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1. Introduction

Procedures inside the European Union are a fundamental element of power distribution and stem “from the layers of political compromises laid down, one after another, by Member States torn between two sets of contradictory objectives: 1) the wish to retain competences at national level and the imperative of effectiveness which dominate the debates on the extension of qualified-majority voting in the Council; 2) civil service distrust of parliamentary power and the general imperative of more democratic decision-making [......] in the drafting and adoption of legislative acts “  (European Parliament, 2002, p.24). 

As a consequence, procedural issues are deeply felt at any level of the EU and also the Union’s finances have been encumbered by a huge proliferation of decision-making procedures. Budgetary decision are taken by different authorities, are adopted through very different procedures and give rise to acts belonging to different categories.  The present work aims at employing veto player analysis (Tsebelis, 2002) to the main procedures that concern the EU’s finances:

1. The medium term financial framework, i.e. the Financial Perspectives, (FP), which is decided by the European Council, is included in the Interinstitutional Agreement (IIA) and is jointly approved by the Commission, the Council and the European Parliament (EP);

2. The Own Resources decision, which is taken by the Council alone;

3. The annual budget, i.e. the decision on the expenditures, which is entrusted to the budgetary authorities, i.e. the Council and the Parliament jointly. 

The approval of the FP by the European Council and the decision on the Own Resources System are the moments when the global amounts of resources at the Union’s disposal are decided: this decision has always been in the hands of the Member States (MS). The distribution of the Union’s resources among the different lines of expenditure is, instead, left to the bargaining between the Council and the EP: the decision-making procedures however assign a dominant role to the Council. The Commission is given greater or lesser agenda-setting power according to the different procedures.

Like any other policy outcome, budgetary decisions are the result of two factors: the preferences of the actors involved and the prevailing institutions (Tsebelis, 2004). The FP are substanially in the hands of the European Council, which is the less structured EU’s body, as it is governed by an intergovernmental  bargaining process: thus the analysis of the decision-making process leading to the FP focuses on negotiation and on the role of the MS’s preferences in shaping the decisions on budgetary matters (§. 2). With some differences, the same holds true for the Own Resources decision teken by the Council (§ 3).  On the contrary, in the procedure that governs the annual budget, the final outcome depends on the preferences of multiple actors, the Parliament, the Council of Ministers and the Commission, and on the institutions. Our analysis will here concentrate on the role and the structure of the institutions (§. 4.1 and 4.2). 

Each chapter presents the novelties introduced in these procedures by the new Constitution, with particular attention to the new budgetary procedure, which has been one of the most contentious issues. Paragraph 4.3 describes the codecision procedures on which the new budgetary procedure is modelled. Paragraphs 4.4 and 4.5 resume the process leading to the wording of the new articles concerning the budgetary procedure, starting from the Convention’s works (2002-2003) to the negotiation phase during the Intergovernmental Conference (october 2003-October 2004). Paragraph 4.6 analyses how the Irish Presidency of the Intergovernmental Conference managed not only to obtain the MS’s consensus on the new budgetary procedure, but also how it worked out an incentive for the budgetary authorities to adopt the Conciliation Committee’s draft of the annual budget. Paragraph 5 resumes the main findings.

2. The Financial Perspectives and the Interinstitutional Agreement

The medium term financial programming is entrusted to the Financial Perspectives, which present the ceiling of expenditures that must be respected in the yearly budgetary procedure: the appropriations are indicated for each year and each heading. The FP do not make reference to the revenues, whose ceiling is decided by the Council in the Own Resources Decision: the expenditures are always set beneath the own resources ceiling, leaving a margin for unforeseen contingencies and the revenues automatically adapt to the expenditures.

The FP are decided by the European Council on a draft prepared by the Commission which is modified by the Council’s Presidency until consensus among all the Member States is reached.  The FP are a “political decision” which is binding for the other European institutions: after the Council’s approval they are jointly adopted by the Commission, the Council and the European Parliament by means of an Interinstitutional Agreement on the budgetary discipline. 

The FP were first introduced by J.Delors in 1987, as a means to reduce the conflicts between the budgetary authorities (the Council and the Parliament) and to implement the new policies decided in the Single European Act. The financial programming was intended by J.Delors as a negotiation technique, which would ease the bargaining process: “au lieu de discuter séparément de tel ou tel sujet, il fallai faire un compromis général qui ferai la part du pour et du contre dans l’ensemble de ce qui était sur la table” (Delors, 2004, p.246). This has changed the decision on the FP from a single-dimension policy space to a multi-dimensional issue, implying the time-consuming search for compromise but also the possibility of trading positions and thus more chances to reach an agreement. 

The financial programming anticipates and concentrates the conflicts over the budgetary issues which have marked the EU’s life since its beginning. Conflicts are reduced in the years covered by the FP, but are exasperated when the FP are decided. Besides, the FP have changed the parties in the conflicts and the interests they voice. While before the introduction of the FP, the European Parliament and the Council were the two main players of the annual budgetary game, as provided for by the Treaties, now the main budgetary questions are left to the European Council: the European Parliament and the Council are left the decision on minor questions during the annual budgetary procedure. Thus, the FP  “disturb the judiciary order of the EU, because of the political authority they exercise, given the eminent quality of their authors [the Member States]” (Bourlanges, 2002).

2.1  How the European Council decides on the FP and the role of the Commission

The Commission is given the task to submit a draft of the FP to the member States. The Commission is not however the agenda-setter, i.e. the actor who presents take-it-or-leave-it proposals to the other players and who has significant control over the outcomes that can modify the status quo (Tsebelis, 2004).  Indeed, the European Council decides as a sovereign body by consensus of its members and can radically change the lines of expenditure proposed  by the Commission. 

Therefore, the Commission cannot present a draft that is too distant from the Member States’ preferences, otherwise it would be totally rejected. However, the Commission can decisively orientate the European Council’s decision, as it is assigned the role of preparing the focal points for discussion and bargaining. As J.Delors mentions in his memories: “Le Conseil Européen était né….pour discuter des grandes orientations. Un problème que j’ai connu et qui demeure était de limiter ces Conseils aux grandes orientations. C’est pourqoi je me suis attaché à exercer, en tant que président de la Commission, un contrôle intellectuel sur la préparation des Conseils européens. J’ai appris d’experience que chaque fois que je leur présentais une note courte et un nombre de points limités mais importantes à décider, les membres du Counsil en étaient satisfaits et aboutissaient à des conclusions efficaces” (Delors, 2004, p.180).

The choice of the focal points and the efficiency of the whole decision-making process largely depend on the following elements (Pollack, 1997; Garrett and Weingast, 1993):

1. the preference distribution among Member States and the Commission;

2. the distributional effects of the submitted proposals;

3. the transaction costs of alternative political negotiations;

4. the waiting costs;

5. the Commission’s ability to make pressures and to weave nets.

The European Council decides by consensus of its members and no final and formal voting is explicitly foreseen
. In recent years, however, the final voting has been more used, given some MS’s intransigence on controversial issues and their wide dispersion of preferences. The request for consensus gives each country a veto power, i.e. “a property right in the status quo” (Klick and Parisi, 2003, p.87), which can be exercised to make pressure on the other States, to gain some side-payments or simply to keep the situation unchanged. 

Veto power in budgetary questions has been increasingly relevant since the 90’s, when the European Council experienced growing discord among its Members on budgetary issues and was often prey to a sort of  “veto culture” (Golub, 1999). On these occasions, the European Council functioned as a fifteen veto players system (Tsebelis, 2004), as each Member State’s approval was required to change the status quo, i.e. the current ceiling and lines of expenditures and  the Member State’s net budgetary balances.

Bargaining in the European Council has been also complicated by the presence of transactions costs, which, in presence of a unanimity requirement, imply the possibility of strategic behaviours on the part of the Member States. In fact, “voters can indulge in opposition, thus falsifying their preferences in order to receive side payments from other voters…. Every individual wishes to be a dissenting voter, having somebody else offer a side payment to acquire the dissenter’s approval of the proposed policy. Thus there  will be a sub-optimal level of bargaining toward a unanimous policy agreement” (Klick and Parisi, 2003, p.89-92). 

Functioning as a veto player system, the European Council’s decisions tend to reflect the lowest common denominator among the MS’s positions (Tsebelis, 1996): this is especially true in presence of diametrically opposed interests, when little position-trading is allowed and side-payments are not available. For example, in the 2000-2006 FP, the decision on the margin available under the own resources ceiling resulted in a game with opposed interests between the net contributing countries (group I), which preferred a higher margin and lower expenditure commitments (policy a), and the net beneficiary countries (group II) which preferred a lower margin and higher expenditure commitments (policy b). In presence of diametrically opposed interests, one group’s payoff maximisation implies the other group’s payoff minimisation
, i.e. when group I gains from policy a, UI (a) > UI (b), then group II gains from policy b, UII (a) > UII (b). This game with opposed interests is a zero sum game, where the minimax theorem guarantees that an equilibrium does exist, either in pure or in mixed strategies. The equilibrium of the game is a saddle point
 and represents the lowest common denominator, a compromise position between the request of the countries that would like to increase the UE’s expenditure and the request of the net contributing countries that would like to reduce their share in the financing of the Union. 

In the EU’s finances history, the influence of veto power and of the status quo has always been counterbalanced by other elements which have positively influenced the intergovernmental decision-making process:

1. Vote trading, which makes veto power ineffective: as in exchange for the promise that their preferences will be decisive in the future on another issue, players accept an outcome that they do not prefer over the status quo (Tsebelis, 2004);

2. Side-payments, which have often taken the form of new integrationist policies.

Side-payments and vote trading
 have always been relevant elements of the permanent process of bargaining among the member States
 which has built the European Union: “[decision-making in the EU] is both multidimensional and/or sequential in time, each individual decision taking place with due consideration of the others taken or to be taken contemporaneously, or situated in a slightly distant past or future but always under a perspective of repeat business. This provides ample room for mutually beneficial reciprocation of positions over issues and characteristics of solutions” (Salmon, 2003, p.13). The possibility to reach position-trading compromises thus explains why “new policies are adopted that, in themselves, are known by all observers to be disliked by many if not most of the member states who, nonetheless, unanimously give their assent to them” (Salmon, 2003, p.13). Also the impossibility to reach an agreement can often be explained by the too high prices some States would have to pay to make their proposal be approved by the other Member States.

Status quo and veto power are made less relevant also by the perspective gains of new integrationist policies: in this case new budgetary lines can be opened or existing policies can be given more financial support, to compensate some MS for the losses they would suffer from deeper integration. In fact, increases in the EU’s budget have always coincided with times when integration was being given new momentum: in these cases, the EU budget has been used to provide side-payments to the weaker countries. This role of the EU finances can be traced back all along the EU’s budgetary history (from the European Social Fund
 to the agricultural funds, from the Delors I  financial package to the Cohesion Fund) and to it are now commonly ascribed the main failures of the EU budget, which is not a tool for fostering common goals (Gros and Micossi, 2005; Buti and Nava, 2003) and is not able to expand the provision on public goods in new areas of integration, such as internal and external security or foreing policy (Tabellini, 2003). 

2.2  The Interinstitutional Agreements 

The IIAs are joint acts of the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission to adopt the FP decided by the European Council: they include the agreements on the budgetary discipline. The nature of the IIAs is that of “gentlemen’s agreements”: thus they are just contractual instruments and are not mentioned in the Treaties, which  do not recognise them any legal effect
. They do not change the distribution of competencies among the institutions that the Treaties prescribe, but they have far reaching consequences on the freedom of action of the subscribing institutions which cannot unilaterally modify them.

As any commitment device, the IIA ties the hands of the institutions which sign it: the Council accepts to control the agricultural expenditure, which is its privilege as a compulsory expenditure (CE); the Parliament limits itself when voting amendments to the non-compulsory expenditure (NCE) of the draft budget; the Commission has reduced scope in preparing the preliminary annual draft budget.

In negotiating and signing the IIA, each one of  the three institutions act as a collective veto player (Tsebelis, 2004), given that they are not monolithic actors and that each one’s agreement is necessary to change the status quo. 

There is no specific procedure for the Council to approve the FP and the IIA, as it is a contractual agreement not foreseen by the Treaties. However, the Council of Ministers must implement the political decision on the FP taken by the European Council and endorses this decision by a vote under unanimity, which means that there can be abstentions but no vote against (EP, Report A5-0268/2004). The budgetary discipline included in the IIA is expressed by legal provisions, also requiring unanimity.

The EP votes a resolution on the FP and the IIA by simple majority
, given that there is no specific procedure imposed on this type of acts. Commitment to budgetary discipline and to the expenditure ceilings of the IIA have not always been easily accepted by the EP, aware that the IIA would have implied sacrificing certain competencies: however, during the period 1988-1999, the rigidity introduced in the budgetary decisions by the allocation of the expenditures into headings and the consequent limitation of competencies of the EP, was compensated by the increase of the global amount of the budget (European Parliament, Report A5-0268/2004). 

However, since the 1999 IIA (that includes the 2000-2006 Financial Perspectives), the own resources ceiling has not been increased any more, but has been kept at 1,24% of GNP, the limit reached for the year 1999 in the previous FP. The EP is well aware that, using the instrument it is entitled to by the Treaties, the Maximum Rate of Increase (MRI) of the Non Compulsory Expenditures (NCE)
, it could have increased the budget by more than the FP have allowed in the last years
.

On some occasions, the EP showed reluctant to approve the IIA, right because of the limits they impose on the exercise of the Parliament’s budgetary powers with respect to what is prescribed by the Treaties. However, not being able to resist the Council’s pressures, the EP tried at least to compensate for the loss of freedom of action on the expenditures side with the revision of the budgetary procedures. These revisions have not however had a constitutional character as they have been included only in the AII and not in the Treaties. For example, on the occasion of the signing of the 1993 IIA, the EP denied its assent to the European Council’s decision for more than one year. It finally gave it, but asked in exchange for more interinstitutional co-operation in budgetary matters (opinion exchanges on the financial priorities, concert on Compulsory Expenditures (CE), negative co-decision procedure to mobilize the monetary reserve and the external action reserve).  

The EP is probably growing tired of the limits imposed by the FP on its budgetary competencies. In its reply to the Commission’s Communication presenting the 2007-2013 FP, the EP “recalls that there will be no financial perspective without an agreement between the EP and the Council on the financial package, as the existing Treaty foresees no obligation to have a financial perspective and only provides for annual budgets” (EP, Report A5-0268/2004, §.3). This view has been recently restated on the occasion of the European Council approval of the FP 2007-2013 (December 2005).

2.3 The Financial Perspectives in the new Constitution

Since its beginning, the Convention discussed the role of the FP: there was broad consensus among the Convention’s members on the idea of formally establishing the FP in the Constitution as a binding framework for the annual budget. However, they were deeply divided over the adoption procedure: “while some members proposed the adoption by the Council following consultation of the EP, others wanted to apply the legislative procedure or ad hoc procedures for joint adoption by the EP and the Council” (European Convention, 2003 a). The EP and the Commission advocated the EP’s role as a coequal legislator in the adoption of the FP, thus suggesting the introducion of the codecision procedure, either budgetary codecision, which was going to be introduced for the annual budget (European Parliament 2003, §. 10), or the codecision procedure for legislative acts (European Parliament, 2002, §.6). However, the IX working group of the Convention agreed for a solution not distant from the current procedure.

A first agreement reached in the Constitution draft presented  to the Presidency of the European Council on the 18 July 2003 (CONV 850/03) stated (art. 54) that a European law of the Council shall lay down the multiannual financial framework: the voting procedure was not specified. However, § 4. of the same article provided that the first FP after the Constitution is signed should be adopted by the Council by unanimity: the logical consequence seems to be that qualified majority voting should be the normal procedure. The draft also provided that the Council shall act after obtaining the consent of the EP, which shall be given by a majority of its component members (§.2).  

Working on this first draft, which did not met the favour of the European Council, the Irish Presidency openend a discussion which touched also the adoption procedure of the FP. While the Presidency restated the text of article 54, some delegations wished to return to the rule of unanimity for the adoption of the FP, combined with a “passerelle” providing for the introduction of qualified majority voting (CIG 73/04). This more conservative solution prevailed at the end. In the provisional consolidated version of the draft Treaty (CIG 86/04, 25 June 2004), art 54 §.2 states that “a European law of the Council shall lay down the multiannual financial framework. The Council shall act unanimously after obtaing the consent of the EP, which shall be given by a majority of its component members”. A passerelle towards qualified majority voting is provided for in §.4: “The European Council may adopt, by unanimity, a European decision allowing for the Council to act by a qualified majority when adopting the European law of the Council referred to in paragraph 2”. 

The FP are no more enshrined in an IIA, which the new Constitution leaves as a possible, but minor form of cooperation among the European institutions: the FP have been given the more legally preeminent status of a European law of the Council (art. I-34 §. 2). However, this restates the dominant role of the Council in the financial programming. Besides, the request for unanimity in the Council restores a system of veto players, which the last enlargement has increased up to 25 players: providing for a passerelle towards qualified majority voting by no means implies that it should be employed. 

The request of the EP’s consent voted by a majority of its members would seem to introduce a sort of veto power for the EP. However, this should not effectively impinges on the Council’s decision-making supremacy. In fact, previous historical experience has showed that the EP has always used its veto power only to indulge in opposition and to extract concessions from the Council. A parallel explanation of this behaviour is given in Garrett and Tsebelis (1996): “ so long as the median voter in the Parliament is more integrationist than the least integrationist member of the Council, it is clear that Parliament will not exercise its veto right” (p.282). Anayway, the Constitution does not provide any solution for the cases of conflict between the Council and the EP.

3. The Own Resources decision

The Luxembourg European Council (1970) introduced for the first time a Own Resources system, replacing the direct contributions from the MS. Article 269 TEC describes the process to adopt the Own Resources Decision: “[….] The Council acting unanimously on a proposal from the Commission and after consulting the EP shall lay down provisions relating to the system of Own Resources of the Community, which it shall recommed to the Member States for adoption in accordance with their respective constitutional requirements”. 

This type of procedure gives the whole decision-making power to the Council: the Commission is not the agenda-setter, as the draft it submits to the Council is voted at unanimity both to approve and to amend it
; the EP must be consulted, but its opinion is not at all binding. Besides, like in Treaty revisions, the Council’s decision must be submitted to the approval of the national Parliaments, as any international agreement entailing consequences for the State’s finances. 

The request for unanimity in the Council implies a veto player system, where the number of the actors and the difference in their preferences determine the stability of the status quo and the possibility of departing from it. This system gives “all the decision-making power to the government with the least interest in changing the status quo [and it inserts ] a poweful lowest common denominator bias in the Council deliberations ..... determined by the preferences of the least integrationist member government” (Garrett and Tsebelis, 1996, p.281).

3.1 The Own Resources decision in the new Constitution

The Convention was seen as the occasion to refound the own resources system, bringing it into line with an expanding EU and thus more independent from the MS: some members of the Convention even envisaged that it could be the occasion to introduce a European Tax. 

The first discussions on the procedure for adopting the Decision showed deep divisions among the Convention’s members: while some supported the current procedure, other ones advocated the adoption of the legislative procedure or of a joint decision by the EP and the Council, other ones called for the abolition of the requirement for national ratification (CONV 643/03, annex). Discussions ended early, as the decision on the financial resources of the Union impinges on the national Parliaments’ taxation powers: already the draft Constitution of July 2003 and then the provisional consolidated version of the draft Treaty (CIG 86/04, 25 June 2004) restated the status quo, providing for unanimity of the Council, the consent of the EP and the approval by the single member States. 

The legal act to adopt the Decision is a European Law of the Council, in line with what was decided for the FP. As Article I-54 §.3 of the final Constitutional text says: “A European law of the Council shall lay down the provisions relating to the system of own resources of the Union. [....] The Council shall act unanimously after consulting the EP. That law shall not enter into force until it is approved by the member States in accordance with their respective constitutional requirements”. A European law of the Council can follow to specify the implementing measures (§.4). The full prerogatives of the MS have been confirmed in this matter and the current system of veto players is thoroughly confirmed: the Commission is not upgraded to an agenda-setter role, the EP is not required to give its consent, but just to be consulted and no passerelle for the introduction of qualified majority voting is provided for. 

4. The annual budget procedure

The annual budget procedure is anomalous with respect to the national budget cycles. It is in fact the result of the evolution of the specific EU’s decision-making procedures.

4.1. The first budgetary rules

The Rome’s Treaty (ex art. 203) gave the first rules for the budgetary procedure: the draft budget presented by the Commission was to be discussed, modified and approved by the Council voting by qualified majority. Within a month the EP either approved the budget or did not react to it, in which cases the budget was approved, or amended it: in this latter case, the Council deliberated on each amendment by qualified majority. This procedure left to the Council the primary role in the budgetary decisions: in fact, if the Council modified the Commission’s draft, it could do it simply by qualified majority and unanimity was not required even when the Council discussed and approved the EP’s amendments. 

The first budgetary procedure was different from the ordinary consultation procedure, stated in  Article 250 TEC for the ordinary legislation: in fact, the preliminary budget draft prepared by the Commission was not considered a legislative proposal, but a sui generis act which disappeared when the Council adopted the budget draft. Thus the Commission’s right to propose a preliminary draft  did not correspond to an effective agenda-setting power: its proposals were not more difficult to approve than to amend
. The EP’s role was also limited to consultation. The procedure worked quite well until 1970 and the budget was always regularly approved. The request for qualified majority voting in the Council avoided the problems that ordinary legislation met during those same years because of the application of the Luxembourg compromise
.  

The Luxembourg Treaty of 1970 and the Bruxelles Treaty in 1975 modified the original budgetary procedure, upgrading the power of the EP while not improving the agenda-setter role of the Commission. This corresponded to the idea of strengthening the democratic legitimacy of the Community:  the EP’s involvement in the budgetary decisions was the first step in this direction, as it preceeded both the decision to elect the EP’s members by universal direct voting in 1976 and the upgrading of its legislative power which started with the Single European Act and the cooperation procedure in 1987.

The EP was not given power over the revenues as historically happened in the national states, where the Parliament’s empowering corresponded to its being given the right to veto tax increases, while the king continued to decide on the expenditures. The first power assigned to the EP by the Luxembourg Treaty was on the expenditures decided in the annual budget. These were divided in two groups: the compulsory expenditures (CE)
, which the EP can propose to modify with respect to the original budget draft of the Council, while this latter retains the final say on them; the non-compulsory expenditures (NCE), which the EP can amend and over which it keeps the final say. The EP’s modifications to the CE were divided again into two types: those that do not increase the total expenditure and  those that increase it. The first ones must be approved by the Council by qualified majority, otherwise they decay; the second ones can be refused by the Council by qualified majority, otherwise they are approved.

The 1970 Luxembourg Treaty stated that the NCE must be limited by a Maximun Rate of Increase (MRI), “ascertained by the Commission”, which depends on the evolution of the EU’s GNP, on the average increase of the Central Administration expenditures in the Member States and on the GNP deflator. A different and higher MRI can be decided by the Council and the EP when required by the Community’s activites (art 272 Treaty of the EC, §.9): this decision was often a cause of conflicts, as the EP often asked to exceed the MRI/NCE to “promote its policy preferences [..... and] to expand policies falling under the non-compulsory heading so that it had the final say over a larger part of the budget”, while the Council “feared excessive demands or fiscal irresponsibility on the part of the Parliament” (Laffan, 1997 ,p.83-84). 

The 1975 Bruxelles Treaty further expanded the EP’s power by introducing the margin for manoeuvre of the EP, i.e. a sum whose destination the EP can freely decide and which it can use to increase the NCE or to create new expenditures: also this device caused conflicts with the Council. Thanks to its powers and to the Commission’s aid, the EP increased the NCE by 31 times in accounting units from 1974 to 1991. 

The delegation of budgetary powers from the Council to the EP does not correspond to the standard principal-agent models, as the EP enjoys significant autonomy with respect to the MS: “The EP is seldom subject to explicit oversight and can be sanctioned only through the relatively difficult expedient of Treaty amendment requiring unanimous agreement among the member governments and ratification by national parliaments and electorates. Individual members of the EP, moreover, are not appointed by the member governments, as the European commissioners, but are directly elected by their electorates, thus granting them an additional degree of independence from their national governments” (Pollack, 1997, p.120).

This significant independence of the EP and the absence of rules in the Treaty to solve disputes between the budgetary authorities led to a number of  conflicts, the greatest part of which (Table  1) was caused by disputes concerning the division of the budgetary powers: “at stake were issues of principle and power between the Council, representing the member states, and the Parliament, attempting to forge a role for itself in the Union’s institutional landscape” (Laffan, 1997, p.79). Conciliation meetings between the Council and the EP were introduced since 1970 by the Luxembourg Treaty to solve the disputes. However their effectiveness proved to be limited while they contributed to make the budget cycle more burdensome. 

4.2  The current budgetary procedure

After Delors I in 1988, the IIAs have improved the budgetary discipline and the annual budget has been approved without major obstacles. One of the main causes of conflict, the MRI/NCE, has in fact been neutralized: in the new programming framework, the annual increases in the NCE decided by the EP are subject to the ceilings of the FP. This implicitly modifies the Treaties’ provisions with respect to the MRI, but also avoids the difficulties to find an agreement on exceeding the MRI  in the annual budget cycle which caused so many disputes. 

The 1988, the 1993 and the 1999 IIAs also increased the recourse to negotiation to solve conflicts outside the formal strucutre of the annual budget cycle: four trialogues
  and two conciliation meetings
 now punctuate the procedure, which is described in Article 272 of the EC Treaty and illustrated by Figure 1. In the current budgetary procedure negotiation appears all the more important, as the strategy “amend” is preferable for each of the two players to retain power over the expenditures assigned by the Treaty. Items of expenditure which are not amended by the EP and the Council at their first readings, cannot later be modified; besides, whenever the Council and the EP reach an agreement over an item, there may no be subsequent changes. Thus, if the EP accepts the Council’s decision on the CE at its first reading, the Council cannot return to it on its second reading; if the EP accepts an item of NCE entered in the draft budget at its first reading, neither the EP not the Council may return to it at its second reading; and so on (European Commission, 2002 a). 

Differently from the ordinary legislative procedure, rejection of the draft budget or inaction from one budgetary authority, does not imply its rejection until the EP’s second reading, when it can dismiss the draft and ask the Commission to submitt a new one. Inaction on the part of one authority implies the approval of the draft budget in the version approved at the previous reading by the other authority.

At each stage of the budget process, the Treaties specifies the voting procedure only for one strategy. If this strategy is not supported by the required number of votes, the opposite strategy prevails: thus, lack of approval implies rejection, an insufficient number of votes to amend implies approval, and so on. As an example, if the EP at its first reading does not approve the amendments to NCE, they are approved in the version decided by the Council in its first reading; if the Council does not manage to modify the EP’s amendments to NCE, these are approved.

The agenda-setting power is given to the Council for the CE that increase the total expenditure, as their modification by the EP must be approved by the Council at qualified majority voting during its second reading.  On the contrary, the Council ‘s second reading vote on the modifications to CE that do not increase the total expenditure and on the amendments to NCE can only be to reject them: as rejection at qualified majority voting implied 62 votes out of 87 in the EU-15, it has been more difficult for the Council to reject than to accept the EP’s amendments/modifications. For these types of expenditures the EP has an agenda-setting power, althought a weaker one  than were the Council required to reach unanimity to amend the EP’s proposals.

4.3  The annual budgetary procedure in the new Constitution: the adoption of the Codecision procedures

The new budgetary procedure forged by the Constitution tries to internalize the mechanisms to solve disputes, providing for a detailed description of all the possible moves of the Council and the EP, a sort of matrix that presents strategies and outcomes. To do this, the Constitution has changed the budgetary process, modelling it on the codecision procedure.

Codecision was first introduced by the Maastricht Treaty (ex art. 189 B Maastricht Treaty): following Tsebelis (2004), we refer to it as Codecision I.  Codecision I is described in Figure 2: with respect to the cooperation procedure (art. 252 TEC), it adds a third reading and introduces a Conciliation Committee, composed of members of EP and an equal number of members of the Council, while the Commission acts as a mediator. If the Council in its second reading disagrees with even a single amendment of the EP, the bill is referred to the Conciliation Committee. If the Committee reaches an agreement, this has to be finally approved by the EP (by majority voting) and by the Council (by qualified majority voting). The Conciliation Committee acts here as the agenda-setter (Tsebelis, 2002). If the Committee reaches no agreement, the procedure provides for a third reading by the Council, which can revert to its previous common position, the text “approved by the Council before the conciliation procedure is initiatied, possibly with amendments proposed by the EP” (article 189 B - Maastricht Treaty). The proposal then goes to the EP, which can only reject it at absolute majority, otherwise it is adopted: this means that at this stage the Council is the agenda-setter, making a take-it-or-leave-it proposal to the EP, which has an absolute veto power on it.

Many commentators argue that Codecision I implied a significant improvement in the EP’s power with respect to the cooperation procedure. Garrett and Tsebelis (1996) and (1997) argue instead that while in the cooperation procedure the EP has conditional agenda-setting power, which gives it influence on the legislation, because it enables it to select among different alternatives, on the contrary, veto power in Codecision I only grants the EP the possibility to reject an option it dislikes. Garrett and Tsebelis argue that the EP is often more influential over integration policies when equipped with conditional agenda-setting power than with veto power.

The Codecision I procedure was  later changed by the Amsterdam Treaty
, as the EP disliked the fact that a disagreement in the Conciliation Committee did not imply the rejection of the bill, but passed it again to the Council which could revert to its previous common position. The current codecision procedure (Codecision II), as described in article 251 TEC, eliminates the third readings of Codecision I: thus, if the Conciliation Committee does not reach an agreement the bill is rejected. Therefore, the text agreed on in the Conciliation Committe is established as the actual game equilibrium (Hix,   ). Tsebelis and Garrett (2001) argue that this “upgrades the legislative power of the EP to the point where today the EU looks very much like a traditional national bicameral legislature”. While the EP has become a true coequal legislator, the Commission’s role “has been limited to that played by traditional national burocracies” (p.382).

4.4  The Convention’s view on the budgetary procedures

The decision to adopt the codecision procedure for approving the annual budget derives from the conclusions of the Working Group IX of the European Convention, chaired by Giuliano Amato, which prepared the articles 38 to 40 (the Union  finances) of the preliminary draft Constitutional Treaty. Since its beginning, the Convention proposed to overcome the distinction between CE and NCE “which unduly impinges on the powers of the European Parliament and frequently gives rise to interpretative uncertainties” (Dini, 2002) and therefore to modify the budget procedure, making it similar to the ordinary legislative procedure. The EP would thus extend its influence over the whole budget. The same opinion was shared by the EP (European Parliament, 2003) and by the Commission (European Commission, 2002 b).

Article 40 (European Convention, 2002) was dedicated to the Union’s budget: “The EP and the Council shall on a proposal from the Commission [...] jointly adopt the Union’s budget”. The wording of the article removed the distinction between CE and NCE, thus opening the way to the introduction of complete codecision of the EP. The Convention members also proposed various solutions for the cases where the EP and the Council would not manage to agree (European Convention, 2003a). Also the EP supported the introduction of codecision in the budgetary procedure, suggesting that in case of disagreement the Council would retain the final word on the revenues and the EP would retain the final word on the expenditures within the limits set by the Council’s decision on the revenues (European Parliament, 2003). 

The first drafts of the Constitution (European Convention, 2003b) and the draft Treaty presented by the Convention to the Italian Presidency of the EU on 18 July 2003 (European Convention, 2003c) modify article 40 (now article 55) dropping the word “jointly” and present a complete description of the budget procedure in article III-310, deliberately modelling it on codecision II, but with some changes that make it look like Codecision I. Figure 3 presents the procedure. 

In the Convention’s proposal, the number of readings of the Council and of the EP is reduced to one plus conciliation, thus simplifying the current budget procedure. Some  differences between codecision for ordinary legislation and codecision for the budget depend on the fact that the budget is a vital document for the EU and therefore the procedure must provide for solutions to conflicts between the Council and the EP: for example, if the Conciliation Committee does not reach an agreement, the bill is not rejected, but passed again to the EP for a final decision. Differently from Codecision I,  now the EP is the agenda-setter, as it may confirm its amendments by a majority of its component members and 3/5 of the votes. While in Codecision I the EP could veto the Council’s text, in the Convention’s budgetary procedure the Council has no absolute veto power on the EP’s decision, which is the final word on the budget. 

4.5  The Intergovernmental Conference (October 2003 – October 2004): the negotiation on the budgetary procedure

In order to complete the EU's reform process, a Conference of representatives of the governments of the Member States, the "Intergovernmental Conference" (IGC), was officially convened on 4 October 2003 Rome. Then, its Presidency prepared a number of documents to deal with the question still unresolved, among which the budgetary procedure
. The issue was still open, when the Italian Presidency of the ICG presented its proposals for the fifth ministerial meeting, the Naples conclave (28-29 november 2003): about the budgetary procedure, the document says that “The Presidency maintains the provisions in the Convention text, given that the various alternative approaches put forward so far would have the effect of calling into question the overall institutional balance within the budgetary procedures” (CIG 52/03, p.6).

Also in the following ministerial meeting on 9 December 2003, it was not possible to reconcile the positions of the various parties: thus the Presidency did not propose a compromise for budgetary questions, but retained the solution proposed by the Convention, which had increased the powers of the European Parliament in the annual budgetary procedure. 

Some changes with respec to the the Convention text are made in the Presidency proposals for the Brussels European Council (12-13 December 2003). The document CIG 60/03 (annex 11) provides that, in case the Conciliation Committee fails, the Council may veto the amended text of the EP and ask for a new budget draft (art. III-310, §.8, CIG 60/03) . This replicates Codecision I but with inverted role of the EP and the Council. The possibility that the EP confirms its amendments is given in three cases: when the Conciliation Committe fails to agree on a joint text, when the Council rejects the joint text and also when the Council fails to decide on it (art. III-310, §. 7, CIG 60/03). However, the delegations' positions on the issue of voting in the Council remained irreconcilable and the European Council was unable to reach an overall agreement. The Intergovernmental Conference accordingly declared that negotiations had failed and asked the Irish Presidency to continue consultations. 

The Irish Presidency stated that future negotiations would be based on the text drafted by the Convention and the document produced at the meeting in Naples. Before starting formal negotiations, the Presidency held a meeting of the "focal points" on 4 May 2004 in Dublin, to discuss many of the less contentious points. The Presidency prepared a working document as a basis for discussion, which included many proposals made by the Italian Presidency after the Naples meeting. As for the budgetary procedure, the post-Naples text was redrafted to render it clearer in the case where the Conciliation Committee agreed on a joint text. The new wording of article III-310 provides for a detailed account of the cases in which one or both institutions fail to take a decision or reject the joint text (art III-310 §7 b and c, CIG 73/04). The document confirms the veto power to the Council on the EP’s amended text (art. III-310 §.9, CIG 73/04). Figure 4 shows the matrix of decisions for the EP and the Council and the version of the budgetary procedure discussed by the IGC at the end of April 2004.

However, the focal points document did not attract all member countries’ consensus: while some of them expressed their wish to reduce the EP’s powers (Seventh Ministerial Meeting, 17-18 May 2004), the EP’s representatives to the ICG declared that this would have been not acceptable (EP’s press release 029/04, 17 May 2004, E.Brok and K.Haensch). This forced the Irish Presidency to work out another solution. A new wording of Art. III-310 was produced for the eighth ministerial meeting (24 may 2004). The main change with respect to the previous versions regards §.8: if the Conciliation Committee does not reach an agreement, a new budget draft shall be submitted by the Commission (art. III-310, §.8, CIG 78/04). This leaves the possibility for the EP to confirm its amendments only in the case when the Council rejects the joint text, while the EP approves it. No veto power on the amended text is given to the Council. This Presidency's proposal was received favourably and was confirmed in the Provisional consolidated version of the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe: art. III-310 is renumbered art. III-403 in the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe (CIG 87/1/04 REV1), signed in Rome on 29 October 2004. Figure 5 resumes the main passages of the new budgetary procedure, which looks like codecision II
 with some changes. As in Codecision II, if the Conciliation Committee does not reach an agreement, the budget law is rejected and the Commission prepares a new draft budget. However, as in Codecision I, the EP may confirm its amendments if, during the vote on the joint text, the Council rejects it while the EP approves it.  

4.6  Analysis of the new budgetary procedure 

The changes which led to the final version can be explained by the Irish Presidency’s concern to design “an approach which would strongly encourage and facilitate the achievement of agreement in the Conciliation Committee”, so that “both the Council and the EP would be able, as a general rule, to endorse the outcome of the conciliation process” (ICG 75/04, 17-18 May 2004). This was deemed more complex in case of the EP. The consideration of the different institutional equilibria, led to a procedure that encourages the achievement of an agreement by means of:

1.  the elimination of the possibility for the EP to confirm its amendments if the Conciliation Committee does not reach an agreement. Thus, the EP has a reduced incentive not to strive for agreement in the Conciliation Committee. In eliminating this possibility, the IGC was following  the same road that in the past led from Codecision I to Codecision II. Had it not done so, the Council would have probably behaved as the EP did in the ‘90s to obtain the modification of Codecision I: it would have threatened to always veto the EP’s amendments, thus forcing a change in the procedure;

2. the matrix of strategies and outcomes presented in §. 8 of art. 403, which seems to describe a simultaneous moves one-shot game between the EP and the Council. The combination of strategies “adopt-adopt”, “not decide-not decide” or “adopt-not decide” leads to the approval of the joint text. Rejection combined with any of the other strategies leads to a new draft budget, except in the case where EP approves the joint text and the Council rejects it. This entails a punishment of the Council in the form of the possibility for the EP to confirm its amendments unconditionally: the Council has no remedy for this, as it can not veto the amendments. No punishment is foreseen for the EP, but it is required a higher threshold for voting rejection.

	
	C adopts
	C does not decide
	C rejects

	EP adopts 
	Joint text approved
	Joint text approved
	EP can confirm its amendments 

and Council has no veto power 

	EP does not decide
	Joint text approved
	Joint text approved
	New draft

	EP rejects (majority

 of members, 3/5 of 

votes)
	New draft
	New draft
	New draft


Assuming that for the EP confirming its own amendments is better than having the Commission prepare a new draft budget, the strategy  “adopt” is dominant with respect to “not decide” for the EP. Thus the row “EP does not decide” can be deleted.

	
	C adopts
	C does not decide
	C rejects

	EP adopts 
	Joint text approved
	Joint text approved
	EP can confirm its amendments

and Council has no veto power

	EP rejects (majority

 of members, 3/5 of 

votes)
	New draft
	New draft
	New draft


It is not possible a priori to decide whether having the joint text approved is better for the EP than having a new draft. However, rejection of the budget has always been a rare event even in the turbulent budgetary discussions of the ‘80s: it happened only three times (in 1980 and in 1985 for the ordinary budget and in 1982 for the amending and supplementary budgets) and was the result of violent conflicts and deep misunderstanding between the budgetary authorities
. Besides, having given the EP the possibility to confirm its amendments in case it approves the joint text while the Council rejects it, gives the strategy “EP adopts” a dominance over rejection, which would be left only for the extreme cases of conflict. 

	
	C adopts
	C does not decide
	C rejects

	EP adopts 
	Joint text approved
	Joint text approved
	EP can confirm its amendments


The Council is indifferent between the strategies “to adopt” and “not to  decide”, while it certainly fears to reject the joint text, in case the EP approves it and confirms its amendments. Thus,  the strategy “to reject” is dominated by the strategies “to adopt” and “not to decide”  and the last column can be deleted. 

	
	C adopts
	C does not decide

	EP adopts 
	Joint text approved
	Joint text approved


Thus, assuming complete information and rational behaviour on the part of the EP and the Council, the budgetary process incorporates the incentive for them to adopt the joint text: as a general rule they will endorse the text decided by the Conciliation Committee, as the IGC’s Presidency wished.  

5. Conclusion

The analysis presented here show far-reaching consequences have the procedures adopted to rule the EU finances. Procedures reflect the division of power inside the Union’s institutions. The balance of power is currently clearly in favour of the Council of Ministers and of the European Council, both governed by intergovernmental procedures. Two fundamental pillars of the EU finances, the FP and the Own Resources system, are decided  through negotiation and bargaining among the Member States, excluding an agenda-setter role for the Commission and an effective veto power for the EP. In particular, the introduction of the FP, which without doubt have eased the budget process and solved many controversies, have also anticipated the budgetary conflicts to the year when the financial programming is decided and have also modified the parties in the conflict: while in the ‘80s most of the budgetary conflicts took place between the Council and the EP, now they take place among member states with different preferences on the role and the agenda of the EU. 

This perspective has been confirmed by the new Constitution. A conservative solution, that is the confirmation of the unanimity requirement, has prevailed for the adoption of the FP, while only a passerelle towards qualified majority has been provided for. The EP’s consent to the FP is not a real departure from intergovernmentalism, as historical experience has demonstrated: this can also be explained by the distribution of preferences on integration between the EP’s members and the Council, as suggested by Garrett and Tsebelis (1996). The full prerogatives of the MS have been confirmed also in the Own resoureces decision, where the current system of veto players has been thoroughly confirmed: the Commission has not been upgraded to an agenda-setter role, the EP has not even be required to give its consent and no passerelle for the introduction of qualified majority voting has been provided for. 

 The annual budgetary process has been marked instead  by a gradual upgrading the EP as a legislator. This process started in the ‘70s, when, to strengthen the democratic legitimacy of the Community, the EP was given some decision making power on the expenditure, and was not accompanied by a similar upgrading of the Commission to an  agenda-setter role. The empowering of the EP as a legislator in the EU finances has continued until the introduction in the Constitution of a new budgetary procedure which follows Codecision II with references also to Codecision I. As in Codecision II, if the Conciliation Committee does not reach an agreement, the budget draft is rejected and the Commission prepares a new draft. However, as in Codecision I, the EP may confirm its amendments if, during the vote on the joint text, the Council rejects it while the EP approves it. Besides, unlike both Codecision procedures, there is no veto on the amended text of the EP. 

Finally, assuming complete information and rationality, the new Constitution provides for a strong incentive for the parties to adopt the budget draft agreed in the Conciliation Committee, thus granting the budget a quick adoption by means of cooperation: “We cannot be precise about where on the Council-EP contract curve [the budget] will be passes, because there are no institutional constraints on bargaining in the Conciliation Committee. Using any of the standard models (Nash, Rubinstein or Baron and Ferejohn) one might expect outcomes to split the difference. This is a long way from the pre-cooperative environment. Consequentely, the empowering of the EP as a legislator is a key institutional developmnet in the modern history of European integration” Tsebelis and Garrett, 2001, p.372).

Codecision of Council and EP is thus fundamental to have a proper budget, “one in which European interest dominates” (Gros and Micossi, 2005, p.2) and it is highly desirable that it will be adopted also for the other fundamental decisions concerning the EU finances.

Table 1. The causes of budgetary conflicts: 1979-1988

	MRI/NCE*
	Margin for manoeuvre
	Classification NCE-CE
	Co-decision on NCE
	Other

	1979 Budget
	1980 supplementary budget
	1982 Budget
	1986 Budget
	1982 amending budget: conflict on UK compensation

	1987 Budget
	1981 Budget
	
	1980 Budget 
	1985 Budget: EP states the budget provides for insufficient resources

	
	
	
	
	1988 Budget: Council disagrees on own resources ceiling


* MRI/NCE: Maximum Rate of Increase/Non-Compulsory Expenditure
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Figure 2.  Codecision I – Maastricht Treaty art. 251
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Figure 3.  Budget procedure in draft Constitution prepared by the Convention – 

art. III-310 (CONV 850/2003)
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Figure 4.  Budget procedure in Constitution’s draft – art. III-310 CIG 73/04 – April 2004
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Figure 5.  Budget procedure in Constitution’s final version – art. III-403 CIG 87/2/04
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( University of Rome “La Sapienza”, Department of Public Economics, via del Castro Laurenziano 9, 00161, Rome, Italy: l.giuriato@tiscalinet.it.


� Consensus or unanimity rule is a Pareto efficient principle but it is inherently conservative. However, in the case of the EU, some scholars ascribe it some merits: it strongly contributed to generate stable expectations and to eliminate “the potential for instability and incoherence of the type that social choice theory ascribes to majority rule” (Ordeshook, 1992, p.166). Besides, it reduced the possibility of reversals in the European construction, as P. Salmon (2003) argues.


� In this case the players  “proceed on the paranoic assumption that the other members are intent on doing them an injury. Paranoia in entirely rational in strictly competitive games, i.e. zero-sum games” (Binmore, 1992, p. 23).


� A saddle point is a combination of strategies such that the payoff associated to them be the maximum of the corresponding column and the minimum of the corresponding row in the payoff matrix.


� Vote trading was dominant in the first years of the European Community’s life. In 1961 France accepted the costums dismissal, from which Germany would have greatly benefitted, with the perspective to  quickly obtain the approval of the CAP regulations in exchange. 


� The structure of permanent bargaining was a radical innovation with respect to the classical concept of reciprocity which has always governed relations among countries. In principle, permanent negotiation and the search for a dynamic equilibrium do not make indispensable the symmetry of concessions among the parties. Taking for granted the mutual reliance of the Member States, the Treaties established the economic and political targets of integration and the procedures, so that each MS would avoid the immediate calculus of profits and losses in one secotr of integration, in the legitimate expectation of a compensation in another moment of the Community’s buildup.


Mutual reliance ceased in 1963 with the French veto to the UK entrance: “Since then, no MS accepted to postpone compensations [......]. The French veto proved that the Community’s method could not survive without the permanent mutual reliances among the MS and that the EEC’s institutions did not provided for adequate correctives to avoid the regression to the old intergovernmental practices” (Olivi, 2000, pp.87-88). Only the adoption of a weakened version of the Community’s method, the synchronization method worked out the German Foreign Affairs Minister G. Schroeder (April 1963) allowed the resumption of the Community’s life: the method was based on the idea of isolating, among the pending questions, those ones  that could guarantee the immediate reciprocity of gains and concessions: after 1963, the slicing of issues asked for immediate compensations or side-payments. 


� The Rome’s Treaties created the European Social Fund (ESF) to improve employment possibilities (Art. 123 EEC): it was meant as a side-payment for Italy, whose labour market would probably have suffered most from the introduction of the new common market. The Italian government saw the ESF as an important diplomatic victory, in exchange for which it accepted the principle of automatism in the tariff reduction and the compromises on the common external tariff. 


� The Court of Justice never pronounced itself on the judiciary value of the IIA, but acknowledged their utility, as they are based on the principle of loyal co-operation among institutions which the Treaties promote.


� The EP’s legal service concluded in 1999 that the requested majority was simple majority (art. 198 of the Treaty), although some Members of the EP asked  for qualified majority decisions, given the nature of certain provisions included in the IIA.


� The MRI, which limits the non compulsory expenditures, is established each year by the Commission (art. 272 §.9 of the Treaty) according to three macroeconomic indicators (the evolution of the Union’s GNP, the mean change in the MS’s budgets of their Central Administration and the GNP deflator). The EP can ask for a dispensation to this MRI in case “the activities of the Community demands it”.  See ultra §. 4.


� The EP estimates that, had it used the MRI, it could have increased the budget by nearly 33 billion over the 2000-2004 period (EP, Report A5-0268/2004).


� Even if similar in the outline, theprocedure fot the Own Resources Decion is different from the consultation procedure (art.250 TEC) where the EP still has a consulting role but the Commission is the agenda-setter, as its proposal is more difficult to be amended by the Council (at unanimity) than to be approved by it (at qualified majority voting).


� In the consultation procedure  the Commission is the agenda-setter as the Council either approves the proposal by qualified majority or amends it by unanimity or refuses it.


� The 1966 Luxembourg compromise restated the Treaty’s provisions on the voting procedures  and invited the MS to always search for a compromise and for unanimity when primary national interests are at stake. 


� The CE are the expenditures expressely provided for by the Treaties: among them, there are the expenditures for the Union’s administration and for agriculture. 


� Trialogues are attended by the Chairman of the EP’s Committee on Budgets, the President of the Council (Budgets) and the Commissioner for the budget.


� Conciliation meetings are attended by the members of the Council (Budgets) and a EP’s delegation, while the Commission acts as mediator.  


� The EP obtained a reform of Codecision I by imposing itself a rule of conduct (Rule 78): to always veto the common position submitted  by the Council. Even if the rule was only once applied, it represented a credible threat. See Hix (  ).  


� With regard to economic and financial matters, the Ministers for Economy and Finance had challenged some of the Convention's proposals at their informal meeting at Stresa in September. The changes requested by the ECOFIN Council related in particular to the European Parliament's powers in the adoption of the financial perspectives and the financial regulation and those of the Commission in implementing the excessive deficit procedure. These requests were included in the Presidency’s documents for the III Ministerial meeting (27 October 2003). With respect to the budgetary procedure, the ECOFIN asked that, “where the Conciliation Committee does not approve a joint text, or if the Council rejects the joint text, a budget shall be adopted, providing, in the case of each budget item which is subject to disagreement, the lowest amount proposed either by the Council or by the EP or, where it is higher, the figure in the budget law for the previous year” (CIG 37/03). The Italian Presidency decided not to adopt these proposals, which had triggered a wave of protests from the European Parliament and threatened the institutional balance with regard to budget procedures.


� Codecision in the Amsterdam Treaty’s version has been included in the Constitution as the ordinary legislative procedure for the European laws. Article III-396 of the Constitution reproduces art.251 of the Treaties with some minor changes: for example, the first EP’s opinion is called a first reading and not an opinion; the Council’s decision  is simply called its “position”.


� The rejection of the 1989 budget was due to lack of agreement on the agricultural expenditures and to the cut in NCE made by the Council. The 1985 budget was rejected because of the devices employed by the Council to hide the insufficient budgetary resources. The 1982 rectification budget was rejected because the EP did not approved the solution adopted by the Council to the UK problem. 
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