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Abstract

The high success rate of Commission proposals sdemsuggest that the European
Commission is very influential in promoting Europeaolicies. However, the Commission’s

agenda-setting activity might be affected by itdcpation of member states’ preferences. If
the Commission acts with foresight, it simply does initiate a proposal when it knows that
the proposal will not be acceptable to member ggateernments in the Council or, more

recently, the European Parliament. In this resgbetCommission is far less powerful than it
appears. We test this hypothesis with aggregateatathe number of Commission proposals
for directives and the degree of EU support in @auncil between 1976 and 2003. The

results of the analysis broadly support the thémakargument.
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The role of the Commission in the European integrabn process

The power of the Commission to promote and shapedirse of the integration process is
one of the main unresolved questions in Europeategiation research. For
intergovernmentalists, the Commission is merely agent of powerful member state
interests. Its independent role is restricted wvisling technically informed and politically
neutral policy proposals, facilitating informatioexchange and brokering agreements
between member states. In this view, the Commisgsiqust an instrument of member states
to attain their collectively best negotiation agnemt (Moravcsik, 1993 p. 507). The
Commission is a tool of member states to reach maffreient bargaining outcomes, but it
has no independent effect on the content of thasgalning outcomes.

In contrast, neo-functionalists and other supranalists attribute substantial influence
to supranational institutions in general, and te tBuropean Commission in particular
(Sandholtz and Stone Sweet, 1998 p. 4; SandhaltZgsman, 1989 p. 96; Stone Sweet and
Brunell, 1998 p. 75). According to this view, ther@mission’s right of initiative allows it to
fuel and mould the integration process. The Comniss superior expertise and knowledge
in many policy areas provides it with an informaabadvantage that it can use to promote its
own institutional interests in the decision-makprgcess. Also, the Commission’s monopoly
on drafting and initiating legislation allows it teet the broad parameters in which the
subsequent political debates take place.

Finally, the third theoretical perspective takesiare nuanced position between these
two extremes. Rather than perceiving the Commisgidoe generally powerful or generally
lacking, Institutionalists argue that the influerafethe Commission and other supranational
actors depends on the preference constellation gratinpowerful actors as well as the
institutional environment (Pollack, 1997 pp. 12%-J4llberg, 2000; Tsebelis and Garrett,

2000, 2001). In this view, other actors with ingibnal powers to change or reject



Commission initiatives, like member states and Egopean Parliament (EP), act as
constraints on the Commission’s power to shapedaing the integration process.

In this paper, we study the legislative agendargptactivity of the European
Commission between 1976 and 2003. To shed moredigkhe relative distribution of power
between the Commission and member states, we egdmin responsive the Commission is
to changes in member states’ attitudes towards feamo integration. Applying an
institutionalist perspective, we expect that then@ussion’s decision to initiate legislation
crucially depends on the attitudes of member statethe Council. If the Commission
anticipates that a proposal will be rejected in@oeincil or amended towards a less preferred
policy than the status quo, the Commission wilelk abstain from introducing such a
proposal. By focusing on the Commission’s decisidaout whether or not to introduce a
proposal, we study a largely neglected aspect of I&dislative decision-making.Most
studies of the Commission’s agenda-setting poweud®n cases in which negotiations took
place and decisions were eventually made. In tloesgexts, researchers find that the
Commission can have significant influence on theteot of agreements, either by framing
the debate or exploiting different majority coalits (Boessen and Maarse, 2008; Elsig, 2007,
Princen and Rhinard, 2006)

While we do not dispute these findings, we argus #n exclusive focus on actual
decision-making cases overlooks the arguably maneddmental question about the
conditions under which the Commission decides tmduce a proposal in the first place.

Only about one out of twenty proposals introducgdtiie Commission is not adopted by

* While our general argument about the anticipatibmember states preferences by the Commissioaridiyh
novel, no previous research has explicated the¢hieal assumptions on which such an argument edmased
or investigated its empirical validity in any sysigtic way.

® For a recent review of the policy framing litenatusee Daviter (2007). For contrasting findingse she

studies by Haverland (2007), Selck and Rhinard $20énd Thomson and Hosli (2006).



member statés At least two possible explanations can accountHis very high adoption
rate. A supranationalist explanation would stregs@ommission’s resources and powers that
allow it to ensure that almost every policy it desiwill be adopted by the Council. In
contrast, an institutionalist explanation would weghat the high adoption rate is due to a
selection effect: the Commission appears succedsécghuse it only introduces those
proposals that it knows to be broadly in line witle preferences of the required majority of
member states. As Bachrach and Baratz have lomggubout, restricting the study of power
to an examination of actors’ influence in actuatiden-making cases distorts the analysis
(Bachrach and Baratz, 1962). The ability to kespés off the agenda is just as or even more
important as the ability to influence policy outcesnonce issues are debated in the political
arena. Our study contributes to the literature em@ission agenda-setting and the debate
about the relative influence of supranational ectand member states in the integration
process by examining this more elusive aspect wiepo

In the next section, we first explicate the assuomgt and the logic of the theoretical
argument through a simple institutionalist modeltioé Commission’s proposal initiation
decision. From this model, a testable hypothesmutathe effect of changes in Council
attitudes on the Commission’s legislative agendtargeactivity can be derived. Following
the theory section, we discuss the research desigrgperationalization of variables, and the
data sources. The results of the analysis inditaaé the Commission’s agenda-setting
activity is indeed responsive to changes in mengiate’s attitudes towards European
integration. The European Commission introducesemlegislative proposals when the
Council consists of mainly integrationist governrigethan when the Council consists of less
integrationist governments. Although public supdort European integration also increases

the Commission’s agenda-setting activity, it doesrander the relationship between agenda-

® See Table 4 in (Ko6nig et al., 2006 p. 563).



setting activity and Council attitudes spuriousdfly, the increasing power of the EP, or any
other institutional changes brought about througbally revisions, did not influence the

Commission’s agenda-setting activity.

Modelling the Commission’s proposal initiation decsion

To explicate the assumptions underlying our thémakargument and demonstrate its logical
consistency, we present a simple spatial modelhef @ommission’s proposal initiation
decision. Spatial models have originally been dgwedl to study political decision-making in
the United States (e.g. Krehbiel, 1988). Subsedyehe same technical apparatus has been
used to model legislative decision-making in the EJy. Crombez, 1996; Steunenberg,
1994; Tsebelis, 1994). In this context, it is intpat to note that the current model does not
present novel ideas. The main insight about thedasetter's behaviour resulting from the
anticipation of the other actor’s actions has alyelaeen established by Romer and Rosenthal
(1978) more than three decades ago.

However, amongst the formal theories of EU decisi@king, only Steunenberg’s
(1994) theoretical account models the Commissiatésision about whether or not to
introduce a proposal as the first move of the garmeline with the aim of Steunenberg’s
model of predicting policy outcomes under differgislative procedures, his model is more
complex than the model proposed here. In our model,strip the latter parts of the
legislative process down to their bare essentiatsrder to highlight the considerations made
by the Commission at the beginning of the game witeciding about whether or not to

introduce a proposal. In this way, the model regmesthe core of the theoretical argument,

" Tsebelis’ (1994) analysis focuses on the lastestifghe legislative procedure and Crombez (199@)icitly

rules out that the Commission can choose whetheoio introduce a proposal.



while sidestepping debates about the powers aativelinfluence of different actors in the
legislative process that are of secondary impogdaoour point.

The model is strategic in nature, as the Commiss®upposed to take the potential
reactions of other powerful actors into account nvingaking its decision. The model is a
simplification of any actual decision-making sitoatbut we hope to capture one of the most
salient aspects affecting the Commission’s decisiomtroduce a proposal by stressing the
role of member states in the Council and their gmnaxices. For the moment, we do not
consider the potential influence of the EP. Afteplecating the basic logic of the model, the
consequences of including the EP as a co-legiskatbbe explored.

The basic model consists of two stages: FirstCinamission decides about whether or
not to introduce a proposal. If the Commissionais from introducing a proposal, the
outcome is the current status quo policy. If them@uossion introduces a proposal and
transmits it to the Council, member states makellaative decision about whether to accept
a new policy and how that policy should look likdhe model does not impose any detailed
restrictions on the precise voting or bargainingt@eol that governs interactions in the
Council. We just assume that the pivotal Councitthers agree on an outcome that does not
make them worse off than the status quo and thatmer outcome exists that is collectively
more preferable (i.e. the negotiation outcome suaed to be individually rational and
Pareto efficient}. The type and sequence of moves in the model, ds asepossible

outcomes are illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1 about here

8 Gely and Spiller (1990) use this general charimt#ion of the negotiation outcome to study poligking in

the United States.



We assume that the policy space is one-dimensidistinguishing between more and less
favourable attitudes towards European integratisvhile the integration dimension might
have lost in importance in recent years, it hawhdally been the main dividing line in EU
politics and continuous to be a major source offladntoday (Hix et al.,, 2007 p. 177;
Mattila, 2004 p. 41; Tsebelis and Garrett, 200(1@)).10 We denote the current status quo
policy asSQ and refer to the most preferred policy or ideainpef the Commission by
COM. The one-dimensionality of the policy space allowgsto focus on the two pivotal
member stated: stands for the ideal point of the least integratib member state whose

agreement is required to adopt a Council decisémm M for the ideal point of the most

° From a purely theoretical point of view, the asption about the uni-dimensionality of the issuecgsais not
consequential. The Commission will introduce a psgh whenever the intersection between the Comonissi
winset, the collective winset of the pivotal Codrmoiembers, and the core of the pivotal Council mersbs
non-empty, and refrain from introducing a propakéte intersection is empty. However, without tgeable to
specify the number and content of those multipteatisions, such abstract predictions do not protédiable
hypotheses that can guide empirical research.

1% The logic of the model does not depend on speaisumptions about the content of the issue diroensi
While the European integration dimension has besrapr dividing line historically, recent studieave also
found some evidence for the relevance of the Igfitrdimension in Council decision-making (Hagemamal
Hgyland, 2010; Mattila, 2004). Thus, in the empgitianalysis, we investigate a possible effect appsal
submissions by changes in the left-right dimensisiwell. However, focusing on the integration disien has
the advantage that we can make reasonable assasptiout the policy position of the Commission, ahkhin
turn is necessary to derive precise predictions t@m be tested empirically. As we cannot make such
assumptions about the Commission’s position onléefteright dimension and no valid measures exigtesi
such predictions are not possible for this dimemsio either way, if the integration dimension does capture
a substantial part of the political conflict in tB#J, the empirical analysis will simply reject tirgegration
hypothesis. At the same time, support for the irsggn hypothesis does not imply that other consitiens,
like disagreement on the left-right dimension, a play a role in the Commission’s decision to éduice a

new proposal.



integrationist member state. In the case of undyimie,L andM are simple the ideal points
of the member states with the most extreme poli@fepences. In the case of qualified
majority voting,L is the ideal point of the least integrationist nb@mstate whose agreement
is required to form a qualified majority in favooira more integrationist policy, and M is the
ideal point of the most integrationist member statese agreement is required to form a
gualified majority in favour of less integration.

While we allow member state preferences to takeaoy value on the integration
dimension, we require the Commission to prefer lecpdhat is more integrationist than the
status quo. In addition, if all member states prafenore integrationist policy than the policy
currently in force, we require the Commission tefpr any policy that is acceptablelt@ver
the status quo. Both restrictions rule out implalgsipreference configurations. The first
restriction rules out that the Commission prefelsveer level of integration than currently in
force. The second restriction rules out that them@dssion has incentives to refuse
introducing a proposal because the Council decisiaking outcome would be more
integrationist than what was acceptable to the Cimssion. Unlike Tsebelis and Garrett
(2000p. 15) in their supranationalist scenario, deenot assume that the Commission is
always the most integrationist actor. However, hiak it is reasonable to assume that the
Commission will not intentionally block increasesthe degree of integration. We further
assume that all actors have complete informatidnis @ssumption implies that they know
their own and each other’'s policy preferences, all s the sequence of moves of the
interaction.

Based on these assumptions, we can solve the ggrbadikward induction. A few
definitions make the exposition easier. First, @@ define an actor’'s winset as the set of
policies preferred by the actor to the status qWe. assume that actors have a symmetric

utility function and denote actdX’s indifference point as A). Second, we can define the



Council’'s Pareto set as the set of policies suahrib policy outside the set exists that makes
all member states better off. In the one-dimengisoanario employed here, the Pareto set is
delimited by the ideal points of the two pivotal @ail memberd andM. Third, we can
define the negotiation set as the set of poligiegylin the intersection of the Pareto set and
the winset of the member state with an ideal polosest to the status quo. As discussed
earlier, we assume that any negotiation outcome brigndividually rational (i.e. lie within
the pivotal actor’s winset) and collectively eféai (i.e. lie within the Pareto set). Thus, the
negotiation set indicates the set of possible nagob outcomes in the Council. Finally, the
feasible set indicates the range of feasible palittgomes. It is defined by the intersection of
the Commission’s winset and the negotiation see Tommission will only introduce a
proposal if the final outcome will make it bettef than the status quo. Thus, any policy
outcome must not only lie within the negotiation seCouncil members, but also within the
winset of the Commission.

In the last stage of the game, the members of tun€il decide whether they can agree
on policy change. They will be able to do so if ©euncil's Pareto set does not include the
status quo. If the Pareto set includes the statas the majority or unanimity agreement
required to change policy does not exist. WhenGbmmission knows that its proposal will
be blocked in the Council, it has no incentivertidduce a proposal in the first stage of the
game™ This Council gridlock scenario is depicted in Raheof Figure 2. If the Pareto set
does not include the status quo, both pivotal mensketes prefer a new policy over the
status quo. The new policy will then be located saimere in the intersection of the

Council’'s Pareto set and the winset of the pivotamber state with an ideal point closest to

1 Technically, the Commission is indifferent betwdetroducing a proposal and not introducing a psapo
However, if there are any costs associated withodhicing a proposal that is subsequently rejected,

Commission will not introduce such a proposal.



the status quo. The Commission’s decision in tret fitage of the game depends on which
side of the status quo the Council's Pareto set lieboth pivotal Council members prefer a
less integrationist policy over the status quo, @@mmission will again not introduce a
proposal. The outcome resulting from negotiation®rg member states would make it
worse off than the current policy in place. Thisti-amegrationist Council scenario is
illustrated in Panel B of Figure 2. The Commissiah only introduce a proposal when both
pivotal member states prefer a more integratiopdicy over the status quo. Panel C in
Figure 2 pictures a situation in which the pivoGduncil members agree on such a more

integrationist policy.

Figure 2 about here

From the scenarios illustrated in Figure 2, degvanhypothesis about the effect of member
state preferences on the Commission’s agendagaeittitivity is straightforward. In order to
turn a gridlocked Council into an integrationistu@ail, the less-integrationist pivot and all
member states with ideal points that are more ratemist but still less integrationist than
the status quo have to become more favourably séptowards European integration. In the
case of an anti-integrationist Council, both pivatsl all member states with ideal points
located between the pivotal member states’ ideatpdiave to change their preferences

towards favouring more integrationist policies.

From a decision-level model to aggregate trends the volume of Commission proposals
On the basis of the formal theoretical model skedchbove we can derived a hypothesis
about the conditions under which the Commissioh avilill not introduce a proposal. Since

non-decisions are not observable, it is very diffico test such hypotheses directly. The



insights of the model, however, have implicationewt the aggregate level time trends of the

total number of proposals: implications which cantdsted.

Figure 3 about here

How does the decision-level model translate intsepkable aggregate-level behaviour? In
short, when the Commission faces a more EU-supgogivot in the Council, there is a
larger number of proposals it can introduce thdlt gét the support of the Council. Figure 3
illustrates the logic of this proposition. Similar the setup of the decision-level model, the
horizontal line stands for the European integratitimension on which the Commission
(COM) and two actors pivotal in two separate time pisifl andL2) have ideal points. The
origin of the line is at the point of ‘No integrati’. The dotted curved line represents a
distributiort? of status quo positions for the current set ofgyoissues: most of them are
clustered towards the ‘less integration’ end ofgthale, meaning that the current situation is
one of little European co-operation on the isslie.the first time period the Commission
faces a rather Eurosceptic pivot in the Courlcll)(Area A contains all policies that can be
amended (the European integration dimension castreegthened) with the support of the
Council pivotal member under QMV. Any proposalsbting a policy that is already to the
right of L1 even further towards the position of the Commissiall be defeated, and
therefore the Commission will never introduce tihepesals in the first place. What happens
when a new more integration-friendly piud? replaced.1 in period 2 (e.g., after elections in
any of the member states)? In addition to all psaf® under area A, now the Commission

can improve on the policies in area B as well. €hera larger range of policy issues on

2 The exact functional form of the distribution damst matter for the direction of the effect of thiwot’s

position on the number of proposals: it only matfer the magnitude of the effect.
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which the Council can agree to amend the statusigum more integrationist direction.
Hence, the volume of proposals made by the Comamssi the second time period will be

greater.

The model outlined above made a number of simplgyassumptions about the EU
legislative process in order to clearly explicate tasic logic underlying the theoretical
argument. In particular, it has neglected the EeaopParliament. For much of the period
considered here, the Parliament only had a consatiunction. In fact, about 80 percent of
all proposals in our sample were introduced unkerconsultation procedure. Until the entry
into force of the Single European Act in 1987, tharliament did not have any strong
legislative powers; and even by the end of the ystperiod in 2003, the proportion of
proposals introduced under the consultation proeeditill accounted for about 60 percent of
all proposals. Nevertheless, the role of the EReexed considerably over time and cannot be
ignored. Theoretically, the EP can easily be inotated as an additional veto player into the
model. Intuitively, the inclusion of the EP doeg have an effect on the model’s predictions
in situations in which the Commission faces a gieted or an anti-integrationist Council. In
both cases, the preference configuration of merstaes is already sufficient to prevent the
Commission from introducing a proposal.

The only situation in which the EP really matteos the Commission’s decision to
introduce or not introduce a proposal is when tben@ission faces an integrationist Council.
Only considering the preferences of the Councéd, @ommission would usually introduce a
proposal. However, if the EP is a veto player aasl &énti-integrationist preferences, then the
inter-institutional pareto set will include the tsist quo and there will be no overlap in the
winsets of the Parliament on the one hand and theets of the Council members and the
Commission on the other hand. Therefore, the Cosiamsis less likely to introduce a

proposal when the EP has substantial law-makingepp¥han when the EP is only consulted

11



during the legislative procedure. Again, our maypdthesis is robust to the inclusion of the
EP in the model. Keeping the ideal point of the &fstant, a move of member states
towards more integrationist attitudes will eithest khange the prediction of the model or
lead the Commission to introduce a proposal wher@uld not have introduced one before.
Nevertheless, the empirical analysis controls féeots of changes in the powers of the EP,

as well as any other constitutional changes owee that result from different treaty reforms.

Operationalization and measurement

The research strategy we adopt for testing the thgses derived in the previous section is a
diachronical analysis of aggregated Commissiorviaigtover the period 1976 to 2003. As
explained above, the constraining effect of Coumpcéferences should be visible in the
aggregate proposal output. This section provideildeon the operationalization and
measurement of the variables used in the analysis.

We operationalise the Commissions’ agenda-settictiyity using the number of
directives proposed by the Commission in each stemeéd/e opt for the semester as the unit
of analysis because decision making in the EU Wadldhe rhythm of the meetings of the
rotating Council Presidency. Although the indivil@auncil configurations and the working
parties attached to them have meetings throughwtyear, June and December are the
months in which most legislative decisions are aeldpmodified or abandoned (Toshkov,
2009). In principle, the data that we employ allokes an even finer disaggregation into
months or even weeks, but our independent variathesige rather slowly over time and
some of our variables are only measured twice a Jdeerefore, the semester emerges as the
natural unit of analysis for the purposes of oudgt

We focus only on proposals for directives becahseother two types of binding EU
legislative acts — regulations and decisions -eeittave a limited scope of application and/or
deal mostly with routine issues (Golub, 1999 p.)738f course, there are important

12



regulations and decisions with far-reaching conseges. We have no clear criteria,
however, to single out the few important ones fithi® thousands of trivial regulations and
decisions proposed each year. In addition, the bulkU regulations concern the agricultural
policy sector, which would skew our sample if wergvéo include those. We obtain data on
the number of proposals from the Prelex databassleXPis the EU database of inter-
institutional procedures and tracks the main stayéise legislative process in the EBUlt is
managed by the Commission itself and provides ardeof its legislative proposals for the
period 1976 to 2005. We used automated data extnasbftware to collect the individual
records, which is a more reliable method than ugshey built-in search facilities of the
database.

Having described the operationalization and measen¢ of our dependent variable,
we turn towards a discussion of our main independarnable, Council EU support. We
operationalise Council EU support by the EU positid the pivotal Council member under
QMV“. First, for each semester, we identified the EWifmns of the governments of the
member states and their voting share under thdirexisules. Second, we ordered these
positions from the least to the most EU-friendigdave identified the pivotal member state
whose agreement was necessary for an integratioolisty proposal to be adopted under the
existing QMV rules. For example, in the second part1984, the least EU-supportive
governments were Ireland (0), Greece (0.34), Dekniai72) and the UK (1.80), and the

QMV threshold was 45 out of 63 votes (71%). Sinedahd, Greece and Denmark together

13 prelex is freely accessible at http://ec.eurogprelex.

4 Depending on our assumptions about the prevaitiogle of decision making in the Council of Ministers
different operationalisations are possible. Therage EU position (possibly weighted by vote sharmsthe
minimal position, or the (weighted) average of plositions to the right of the pivot are some & tptions. In
the results section, we report how sensitive ondifigs are to the exact operationalisation of ChuBd

support.
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had 11 votes, they could be outvoted under QMV ted UK’s position (10 votes) was
pivotal for any proposals that move policy in ategrationist direction.

Preferences are notoriously difficult to measurd aar operationalization choices are
restricted by the available data. We faced twaoogt regarding possible data sources for
government party positions: expert surveys andyparanifestos. We opted for the latter
because of the long time-span of our analysis. 8\mpert surveys provide useful estimates
of party positions on a range of issues, includiEgropean integration, there are no
systematic surveys of party positions for the pebefore the late 1990s. If we were to use
expert survey estimates, we would have had to polate estimates of party positions made
in 1999 to parties governing in the 1970s and 19B6sa study that is primarily interested in
the effects of preference changes over time, suodaa-constant preference indicator would
have been extremely problematic. Moreover, we wdwdlde had a large number of missing
cases in the form of parties and governments fachvho measures are available. Thus, we
measure mean EU support in the Council with thenesés provided by the comparative
party manifestos project, which uses programmaditypstatements to capture the attitudes
of parties on a variety of issues (Klingermannlgt2907).

The EU support variable based on this data souakd the number of positive
statements about European integration that partiake minus the number of negative
statements. An advantage of this measure is thatigs not only between parties but also for
the same party over time. Each national governreenre is calculated as the weighted mean
of the positions of the government parties, whée weights represent the proportion of

parliamentary seats held by each party.

" The question is: “Generally speaking, do you thinkt (OUR COUNTRY)'s membership of the European

Union is...?” and the possible answers are ‘a dhody’, ‘neither good nor bad’, “a bad thing”.
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In addition to the main explanatory variable Couriel support, we measure and
include public EU support in the analysis as a potential confoupdariable. Public support
is related to the amount of legislation adoptethanEU over time (Toshkov, 2009), and thus
potentially to the number of Commission proposalsvall. Furthermore, it is likely that elite
and societal support of the EU move hand in haweln & it might be unclear who leads and
who follows. Therefore public support for the EU eages as a potential confounding
variable, which, if not included in the model, chias inferences about the relationship
between Council EU support and the Commission’ssletive agenda-setting activity over
time. We measure public EU support with data onptfaportion of positive answers to the
corresponding question provided twice a year byoBarometéer. Furthermore, we employ a
number of dummy variables to control for changetha constitutional setup of the EU, for

seasonal effects, and for features of the Comnmssitifecycle’.

The impact of EU support on the number of Commissio proposals

We start the analysis with a presentation of tlaguies of the outcome variable, the number
of proposals for directives tabled by the Commissioeach semester from the beginning of
1976 until the end of 2005. The top panel of Figdreacks the movement of this variable
over time. We can see that the time series is gjtiiéey with big variation from one semester

to the next. The 11-point moving average superira@am the graph shows evidence for a
weak, increasing trend in the number of proposat&/éen circa 1984 and 1990, but the trend
reverses afterwards. The period of intensifiedvégticorresponds with the initiative for

completing the Single Market during the Commissipresided by Jacques Delors. What is
surprising is that this particular episode in thistdry of the European Union has not

produced an even more marked increase in the nuofil@@mmission proposals.
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Figure 4 about here

The top panel of Figure 5 presents the distribugbthe number of proposals. The variable
has a mean of 26.4 with a standard deviation ofa®@® a variance of 78.7, and ranges
between 7 and 56 proposals per semester. Periagsceptionally low and high numbers of
proposals are more common than we would expebeifiaita followed a normal or a Poisson
distribution. The bottom panel of Figure 5 shows #uto-correlation function (ACF) of the
number of proposals. The ACF indicates that theneoi significant auto-correlation for any
lags; past values of the series are not correlatigll present values. The lack of auto-
correlation is important because it means we dohaote to consider the threat of auto-
correlation when building the statistical model.eTlack of evidence for auto-correlation

implies that we can treat the number of proposatsd a semester as a random variable.

Figure 5 about here

Next, we turn to an exploration of the movementoof main explanatory variables over
time. The middle panel of Figure 4 represents thkies of the pivotal government’'s EU
support in the Council of Ministers per semesteerothe 28 years between 1976.1 and
2003.1l. The overall mean is 1.72 and the standidation is 0.83. Following a slow but
steady growth, the Council’s pivotal EU supportueapeaks in the late 1980s, after which it
drops substantially until around 1993. Afterwar@suncil EU support rises, only to reverse
direction again after 2001. The movements of EUlipigupport (bottom panel of Figure 4)
over time are familiar and have received a lot diddarly attention. In short, EU public

support slowly but consistently grows from the 128¥0s to reach a maximum of 72% of the
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EU population in favour of integration in 1992, bilte level of support falls steadily

afterwards to levels slightly below those in th&Q$.

Figure 6 about here

The three panels of Figure 6 show scatterplot@three variables we have been discussing
and the corresponding linear regression lines. Afe already note that there are positive
relationships between the number of proposals ameh€l EU support (top left) and the
number of proposals and public support (bottom).l&fhe correlation coefficients are 0.38
and 0.27, respectively. There is also evidenceafalationship between Council and public
EU support (top right panel: the correlation is40.8till, this confirms our expectation that
public support might be a confounding variable floe relationship between Council EU
support and the number of Commission proposals.

The scatter plots distinguish between observatiaiiag within the period of the push
for the creation of the single market (1986-1992oven as squares) and the remaining
observations before and after that period (showtriaisgles). We can see that the bivariate
relationship between Council EU support and the lmemof proposals holds for both subsets
of the data. Thus, the relationship found for tenplete time period is not driven by the
possibly exceptional circumstances related to tmepietion of the Single Market project. At
the same time, the relationship between public sipand the number of Commission
proposals seems spurious. The positive associtttiord in the aggregate seems to be driven
entirely by the fact that in the period 1986 to 2%®th public support for integration and the
number of proposed directives were high, while he#ne lower before and after this period.
It is also interesting to note that while for theripd of the completion of the Internal Market

Council EU support and public EU support are sthpramd positively related, the link is

17



reversed and we find a strong negative relationsi@pveen government and public EU
attitudes outside this period.

Before we turn to a more comprehensive multivarsatalysis, we present in detail the
temporal cycles in the number of Commission projsosalopted. We might suspect a
seasonal effect in the pattern of Commission prajgosautumn semesters might be more
productive than the spring semesters. In additiexpect that the Commission’s lifecycle
could be responsible for some of the variationhia humber of proposals over time. When
freshly instituted, the new College of Commissi@eeeds time to gain momentum and
produce proposals. At the same time, during thest iyear before their term is over, the
Commissioners should be especially eager to tramsfoeir ideas into legislative proposals.
Looking at Figure 7 we can confirm these expectstiolhe figure presents the number of
proposals adopted by each Commission for each $enwdts tenure (solid black dots) and
in addition indicates the mean values averageeédch semester over all Commissions (the

smaller grey dots).

Figure 7 about here

We can see that the first semester is in genesal peoductive than the remaining ones.
Furthermore, it is clear that especially the lagd semesters of a Commission’s term are
increasingly productive. Curiously, the seasondtiegpa is quite strong for the first two years
of a Commission’s term, but weaker for the lastryed the cycle. An important message of
the plots presented in Figure 7 is that the vamabf proposals over time within the same
Commission is comparable to, if not larger tham, wariation between Commissions. This
indicates that there is a substantive amount aft $6on variation in the number of proposals

that needs to be accounted for. In addition to ititeinsic insight that it brings, the
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exploration of the cycles in Commission activityingportant for constructing an adequate
statistical model for the links between Council gnublic EU support and the number of
proposals adopted. The cyclical variation can ofesthe real effects of our main explanatory
variables unless it is accounted for. Hence, we thsee variables to capture the cyclical
nature of Commission activity: a seasonal dummycaithg the semester of the year, an
indicator for the first semester of a new Commissi&nd an indicator for the last year of an
outgoing Commission.

Having explored the developments of our variablesrdime, we now turn towards
constructing and developing a parametric statisticadel accounting for the variation in the
number of Commission proposals. As discussed abavejodel based on the Normal
distribution would not be appropriate for the datahand. Even the Poisson distribution,
which is in principle suitable for modelling coudata, under-estimates the dispersion of
public proposals in the data, as it forces the nasahthe variance to be equal. Hence, we opt

for the negative binomial specification which alkwer over-dispersed data.

Table 1 about here

Table 1 presents the results from the estimatifesreport in full five models: the first three
models have the same set of explanatory variablésdifferent dependent variableall(
proposals for directives, proposals foew directives only, and proposals famending
directives only). Models 4 and 5 use different apienalisations of the main independent
variable — Council EU support. In all models, akfficients have the expected sign. While it
is not possible to report B-statistic for negative binomial models, a linepedification of
Model 1 with the same variables has an adjuifedf 0.31. The signs of the coefficients

show that Council EU support, public EU support] &#me indicators for the second semester
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and the last year of a Commission have a positifieidnce on the number of proposals
tabled. The binary variable for the first semesita new Commission has the expected
negative effect.

Because the model is nonlinear, we cannot interfiret regression coefficients
directly as effect sizes. Instead, we can calcuiatéor changes in the expected number of
Commission proposals. For a unit change in EU Cibwupport, the expected number of
proposals changes by a factor of 1.14. In otherdsgjoeach additional point on the Council
EU support scale increases the number of Commigsioposals by almost 14%. The 95%
confidence intervals of this estimate range fro@1to 1.25. The effect is comparable to a
one-standard deviation change in the dependerdhblariwhich is 10 proposals. Some of the
control variables also have substantial effecte TEst year of a Commission is associated
with a 22% increase in the number of proposals &dbpn contrast, during the first semester
of a new commission, 30% less proposals are adapteverage. Another way of gaining an
insight into the estimation results is by calculgtithe predicted number of Commission
proposals for a given combination of values on itieependent variables. The expected
number of proposals changes from 32 to 47 ovewobserved range of the pivotal Council
EU support when public EU support is set to its mea

Models 2 and 3 show that while the effect of CouBt) support is even stronger when
we take the number of proposals for amending latjisi only as a dependent variable, it is
much weaker when we look into the number of prolso$ar new laws. This findings
matches well the logic of the theoretical model aadnterpretation sketched in Figure 3: in
times when the pivotal government is more EU-suppypmrthe Commission can not only
introduce proposals to ‘communitarize’ policies @thipreviously have been the exclusive
domain of national governments, but it can also raine a more integrationist direction

policies which have already been integrated to sdeggee (zone B from Figure 3).
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Models 4 and 5 use different operationalisationghef main independent variable —
Council EU support. In model 4 Council supportadcalated as the weighted (by vote share)
average of all the governments to the right ofgivet (and including the pivot). In model 5
the weighted average of all government positionsed instead. Both models lead to only

minor changes — under the alternative specificafi@ouncil EU support remains positively
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and significantly associated with the number ofposals that the Commission introduced

over timé?®.

Conclusions

A major issue in the study of European integratimoncerns the relative power of
supranational institutions and national governmemtsteering and shaping this process. In
particular, the influence of the European Commisssosubject to much debate. While neo-
functionalist and institutionialist scholars miglaigree with intergovernmentalists that
member states are largely in charge of constitatichanges implemented through reforms
of the EU treaties (Wallace et al., 1999 pp. 162 tley would assert that the Commission
exerts much influence on the integration processutih its formal powers and other
resources in day-to-day decision-making of the Ban@dholtz and Stone Sweet, 1998; Stone
Sweet and Brunell, 1998; Tsebelis and Garrett, 20Die Commission’s exclusive right of
initiative is widely seen as one of its major assit promote and shape the European

integration process. The Commission seems to be t@bimould policy to its liking by

19 Although the plot in Figure 5 did not suggest amynificant auto-correlations, we re-estimated hedel
with the lagged number of proposals as an independeiable, but the results did not change sigaiftly. We
also estimated the model lagging the dependerahlarithe coefficient of Council EU support droppedalue
but remained positive and marginally significart@©96). We also estimated a model in which weuidet!
dummy variables for the different Treaty regimesl anmodel with a dummy for the Single Market progra
period: the coefficient of Council EU support remed in the expected direction but the effect dradpioe0.08.
A model in which the weighted average left/righspion in the Council was included returned a pesiaind
statistically significant result for Council EU qugrt and a positive but not significant result tbe left/right
position. Removing an outlying observation, whigdemmed to have a disproportionally big influencetloa
estimated coefficients, did not result in substnthanges in the estimated effects and their fagumice.
Lastly, we tested whether there is a significateriaction between Council and public EU supportfbuhd no

supporting evidence.
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framing the problem in a favourable way or by expig the possibility to satisfy competing
qualified majority coalitions in the Council. Howay these studies neglect what Bachrach
and Baratz have called the second face of powarhidah and Baratz, 1962). When it comes
to agenda-setting setting power, the power to deter whether or not an issue is going to be
on the agenda logically precedes the power toenfte the final decision-making outcome.
The study of actual decision-making cases is nt# sbuncover this more hidden form of
power and an exclusive focus on such cases biaseanalysis of influence and power in
politics.

While the Commission has the formal and exclusightrto initiate legislation, it
usually takes the views of member states into atcahen deciding about whether or not to
submit a proposal. The very high rate of successarmhmission proposals is therefore not a
result of the Commission’s power to see its poidgas adopted by member states in the
Council, but due to the Commission’s foresight imi@pating resistance. Most of the time,
the Commission does not have an incentive to teiti@gislative proposals that it knows will
be unacceptable to member states. We presentedpéesiheoretical model to elaborate on
this selection effect. The model illustrates thaditons under which the Commission will or
will not introduce a proposal. Under the plausiéésumption that the Commission has rather
integrationist preferences, it abstains from intiidg a proposal when it faces a Council that
favours a less integrationist policy than the stajuo or if it faces a gridlocked Council that
is divided about the future course of integratiémticipating member states’ views, the
Commission only introduces a proposal that it eipéc be acceptable to the Council and
that it expects to result in an increase in thellev integration.

We tested this hypothesis with data on the aggeeggenda-setting activity of the
Commission and overall EU support in the Counciiveen 1976 and 2003. While individual

non-decisions are hard or even impossible to obsand study, the anticipation effect is
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visible on the aggregate level: changes in theeggge Commission output over time are
associated with changes in the level of EU suppattte Council. This association remained
robust even after controlling for EU public suppatianges in the constitutional framework,
seasonal effects, and features of the Commissibi€scycle. Thus, the results of the

empirical analysis support the anticipation hypsite

While robust, the relationship is moderate in semggl there is a substantial degree of
variation that is not captured by the model. Pnotsleregarding the measurement of EU
support in the Council might be to blame for theklaof a stronger association. The
government positions estimated from party manifestwe for now the only option
researchers have to systematically compare padiyiguus over extended periods of time and
across EU governments. Recent advances in autonesedinalysis might allow for the
construction of improved measures that are based wder selection of documents and
represent the underlying positions of parties aodegiments in a more valid and reliable
manner. The results presented in this paper willagdy benefit from future replications
based on new measures of Council EU support. 8i#l fact that the analysis revealed the
expected association despite these measuremee¢mobives us confidence in the validity
of the theoretical argument.

In general, the complex relationships between etitel public preferences and
Commission activity present an interesting viewhaf dynamic links between mass attitudes,
government positions, and policy output in the Eldderstanding the temporal dynamics of
the European polity is an important, albeit somewtegglected area of European integration
research. Recent studies have suggested that érallolegislative productivity of the EU
responds to shifts in public EU support, that gowegnt EU support might be higher after
periods of worse economic conditions, especialghhinemployment (Toshkov, 2009), and

that public and elite EU preferences interact implex ways (Carrubba, 2001; Hellstrom,
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2008). The present paper has illuminated anottresrepof the puzzle by discovering that the
Commission’s agenda-setting activity is constraitgdthe degree of EU support in the
Council. Building a fuller picture incorporating &hese links in a comprehensive theory is a
task that should be addressed in future resedrafe, are to understand the dynamic interplay

of forces shaping the process of European intemrati
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Commission

No prop% N)posa

Status Quo Council

Rejy NAccep

Status Quo New Policy

Fig. 1. Sequence of moves in the Commission propausation model. In the last

stage, the Council rejects the proposal if the iatjuo lies within the pivotal
member states’ Pareto set and negotiates a neveypolinerwise. Anticipating the
decision of the Council, the Commission introduagsroposal in the first stage if
the Council is not gridlocked and if it prefers thew policy negotiated by the

Council to the status quo.
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B. Ant-integrationist Council: Commission does not introdypropose
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C. Integrationist Council: Commission introducesposal

Fig. 2. Commission’s agenda-setting activity asuacfion of Council preferences.
Panel A: The Commission does not introduce a pralposcause a change in either
direction from the status quo would be vetoed blgast one pivotal member state.
Panel B: The Commission does not introduce a pralptgcause the Council
amendments would reduce the level of integratioane® C: The Commission

introduces a proposal because the Council will &gieea more integrationist policy.
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Fig. 4. Changes in variables over time. Top partee number of Commission
proposals for directives per semester from 1976.R005.11. An 11-point rolling
mean is added. Middle panel: pivotal member's Eppsut in the Council of
Ministers. Bottom panel: public support for the EBources: Own calculations
based on data derived from Prelex (number of praf®)sEurobarometer (public

EU support), and Comparative Party Manifestos Peoj€ouncil EU support).
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dotted lines are the liner fits to the data exchglithe Single Market period.
Sources: Own calculations based on data derivednfr@relex (number of
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Santer Prodi Barroso |

number of proposals during the lifetimie individual Commissions

(labelled by the name of their Presidents). Theddolack dots represent the actual

number of

proposals adopted in each consecutiveestem of the life of the

Commission. The smaller grey dots represent thexmaeber of proposals adopted

in the respective semester averaged over all Cosionis. The solid grey line shows

the overall mean of proposals adopted over theqoefi976.1 to 2005.11, while the

dotted grey line shows the mean of proposals adogteing a specific Commission.

The caretaker Commission led by Marin is not ineldibecause of its short tenure.
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TABLE 1 Explaining the number of adopted Commission pra|sos
Models 1-3 Model 2 Model 3
DV- DV - DV - DV- DV-
all laws new laws amend. laws all laws all laws
Variable Coeff. Coeff. Coeff. Coeff. Coeff.
(st. error) (st error) (st. error) (st. error) (st. error)
Intercept 2.73 0.92 3.21 2.43 2.33
(0.32)*** (0.49) (0.42)*** (0.30)*** (0.30)***
Council Pivot EU support 0.13 0.07 0.19 i )
(0.05)** (0.07) (0.06)**
Pivot Plus weighted ) i ) 0.15 )
average EU support (0.04)***
All governments weighted i ) ) 0.15
average EU support (0.04)***
Public EU support 0.01 0.03 -0.02 0.01 0.01
(0.00) (0.01)* (0.01)* (0.01) (0.01)
Semester (baseline="I") 0.13 0.09 0.18 0.12 0.13
(0.08) (0.12) (0.10) (0.07) (0.07)
1% semester of a new Com. -0.26 -0.37 -0.16 -0.27 -0.26
(0.12)* (0.18)* (0.14) (0.11)* (0.11)*
Last year of a Commission 0.20 0.36 0.02 0.25 0.28
(0.08)* (0.12)* (0.11) (0.08)** (0.08)***
N=56 N=56 N=56 N=56 N=60

Notes Significance levels: *** p < 0.001 ** p < 0.01% < 0.05.
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