spain at 27 votes apiece.
Largely because of this successful lobby-
ing, Polish Prime Minister Jerzy Buzek
later labelled the Nice outcome “excep-
tionally favourable” for his country
(RFE/RL Newsline, no. 238, 11 December
2000; RFE/RL Newsline, no. 239, 12
December 2000; Agence Europe, no. 7861,
11-12 December 2000:8; Wagstyl 2000:2).

Other candidate-states were not so
fortunate, however. Romania, without
the same level of support in Nice or polit-
ical clout as Poland, was awarded only 14
Council votes, only one more than the
Netherlands despite its significantly larg-
er population. The outcome for Romania

would have been even worse were it not
for Belgian Prime Minister Guy Ver-
hofstadt, who held up agreement on a
final deal to gain one additional vote for
Romania and two for Lithuania (Agence
Europe, no. 7870, 23 December 2000:3;
European Voice 2000b:2). The latter was
able to improve its position only after
furious lobbying by its President and
Prime Minister (RFE/RL Newsline, no.
239, 12 December 2000). Other “losers” in
the share out of Council votes were
Latvia, Slovenia, and Estonia, which
received the same number of votes (four)
as Luxembourg, even though their popu-
lations are three to five times larger. Tiny
Malta also received one less vote than
Luxembourg, despite having only a sligh-
tly smaller population.

Closely connected with reform of the
Council’s voting system was the distribu-
tion of seats in the European Parliament.
Obvious victims of discrimination were
Estonia, which received the same number
of seats as Luxembourg, despite a popula-
tion three times as large, and Slovenia,
which received only one more seat than
Luxembourg, despite its population being
more than four times as large. The loudest
objections, however, came from the
Czech Republic and Hungary, which
received only 20 seats each, two less than
Belgium, Greece, and Portugal, current
member-states with similar populations.
This discrepancy emerged in the final
hours of bargaining in Nice, in order to
gain the support of Greece and Portugal
for the re-weighting of votes in the
Council. After the summit, the outraged
Czech and Hungarian governments
demanded an upward revision of their
seat numbers, claiming that the absence
of equal treatment could negatively affect
public opinion in their countries towards
the EU and fuel existing suspicions that
the candidate-states will be treated as sec-
ond-class members once they join.
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Hungarian Foreign Minister Martonyi
claimed that the Nice agreement on
Parliament seats ‘is unacceptable, unjust
and discriminatory. It is against the prin-
ciple of equal representation of popula-
tion’ (iDnes On-line, <www.idnes.cz>, 17
December 2000). Similar criticism was
expressed in a statement issued by the
Czech Republic Foreign Ministry
(2000a). The two governments declared

that if the EU did not rectify the discrep-
ancy in European Parliament seats, they
would insist that this issue be addressed
in the accession negotiations. In response
to these and other protests about unequal
treatment of the candidate-states in Nice,
French President Chirac declared only
that it was only natural for new member-
states to have a “handicap” compared to
existing members (Taylor 2001:1).
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Country Population Current Vote* New Vote Parliament Seats Parliament Seats 
(in millions) (Old) (New)

Germany 82,038 10 29 99 99
UK 59,247 10 29 87 72
France 58,966 10 29 87 72
Italy 57,610 10 29 87 72
Spain 39,394 8 27 64 50
Netherlands 15,760 5 13 31 25
Greece 10,533 5 12 25 22
Belgium 10,213 5 12 25 22
Portugal 9,980 5 12 25 22
Sweden 8,854 4 10 22 18
Austria 8,082 4 10 21 17
Denmark 5,313 3 7 16 13
Finland 5,160 3 7 16 13
Ireland 3,744 3 7 15 12
Luxembourg 0,429 2 4 6 6

Candidate-States
Poland 38,667 8 27 -- 50
Romania 22,489 6 14 -- 33
Czech Republic 10,290 5 12 -- 20
Hungary 10,092 5 12 -- 20
Bulgaria 8,230 4 10 -- 17
Slovakia 5,393 3 7 -- 13
Lithuania 3,701 3 7 -- 12
Latvia 2,439 3 4 -- 8
Slovenia 1,978 3 4 -- 7
Estonia 1,446 3 4 -- 6
Cyprus 0,752 2 4 -- 6
Malta 0,379 2 3 -- 5
Sources: Treaty of Nice (Council of the European Union 2000a); Financial Times, 
12 December 2000:2. 
Note on Table 5: * Adopted from current for EU 27.

Current Members

Table 5: Distribution of Votes in the Council and Seats in the European Parliament for
Current and Future Member-states, agreed to in the Treaty of Nice 



Even though not formally present at
the Nice summit, the candidate-states
still sought to influence the negotiations,
mainly through contacts with the govern-
ments of current member-states and the
Commission. The Polish government also
used public pressure by issuing a press
statement at a critical moment in the
negotiations. Some member-states acted
as informal representatives of candidate-
state interests in Nice. Germany, for
instance, positioned itself as a strong sup-
porter of Poland, and Belgium’s Prime
Minister championed the interests of
Romania and Lithuania, apparently for
altruistic reasons.26 The problem with this
system of indirect representation, howev-
er, is that it is unequal, and the candidate-
states without strong supporters, or those
that are small and relatively less political-
ly important, were less protected and
hence more shabbily treated in Nice. The
position of the candidate-states in Nice
was also undermined by the weak posi-
tion of Commission President Prodi, who
was effectively marginalised by President
Chirac, the summit’s host. Thus, even
though Prodi repeatedly reminded EU
leaders to fully take into account the
interests of the candidate-states in the re-
balancing of Council votes and bargaining
on other issues, he only had a limited abil-
ity to intercede on their behalf.27

The Post-Nice Agenda

The Nice agreement on institu-
tional reform is not the end of the
story as far as the candidate-states
are concerned. Before enlargement can
occur, the Nice Treaty must first be rati-
fied by each of the member-states so that
it can come into effect. A minimalist
treaty should make ratification easier and
allow it to proceed more quickly, which
could allow ratification of the first new

accession treaties to begin sooner as well.
The more advanced candidate-states have
advocated parallel ratification of the Nice
Treaty and the first accession treaties, so
that accession of the first new member-
states could occur shortly after the Nice
Treaty enters into force (January 2003, for
instance). The EU has rejected the paral-
lel ratification scenario, however, claim-
ing that ratification of accession treaties
can only begin once the Nice Treaty is
finally ratified.28 The candidate-states
have countered that the language of the
Helsinki summit conclusions does not
preclude parallel ratification. In the
words of the Czech government’s chief
EU negotiator, Pavel Telicka, ‘there are no
legal or substantive reasons, no convinc-
ing arguments, for the sequence of ratifi-
cations [suggested by the EU].’ Telicka
has also suggested that one alternative
would be for the member-states that have
ratified the IGC treaty to immediately
initiate ratification of the accession
agreements (Czech Republic Foreign
Ministry 2000b).29 However, the enlarge-
ment strategy endorsed by the European
Council in Nice foresees negotiations on
difficult chapters such as agriculture and
structural and cohesion policy only begin-
ning in the first half of 2002 (European
Council 2000b:II5).30 This timetable
indicates that the first accession treaties
will not be signed until late 2002 at the
earliest, thus effectively precluding the
possibility of parallel ratification.

Another outcome of the Nice summit
with implications for enlargement is
agreement on the “post-Nice agenda” for
institutional reform. This agenda
includes such issues as the formal distrib-
ution of competencies between different
levels of government, simplification of
the EU treaties, the legal status of the
Charter of Fundamental Rights, the
future role of national parliaments in EU
decision-making, and common defence
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policy. Many of these issues were deliber-
ately excluded from the IGC agenda, and
thus can be considered the “Nice left-
overs” (Dinan and Vanhoonacker 2000:2).

Over the course of the 2000 IGC
support grew for the idea of a new confer-
ence to consider these post-Nice issues.
While a new IGC was supported by sev-
eral member-states, including Italy and
the Benelux countries, Germany was a
particularly strong advocate of this idea.
This is because the government of
Chancellor Gerhard Schröder was under
pressure at home from the powerful
Länder (federal state) governments, who
were seeking guarantees that their consti-
tutional powers would not be further
eroded by European integration. Some
conservative Länder governments even
suggested they might block ratification of
new accession treaties in the Bundesrat,
the chamber of the German parliament
that represents the state governments,
unless their demand for a clearer delin-
eation of the powers of different levels of
government (EU, national, regional) was
met.31 In Nice, after securing the backing
of the UK, Chancellor Schröder was able
to gain France’s agreement to a new IGC
as part of Germany’s compensation for
accepting continued parity in Council
votes with its less-populous neighbour.

In Nice, therefore, it was decided to
hold a new IGC in 2004 to discuss the
distribution of competencies and other
post-Nice issues. While the agenda for
the 2004 conference remains open, the
European Council declared that the
preparatory process leading up to the
IGC should address the following ques-
tions:

how to establish and monitor a more pre-
cise definition of competencies between the
European Union and the member-states,
reflecting the principle of subsidiarity; 
the status of the charter of Fundamental

Rights of the European Union proclaimed
at Nice ...;
a simplification of the Treaties with a
view to making them clearer and better
understood without changing their mean-
ing; and the role of national Parliaments in
the European architecture.32

The discussion of a new IGC in the
run-up to Nice alarmed the candidate-
countries, which feared that it could rep-
resent yet another precondition of
enlargement and thus delay even further
the next accessions. According to Czech
Ambassador to the EU Libor Secka, the
decision to set a target date for the next
IGC at Nice would send a worrying signal
to the candidate-states: ‘Setting 2004 for
the next IGC implies that there will be no
enlargement before 2004. Member-states
should explain there is no new obstacle to
enlargement’ (Taylor 2000:8). The candi-
date-states also argued that they should
be fully involved in any future round of
treaty negotiations, even if they have not
yet been formally admitted to the EU by
the time the next IGC begins, and they
demanded a voice in setting the confer-
ence agenda (Taylor 2000:8).

In Nice, the European Council
responded to candidate-states’ concerns
by pledging that the new IGC ‘shall not
constitute any form of obstacle or pre-
condition to the enlargement process.
Moreover, those candidate-states which
have concluded accession negotiations
with the Union shall be invited to partici-
pate in the Conference. Those candidate-
states which have not concluded their
accession negotiations shall be invited as
observers.’ The European Council also
promised that the candidate-states would
be “associated” with the preparatory
process for the conference, ‘in ways to be
defined.’33 One possibility, previously dis-
cussed at its 7 December meeting, was
the possibility of using the European
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Conference as a forum for exchanging
views on post-Nice institutional reform
(Agence Europe, no. 7858, 8 December
2000:9). Despite assurances from the EU,
however, the candidate-states remain
wary about the possibility that the 2004
IGC could be a factor that delays enlarge-
ment.

What is the likely position of the can-
didate-states on post-Nice reform issues?
Because of their experience of the
Commission-led accession process, and
since most are small countries, it is likely
that most candidate-states will remain
supporters of a strong and representative
Commission, including possibly a direc-
tly-elected Commission president. At the
same time, despite repeated pledges that
they are not in favour of a weaker or dilut-
ed EU,34 the recently independent and
sovereignty-conscious CEECs are likely
to favour continued preservation of the
EU’s intergovernmental nature as a union
of nation-states. They will probably
favour, for instance, a stronger role for
national parliaments in EU decision-mak-
ing and a clearer definition of competen-
cies between the EU and national govern-
ments. They might also be more sceptical
about a common European Security and
Defence Policy, especially in view of their
continued reliance on NATO for protec-
tion against a resurgent Russia. Such pro-
jections are highly speculative, of course,
and divergent views among the candidate-
(or future member-) states will no doubt
reflect differences of size, geography, and
political interests. The only sure thing is
that intergovernmental bargaining in an
enlarged EU will produce complex and as
yet unimagined coalitions of interest
among current and prospective member-
states.

Conclusion

The 2000 IGC and Nice Treaty
have significant implications for
the candidate-states for EU member-
ship. Of most importance for these coun-
tries, the Nice summit brought the IGC
to a successful, if somewhat ugly, conclu-
sion, thereby clearing the way for enlarge-
ment to proceed. The institutional
changes agreed to at Nice will also affect
the future position and interests of the
candidate-countries as member-states. A
less effective EU, because of the minimal-
ist extension of QMV and raised thresh-
old for qualified majority decisions, when
combined with the new provisions for
enhanced co-operation could work
against the new member-states as frus-
trated and more federalist members seek
to press ahead with further integration.
In such a scenario, the new member-
states could indeed be left behind and rel-
egated to a second-class sub-group.
Regardless, the new member-states will
suffer in common with other members if
an enlarged EU becomes paralysed and
unable to make decisions. The Nice
agreement, including decisions on the
size and composition of the Commission
and the distribution of Council votes and
seats in the European Parliament, will
also affect popular perceptions of the EU
in the candidate-states, and thus the level
of popular support for accession in these
countries.

The candidate-states were only
peripheral players in the IGC and the
debate on institutional reform. As
promised by the EU at the Helsinki sum-
mit, the candidate-states were kept
informed of IGC developments through
meetings organised by the EU presidency,
and the EU provided them with access to
all IGC documents. The candidate-states
were also invited by the EU to submit
their views on institutional reform to the
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IGC. While each of them did so, these
views were generally not expressed in any
detailed form. Only Poland submitted a
detailed position statement that went
beyond the general letters sent to the
Portuguese presidency at the very begin-
ning of the IGC. This reticence was due
mainly to the fact that the candidate-
states were not formal, voting partici-
pants in the IGC, and thus their views
carried little weight. The one possible
exception to this lack of influence con-
cerned negotiations on the issue of
Commission reform. Here, the uniformly
strong demand of the candidate-coun-
tries for their right to nominate a
Commissioner bolstered the position of
the smaller member-states in the IGC
negotiations, and was probably a factor in
the decision not to reduce the Com-
mission’s size.35 In another exception, the
Polish government, even though not for-
mally present in Nice, was able to use its
size and the support of Germany to gain
an upward revision of its Council voting
weight to secure parity with Spain.

To the extent that they expressed
them, the positions of the candidate-
states on the IGC issues were generally
similar, with the main difference existing
between Poland and the remaining candi-
date-states on the issue of voting weights
in the Council. Among the candidate-
states, the Polish government was the
lone strong supporter of a redistribution
of voting power to favour the larger mem-
ber-states. In this regard, division among
the candidate-countries reflects the
cleavage between large and small mem-
ber-states in the EU. Another factor dif-
ferentiating the candidate-states, their
perceived prospects for accession
(whether a candidate-state expects to join
in the first or second wave of new
entrants, or later), does not appear to
have influenced candidate-states’ posi-
tions on the IGC to a great extent.

However, Bulgaria’s lone support for
enhanced co-operation may stem from
the perception that its relatively weak
accession prospects are improved with a
more differentiated EU. 

All of the candidate-states were in
agreement on their main goal, however,
which was for the IGC to end successfully
at the Nice summit with agreement on a
relatively minimalist and ratifiable treaty,
so that enlargement will not be delayed.
The candidate-states also all hope to play a
key role in the post-Nice debate on
Europe’s future architecture and gover-
nance, preferably as full EU members.

January 2001

Notes:

Michael J. Baun is Associate Professor of
Political Science and Pizer Chair in International
Relations at Valdosta State University, Valdosta, GA
31698, United States. Tel: 1 912  259 5082. E-mail:
<mbaun@valdosta.edu>.   

Dan Marek is Jean Monnet Lecturer at the
Department of Politics and European Studies,
Palacký University, 771 80 Olomouc, The Czech
Republic. Tel: 420 68 563 33 02. E-mail: <marek@
aix.upol.cz>. 

1 The twelve applicant-states negotiating accession,
listed alphabetically, are: Bulgaria, Cyprus, the
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and
Slovenia. A thirteenth country, Turkey, was formally
designated a candidate for EU membership in
December 1999, but has not yet been allowed to
begin accession negotiations.
2 The provisional text of the Treaty of Nice was
agreed by the European Council at the Nice summit
on 7-11 December 2000. After undergoing legal and
linguistic review, a final version of the treaty will be
formally signed on 26 February 2001. The Nice
Treaty adapts the EU’s basic treaty framework,
specifically the Treaty on European Union (TEU)
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and the Treaties on the European Communities
(TEC). It also includes, as annexes, a ‘Protocol on
the Enlargement of the European Union’ and three
‘Declarations’ pertaining to enlargement and the
future of the EU. For the provisional text, see
Council of the European Union (2000a).
3 In January 1995 three EFTA applicants — Austria,
Finland, and Sweden — acceded to the EU. A fourth
EFTA member-country, Norway, also negotiated
entry, but its citizens rejected EU membership in a
November 1994 referendum.
4 The treaty was formally signed in Amsterdam on 2
October 1997. For analysis of the treaty’s various
provisions, see Duff (1997).
5 See the comments of various Polish government
officials, cited in Agence Europe, no. 7300, 14-15
September 1998:4, 16; Agence Europe, no. 7315, 5-6
October 1998:3; and Agence Europe, no. 7321, 14
October 1998:8.
6 For the Commission’s view, see European
Commission (1997:12-3). For the Parliament, see
European Parliament (1997:8-9). Among the member-
states, Belgium, France, and Italy were particularly
critical of the Amsterdam Treaty results. In the
‘Declaration by Belgium, France and Italy on the
Protocol on the Institutions with the Prospect of
Enlargement of the European Union’ that was
attached to the final version of the Amsterdam Treaty,
these governments asserted that the treaty’s provi-
sions on institutional reform were insufficient, and
that further institutional reform was ‘an indispens-
able condition for the conclusion of the first acces-
sion negotiations’ (Treaty of Amsterdam 1997:144). At
an EU foreign ministers meeting in September 1997,
the Belgian government threatened to block further
enlargement unless there was adequate institutional
reform. See Barber and Smith (1997:16).
7 The committee was established in December 1998
by the European Parliament, with the agreement of
the Commission, following a move by some MEPs
to censure the Commission for its conduct. For the
text of the committee’s Conclusions, see
Independent Committee Report (1999).
8 On the debate over the IGC agenda in the run-up
to Helsinki, see Baun (2000:188-91).
9 The Helsinki summit decided that additional
issues, beyond the three “Amsterdam issues,” could

be added to the IGC agenda upon recommendation
of the Portuguese EU presidency in its June 2000
progress report on the negotiations. See European
Council (1999b: para. 16). For candidate-states’ reac-
tions to the Helsinki summit decisions, see Smith
(1999a:4); and Agence Europe, no. 7614, 13-14
December 1999:9-10.
10 See Portuguese government report on priorities
of the incoming EU presidency, summarised in
Agence Europe, no. 7623, 28-29 December 1999:3-4.
Also see Portuguese EU presidency plans for organ-
ising the IGC, reported in Agence Europe, no. 7638, 21
January 2000:3; and Agence Europe, no. 7640, 24-25
January 2000:6.
11 See Council of the European Union (2000b-m).
The letters are available on the Council’s official
website <http://db.consilium.eu.int/cig/default.
asp?lang=en>. Retrieved 15 June 2000.
12 The Polish government’s position paper was pre-
sented in June 2000. See Council of the European
Union (2000n).
13 The European Conference is the annual meeting,
at both ministerial and heads of state and govern-
ment level, of the EU member-states and all
European countries aspiring to EU membership.
The first such meeting took place in March 1998. 
14 See, for instance, the remarks of French Minister
for European Affairs Pierre Moscovici, cited in
Agence Europe, no. 7747, 29 June 2000:4.
15 Article numbers refer to the post-Amsterdam
consolidated version of the Treaty Establishing the
European Community (TEC). See European Union
(1997:33-168).
16 For details of public opinion in the candidate-
countries vis-à-vis the EU, see the ongoing surveys
conducted by Central and Eastern Eurobarometer 
<europa.eu.int/comn/dg10/epo/ceeb.html>. 
17 See, for example, The Economist (1999); and The
Economist (2000).
18 See Gillespie (2000:2).
19 See Kolankiewicz (1994). Kolankiewicz identified
four different approaches towards Central
European co-operation among the Visegrad coun-
tries: ‘The Czech strategy is minimalist, seeing the
grouping of central European states as a consultative
body, underpinned by bilateral relations which can
be complemented by multilateral ties such as those
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of the CEFTA … The stance of the Hungarians
could be seen as essentially pragmatist and instru-
mental. Leaning more towards the view of Visegrad
as a process rather than an entity, they have been
prepared to use it alongside other organisations
such as the Central European Initiative (CEI) to
gain access to Europe … The Polish position is max-
imalist and intrinsic, favouring the use not only of
Visegrad but also of the CEI, the Baltic Council and
the Euro-Arctic group, as well as bilateral treaties in
furthering their integration with Europe … Slovakia
views Visegrad as an essential lifeline to the West
and as its only chance of staying in contact with the
leading democracies.’ On co-operation among the
Visegrad states, see also Vachudova (1993). In 2000,
the member-states of CEFTA were Poland,
Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Bulgaria, and Romania.
20 For a detailed analysis of the arguments concern-
ing enhanced co-operation, see Philippart (2000:11).
21 ‘Declaration on the Future of the European
Union to be Included in the Final Act of the
Conference,’ Annex IV of the Treaty of Nice
(Council of the European Union 2000a:83).
22 Article 4, ‘Protocol on the Enlargement of the
European Union,’ Annex I of the Treaty of Nice
(Council of the European Union 2000a:76-7). The
Protocol further specifies that once the number of
member-states reaches 27 the Council shall decide,
by unanimity, on a number of Commissioners that is
‘less than the number of member-states,’ with
Commission members chosen on the basis of a sys-
tem of equal rotation among the member-states
(para. 2). Until this point, ‘Any State which accedes
to the Union shall be entitled to have one of its
nationals as a member of the Commission’ (para. 4).
23 The new provisions for enhanced co-operation
are contained in clauses A-P of the Treaty of Nice
(Council of the European Union 2000a:12-20). On
the opposition of the UK, Sweden and Ireland to
enhanced co-operation on defence matters, see
Norman (2000a:2).
24 For the Polish government’s position on
enhanced co-operation, see the pre-IGC commen-
tary by Poland’s chief EU negotiator, Jan
Kulakowski (1999:17); and Council of the European
Union (2000n:18-9).

25 ‘Declaration on the Enlargement of the European
Union to be Included in the Final Act of the
Conference,’ Annex II of the Treaty of Nice (Council
of the European Union 2000a:78-79); and ‘Dec-
laration on the Qualified Majority Threshold and the
Number of Votes for a Blocking Minority in the
Context of Enlargement to be Included in the Final
Act of the Conference,’ Annex III of the Treaty of
Nice (Council of the European Union 2000a:82).
26 On Germany’s defence of Poland’s interests, see
Agence Europe, no. 7861, 11-12 December 2000:8. On
Verhofstadt’s support for Romania and Lithuania,
see Norman (2000b:2).
27 On Prodi’s defence of candidate-state interests in
Nice, see Agence Europe, no. 7861, 11-12 December
2000:5, 8.
28 See the statement of Enlargement Commissioner
Günter Verheugen, cited in Smith (1999b:2).
Verheugen re-emphasised this position in a state-
ment issued on 8 February 2000, cited in Agence
Europe, no. 7651, 9 February 2000:7-8.
29 For the response of the governments of Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic to Verheugen’s
initial statement of his views on parallel ratifica-
tion, see Agence Europe, no. 7614, 13-14 December
1999:9-10.
30 The Nice European Council endorsed the conclu-
sions on enlargement of the Council of Foreign
Ministers, reached on 4 December 2000 (Council of
the European Union 2000p); also see Agence Europe,
no. 7855, 5-6 December 2000:7-8. The Swedish gov-
ernment has declared its wish to open negotiations on
some of these difficult chapters during its EU presi-
dency in the first half of 2001, however. See Agence
Europe, no. 7865, 16 December 2000:5.
31 On Länder concerns about losing constitutionally-
guaranteed powers through integration, see Baun
(1998). On the possibility that the Länder might
block ratification of new accession treaties, see
Simonian (2000:2).
32 ‘Declaration on the Future of the Union to be
Included in the Final Act of the Conference,’ Annex
IV of the Treaty of Nice (Council of the European
Union 2000a:83-4).
33 ‘Declaration on the Future of the Union,’ in the
Treaty of Nice (Council of the European Union
2000a:83-4).
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34 See, for instance, Agence Europe, no. 7849, 25
November 2000:11-2; and Interview with Poland’s
President Alexander Kwasniewski, in European
Voice, 11-17 January 2001:14. 
35 The Benelux states frequently referred to the
argument that doing away with the right of every

member-state to nominate a Commissioner would
be difficult to explain to the candidate-states. See
the remarks of Dutch Permanent Representative to
the EU Bernard Bot, cited in Agence Europe, no.
7826, 21 October 2000:6. Also see Agence Europe, no.
7817, 11 October 2000:3.
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