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The reform of European governance by the team presidencies 
EU challenges in the early 21st century 

 
Attila Ágh 

 
I. Integrative balancing – challenges of coordination in the EU27 
 
The European Council agreed in October 2002 that the existing order of rotation would be 
maintained until the end of 2006 in order to give the new member states enough time to 
prepare for the presidency. European Council also decided that the order of the presidency 
after 2007 would then be confirmed at the latest one year after the accession of the first 
new states. Following these preparations the some steps were taken to solve the above 
mentioned problems, the first reform step came with the Multiannual strategic programme 
(Council, 2003 on 3 December 2003), in which six presidencies coordinated their working 
programmes between 2004 and 2006. Part of this reform was that the two presidencies in a 
given year even more closely coordinated their Annual operating programmes, like the 
Luxembourg and the British presidencies for 2005 (Council, 2004) and the Austrian and the 
Finnish presidencies for 2006 (Council, 2005). After the Eastern enlargement in May 2004, 
the General Affairs Council on 13 December 2004 approved the new rotation order that was 
already based on the principle the groupings defined the teams of three member states 
which would share the responsibility of managing the European Affairs for nine periods 
between 2007 and 2020. Thus, the second, current reform step followed after the entry of 
the EU10 when the new system of “team presidencies” was introduced with their common 
programme, as it was with the first common German-Portuguese-Slovenian (GPS team) 
programme (Council, 2005) This reform step was fully designed on 5-6 December 2005 
when first the GAC (2005/902/EK) then on 12 December 2005 the European Council 
confirmed the list of presidencies until 2018-2020. The second reform step had to reconcile 
two issues, to balance the new and old as well as the smaller and bigger states. Therefore a 
system of the 18-month, three member presidencies were introduced that demanded a more 
intensive cooperation between the partners within this new presidency period as integrative 
balancing. 
 
The principles of the cooperation within the team presidencies and also between the 
subsequent team presidencies have been outlined, namely the 18-month programmes have 
to be fitted together between the team presidencies in the strategic part of these 
programmes. However, the rules and procedures of the detailed cooperation have not yet 
been elaborated and their practical working mechanisms cannot yet be seen either, and it 
has been left for the practice of the incoming team presidencies. The working mechanism of 
team presidencies most probably will change a lot in 2009 within the new cycle with the 
entry of the President of Presidency and the High Representative (as pseudo-name for the 
EU Foreign Minister) according to the Reform Treaty, but most of the job will still be 
reserved for the team presidencies. For the first time the German presidency demonstrated 
the model of this close cooperation jointly with the Portuguese and Slovenian partners (GPS 
team in 2007-2008). The GPS presidency will be followed by the team of France, Czech 
Republic and Sweden (FCS team in 2008-2009), and by the next team of Spain, Belgium and 
Hungary (SBH team in 2010-2011) in the foreseeable future. Both the cooperation capacity 
of the member states in general and the “presidency capacity” of the new member states in 
particular will be tested. The sequence of presidencies has been determined until 2020 when 
a new cycle starts in 2019-2020 with Austria and Finland. Thus, there have been two parallel 



 

EU – CONSENT is supported by the European Union’s 6th Framework Programme   

3

 

changes: the introduction of the new system of team presidencies and the involvement of 
the new member states in this system for the long run. In fact, the team presidencies are 
the new form of the “integrative balancing” in the EU, since this is also a vehicle to integrate 
the new member states to the EU presidency role through the assistance of the old member 
states, in order to create a balance between the old and new, and between the bigger and 
smaller member states.i 
 
Integrative balancing has become a multifunctional device in the post-Seville presidencies. 
The Council of Ministers as a central institution in the EU system works through a chain of 
command from the Council formations to the technical groups. At the same time, it is an 
integration machine as a place of socialization for national and EU political elites. The Council 
has proved to be successful in both dimensions after the Eastern enlargement, since it has 
operated smoothly and there has been no across-the-board cleavage between the old and 
new members. In this respect the integrative balancing function has worked well, and the 
system of team presidencies is very promising. Still, there have been some dimension where 
the integrative balancing needs to be further developed, namely in the Council and 
Commission relationship, and in the bigger-smaller states divide and finally in the challenges 
of coordination for the Council cooperation.ii 
 
The main rule in the Council workings as “tours de table” with the Eastern enlargement 
came to the end in the EU27. However, the new working method in the Council bodies 
“those who have something to say” has become necessary for time saving and efficiency but 
it contains new contradictions. If only those representatives speak around the table, who 
have a strong interest to defend, then the bigger countries or the great powers may get 
unfair advantages. It is true that the politicization of debates is positive, since the new 
method makes the debates more transparent politically, since the dividing lines are more 
visible. But this method strengthens the role of “deal brokers” and coalition formations within 
the Council. With networks and coalitions there is a danger of the emergence of informal 
groups of great powers and/or the smaller groups led by bigger states and the decision-
making system as a whole is getting closer to some kind of directoire. This challenge has to 
be met by the presidencies for both providing more political leadership to secure fair 
participation in the decision-making and for integrative balancing by the institutions – first of 
all the Council itself, but combined forces with the transnational Commission – in order to 
avoid the dominance of bigger states through the intergovernmental integration game in 
predetermining the Council decisions. 
 
The Council and Commission relationship itself needs also a new approach in the integrative 
balancing. As it has been discussed above, the increasing involvement of the European 
Council, with the participation of the President of Commission, into the detailed policy-
making has created a new relationship and blurred their differences to a great extent. What 
is more, reacting to the growing policy-making load the Council has developed a more and 
more differentiated and specialized system of institutions, to a great extent mirroring or 
copying the Commission structure. From the early nineties the Council has functioned on the 
basis of separate pillars with weak coordination mechanism. This challenge of coordination 
has increased tremendously, since the Coreper has been weakened by the emergence of 
some “top committees” such as the Economic and Financial Committee. In general, the 
ongoing structural differentiation in the Council family might have enhanced the efficiency 
but has led serious weakness of coordination. The top committees are formally under the 
Coreper authority but they presuppose that Coreper will only rubber-stamp their decisions. 
This in turn undermines also the authority of the highest Council formations vis-à-vis the 
other Council formations and disrupts traditional coordination mechanism. This challenge of 
coordination can be met by the current separation of General Affairs Council and External 
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Affairs Council. A stronger GAC can play a bigger role in the coordination of the Council 
formations and in the preparations of the European Council meetings (Palmer, 2007b: 4). 
These emerging new needs for integrative balancing with an increasing role for presidencies 
to manage the diversity in the EU27 and the complexity of decision-making make the early 
preparations for presidencies with a longer learning process more and more necessary. 
 
First, the Council presidencies involve enormous logistical-organizational tasks in order to 
meet the requirements of the huge amount of meetings at various levels (about 4,000). It 
needs a special unit with a large “technical” and/or policy oriented coordination role among 
the domestic ministries and agencies as well as among the sister organizations across the EU 
(presidency management role).iii 
 
Second, the presidency needs a careful “strategic” planning of its priorities, parallel with the 
preparation for the coordinating of the EU policies that again needs a special unit but of 
different kind (presidency leadership role). This second role presupposes a very wide 
cooperation of various actors among which the central role is obviously played by the 
coordinators in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs or in the Prime Minister’s Office. 
 
Third, beyond this central coordinating unit a broad range of other actors can contribute to a 
successful presidency from the professional circles – in the EU terms: “epistemic community” 
– through the various stakeholders in the business and organized interests to the public at 
large. The European Studies in all member states in general, and in the new member states 
in particular have to initiate meaningful research activity to provide ideas for the debates 
about the membership tasks, especially under the new circumstances of the ongoing 
constitutionalization process (professional support). 
 
Fourth, the experiences of the presidencies show that it is not enough to prepare a well 
organized team for the job of managing and planning the presidency but it is necessary to 
involve and to inform the entire population of the given country. In some ways, the 
perception of the “full” membership arrives to the country concerned only with the first 
presidency role, since the population of the country will realize and activate its EU identity 
through this event. Special attention has to be paid to the stakeholders, i.e. to those social 
groups and their representatives, which have a particular interest in the EU projects and 
affairs (social support).iv 
 
 
II. Duties and opportunities for presidencies 
 
It has often been emphasized that presidencies are firmly put on the track of the well 
designed EU Road Map. Hence they just follow the inertia of the tasks coming from the 
former presidencies and will be continued by the next presidencies. Similarly, it is 
commonsensical that the presidency is also a test case for the capacities of the given country 
to manage the “inherited” EU affairs. It is about both the organizational capacity and culture 
that encompasses the covert and overt rules, values, customs and principles that guide the 
behaviour of the members in a given organization. There has been a “value added” as well, 
since introduction of the consultative and participative processes, which are vital for the 
presidencies, may enhance the organizational capacity and culture of the given country. 
Therefore, the ability to launch early consultations with the other member states and with all 
stakeholders is the real litmus test for the presidencies. But based on the early and 
continuing consultations, the functions of setting the agenda and chairing the meetings give 
the presidency considerable power as well (Egenhofer, 2006: 37-40). 
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This side of the “predetermined tasks” and “rolling policies” is very important, indeed, 
because the EU moves according to a Road Map, so many events are pre-programmed, what 
is more, paradoxically, even the unexpected events can be foreseen to a great extent along 
the main cleavage lines and at the major crisis points. But on the other side the presidencies 
offer also opportunities as a large elbow room for the member states. Namely, presidencies 
offer unique chances for an initiative leadership role in general and for shaping the EU 
policies in particular. In such a way, the member state in office gets an opportunity for both 
promoting its strategic interests and for the self-presentation of the country in the EU. 
 
First, the presidency presupposes that the country concerned prepares its national priorities 
that reflect its strategic interests as for instance the Finnish presidency tried to promote the 
Nordic Dimension in 2006. For all member states, in fact, it is a very difficult task to identify 
and formulate their real national strategic interests in harmony with the general goals of the 
EU. The articulation and aggregation of interests – as a first step - demands a wide public 
discussion at home in order to shape the special profile of that country - and that of its 
regional environment - within the EU from its own conflicting interests and priorities. This 
leads – as a second step - to the need of discovering the ways and means how to represent 
these selected priorities through the EU institutional mechanism during the presidency. 
 
Second, the presidency offers a good chance for making that country better known in the 
fellow member states, by presenting its history and culture, both in the present situation 
with its special problems and in the future perspectives. Sometimes changing the country 
image comes to the fore, and this is certainly the case with Germany nowadays. Germany 
has produced “immobilism”, reform-fatigue and slow economic development for decades and 
it has to convince the fellow member states about its new dynamism with a good 
performance in presidency. The country image has an outstanding importance for the new 
member states, since these countries have been less known among the populations of the 
old member states. The general principle can be applied for the countries in office as follows: 
the better known for the other countries, the more capacity is given both to act as a 
mediator and to represent its priorities. 
 
Thus, preparing presidencies has always been a long and complex learning process from the 
practice of the former presidencies to find how they can act as a proper mediator while 
promoting their own priorities. The usual trivial approaches of the presidency role are 
alternating between the simplified models of “Honest Broker” or “Driving Seat”. The first 
simplified model minimizes, the second one maximizes this role. The real situation in fact is 
not somewhere in between but it can be grasped in a much more complex approach with 
three well articulated roles, including also mutual overlaps. There has been an increasing 
literature on this topic in the EU Studies that can be summarized here. Adriaan Schout stated 
already in 1998 that “the presidency is underresearched” (Schout, 1998: 2). The situation 
has not changed significantly since then, especially if one adds that the presidencies’ role by 
now has become much more complex. The reasons may be found in his characterization of 
the presidency as a “juggler” with three balls in the air at the same time, i.e. coping with the 
conflicting roles of (1) neutrality (management), (2) political tasks (leadership) and (3) 
national interests (priorities) that have been described by him as a triangle (Schout, 1998: 
4). These three conflicting roles, and parallel corresponding expectations, have to be 
analyzed separately and put together in one complex performance. First, the management 
role as the Honest Broker has been elaborated best because its analysis in the European 
Studies has also been “neutral”. Second, the leadership role is much more ambiguous and 
also the approaches are “partisan” to a great extent, therefore its research is less developed, 
and the different case studies about the same presidencies often produce opposite 
evaluations. There has also been various national or regional “styles” of conducting the 
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presidency. Nordic countries in general prefer behind the scene, informal negotiations, while 
Southern countries make more publicity or public statements on the scene. During the 
Finnish Presidency in 2006 for instance there was a very informal diplomatic style without 
sensational statements, unlike as it had occurred several times during the latest Italian 
presidency. It would be premature to distinguish between the Nordic “informal”, behind-the-
scene and the Southern “formal”, public-statement styles, but clear cases of these different 
styles have appeared from time to time. Finally, third, the presidency priorities based on the 
national interest is the most sensitive issue of all from the three conflicting roles with their 
conflicting expectations. 
 
 
III. Combined management and leadership roles for the presidencies 
 
In general, there are five roles or functions of the presidencies that have frequently been 
mentioned as a combination of the management and leadership roles (see e.g. Dauderstädt 
et al, 2006: 7-12): 

1. Leadership or initiative function 

Providing political leadership (“driving seat”) through initiatives has usually been considered 
as the most important and most marked role of the Council presidency. This combines in fact 
the other functions as well, namely the ability to identify the most urgent issues and offering 
solutions for them by organizing support among the member states for that given initiative. 

2. Coordination and point of contact function 

The coordination role is not limited to the cooperation of the member states in the Council 
bodies but it has to be extended to the “interinstitutional” cooperation with the European 
Commission and the European Parliament. This function appears institutionally in the 
participation of the mutual meetings and in the form of “trialogue”. 

3. Mediation and brokering function 

Each presidency inherits a package of issues from the former ones and transfers a large part 
of them to the next ones. In this process each presidency just changes its position from a 
less active to a more active role in the EU discussions and negotiations when overtakes the 
function of the “honest” brokering in the troika. 

4. Management and administration function 

The management of all Council affairs is a very demanding and burdensome job of the 
presidencies for organizing the meetings and setting their agendas (12 senior preparatory 
committees for coordinating Council activities in specific fields with around 250 working 
parties having about 4000 meetings – Egenhofer, 2006: 23-24). It is a severe test of the 
administrative capacity of each member state, first of all for the smaller states in which 
“domestic policy” is almost completely suspended for the membership period. 

5. Spokesperson and External Representation function 

This is a double role, since “internally” the presidency represents the Council in the 
“trialogue” in its contacts with the Commission and the Parliament and “externally” the EU as 
a whole in its relationship with the international organizations and third states. In this 
external relationship the presidency has usually been represented through the “troika” of the 
Big Institutional Triangle. 
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Obviously, in this overview the first two functions are closer to the description of the political 
role, while the other three to that of the organizer role, but in fact all of them have been 
described in the complexity of both roles. The more detailed approach of Adriaan Schout and 
Sophie Vanhoonacker (2006) has also combined these functions into a multidimensional 
matrix that allows a more differentiated analysis of the three main roles. In this matrix a 
“contingency approach” is needed to the role of presidencies because the external or 
environmental conditions at the given period may demand certain types of behaviour to 
react to the “unexpected” events. Therefore presidency roles have also been determined by 
external factors, not only the internal ones.v 
 
 
IV. Planning for presidencies – the political leadership role 
 
There have been some approaches to the presidency roles that have been focusing on the 
political leadership as giving the key functions because they look at the presidencies from 
the point of view of the European Council. Helen Wallace and Philippe de Schoutheete 
(2002: 10-16) have specified the following functions for presidencies: 

1. Developing strategic guidelines and political impetus 

Basically the European Council has fixed the core agenda for the EU over a quarter of 
century and nothing decisive has been initiated without its approval. Yet its role of giving 
strategic orientation has been weakened by many circumstances. If the European Council 
has taken a number of crucial decisions at the right moment, it has failed to maintain a 
sense of purpose for the whole exercise because, at least partly, it has feared disagreement 
in the definition of a common purpose. Partly, it has been because of the overfilled agendas, 
endless conclusions, the media circus accompanying the meetings to the point where the 
public lost confidence that there was a sense of strategic direction. 

2. Community decisions 

It was certainly not the original intention that the European Council should function as a 
regular and important decision-making forum for Community matters but the reality is 
different. The European Council has gradually involved itself in making detailed decisions. 
The creation of “thematic” European Councils (Lisbon or Tampere-Hague) shows the 
inclination of the European Council to involve itself more and more into practical policy 
decisions. Strategic decisions have been lumped together with minor points in lengthy 
conclusions. 

3. Foreign policy 

The foreign policy dimension has been stressed from the very beginning and it has always 
been present in the deliberations at the top level. The European Council declarations mark 
important steps in the development of common positions on foreign policy. The Summits 
have been used as occasions for top level meeting with third countries by giving to foreign 
policy declarations or diplomatic meetings a visibility and a resonance, since the “summitry” 
as the personal contacts at the highest level has become the basic vehicle of modern day 
diplomacy. The European Council is the instrument whereby the Union participates in the 
worldwide activity. 

4. Decision taken outside the treaty framework 

The European Council has usually taken a sizable number of decisions as custom and 
practice which have been then validated by consensus outside the legal framework of the 
treaty. Heads of government have been known to spend considerable time finding 
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agreement, generally under the form of packages, on issues which had seemed insoluble at 
lower levels. 

5. Open method of coordination 

The essence of this new process is that it aims at generating agreement among 
governments to move together towards tackling a range of socio-economic challenges, 
where the policy powers remain located at the level of national or sub-national government 
in the member states. The European Council therefore has become a forum for comparing 
different national experiences and experiments about the best practices (“intensive 
transgovernmentalism”, Schoutheete quoting Helene Wallace, 2007: 31). 

6. Amending the treaties 

Since 1985 member states have been in a quasi permanent process of treaty revision and in 
that process the European Council has played an increasingly important role. The direct 
involvement of the heads of government in treaty negotiations has always been very 
essential. This negotiating process, however, has led to the excessively detailed and complex 
texts that the average citizen cannot understand, thus it has contributed to disenchantment 
in public opinion. This function of constitution-making is basically different from all others 
and the modus operandi of the European Council has not yet been adapted to the drafting 
constitutional principles and texts.vi 
 
The political leadership function in its complex meaning in my view presupposes the 
following tasks for the partner countries in team presidencies as the general tasks of the EU: 

1. Pre-programmed tasks and rolling policies 

Most issues come from the “Road Map” of the EU developments and can be considered as 
pre-programmed. In addition, those policies which belong to the previous presidencies may 
be rolling into next presidencies. It is a common wisdom that there is an increasing overload 
for presidencies. The “honest brokers” have to be good managers to save some time for the 
political leadership role through more intensive cooperation (1) within team presidencies and 
(2) with the European Council and the Commission. 

2. Strategy design as planning 

Team presidencies have to elaborate a vision about the general situation at their presidency 
time (in our case 2010-2011). The expected problems and crisis points have to be put into a 
coherent framework based on the analysis of the EU which problems and tensions may 
emerge, and when those crisis points appear in order to be ready for crisis management.vii 

3. Strategy design as a “contingency approach” 

For sure, it can be expected that some unexpected issues and crisis phenomena will come 
up. The challenges of future appear also as the preparation for the unexpected events and 
problems that may occur in combining them with above planning tasks into complex 
scenarios. All presidencies will face some unexpected events as well and the presidencies 
need capacity to manage them without neglecting the “business as usual”.viii 

4. Cooperation model as planning the division of labour 

Each presidency has to elaborate the special ways and means to cooperate with presidency 
partners, including the job sharing in all fields and the discussions on common priorities and 
concerns, by organizing formal and informal meetings to secure to smooth running of the 
leaderships tasks.ix 
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The German-Portuguese-Slovenian 18-month programme deals with the pre-programmed 
tasks extensively and it has some outlines also on the expected problems. Of necessity it has 
only some hints at the challenges of the future in order to avoid self-fulfilling prophecies 
through over-emphasizing the unwanted, negative developments. The GPS team presidency 
has not yet elaborated the cooperation model, but it has come to the fore in practice during 
the “internal” transitions between the partner presidencies. Nonetheless the challenges of 
the future have to be taken serious in all preparations, and all tasks of presidency have to be 
put together into complex “EU scenarios”. After the June 2007 Summit there have been two 
EU scenarios for the next future. According to the “continental” scenario that has recently 
been designed by the German presidency, the Reform Treaty – as an amendment of the 
Nice Treaty - can be ratified before the next elections to the European Parliament, i.e. by 
June 2009 through a close cooperation between the GPS and FSC team presidencies. 
However, according to the Anglo-Saxon EU scenario there is a quite different “prioritised set 
of challenges”. The Reform Treaty is “unlikely to be ratified any time soon”, therefore one 
has to turn to a more “effective collective leadership” in the European Council by ensuring 
more policy continuity between the Summits e.g. through establishing policy sub-committees 
(see Harrison, 2007: 1-2). In this approach climate change and energy policy are high on the 
agenda, others may add migration and innovation to the list of the policy priorities, while 
“some policies may indeed need to be ‘repatriated’ to the national level” (Wanlin, 2007: 3). 
Along these lines, the EU needs “a government of technocrats” that may allow even “the 
abolition of rotating presidency” (Grant, 2007: 1-2). All in all, in the continental scenario the 
breakthrough may be reached by deepening the political cooperation and social dimension, 
whereas in the Anglo-Saxon scenario the new dynamism may be launched by excluding 
them. Accordingly, there are basically two scenarios for the SBH team presidency in 2010-
2011: (1) an amendment of the Nice Treaty, the Reform Treaty will be ratified before the 
June 2009 EP elections and the presidencies will be reorganized accordingly, or (2) basically 
the same occasion comes back again only before the June 2014 EP elections and the team 
presidencies will take place more or less under the same rules as nowadays.x 
 
The study of the political leadership role of presidencies demands a much larger view and a 
more complex approach that embraces some aspects of the management role as well. In 
fact, the performance of presidencies has usually been evaluated in this respect as 
identifying “low key presidencies”, i.e. those without important initiatives or underperforming 
in leadership role. Regarding the strategic approaches and long term initiatives, the Nordic 
model of the EU activity in general and the Nordic type of the presidency role in particular 
deserves a serious attention. First, the Nordic states have a tradition of the small states’ 
active foreign policy for many decades, second they have a very intensive Nordic cooperation 
that strengthens the individual states in cooperation, and third, they have a very active and 
initiative role in the EU affairs that culminates during the presidency period (Schubert and 
Martens, 2005). Usually, the Danish case has been considered as an outstanding example of 
the smaller state with a great capacity in the EU, although the Swedish case has also rather 
often been mentioned, whereas the Finnish case has been less characteristic in this respect. 
This more complex approach to the Driving Seat contains already some references to the 
national interests of the countries in office, although it does not open this box completely, 
since the National Priorities as part of European Governance during team presidencies need 
a separate and more detailed treatment.xi 
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NOTES 
                                                 

i The GSP 18-month programme (Council, 2006) was ready for discussion by November 2006 
and the draft was published on 4 December and endorsed by the GAERC on 11 December. Actually, 
the next programme has to be ready by May 2008 and the third one by November 2009. On the 
Council see the standard works, Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace, 2006 and Westlake and Galloway, 
2004. 

ii I have relied in this part heavily on John Palmer’s ideas (2007a and 2007b) and I have 
combined it with the extended interpretation of the term “integrative balancing”. 

iii Katinka Barysch counts that “Over the next six months, Germany will preside over around 
4,000 EU internal meetings, as well as managing over 40 meetings with non-EU countries, including 
EU summits with Russia, Japan, Canada and the US.” (2007: 4). 

iv Parallel with the reform of team presidencies in the Council, there has also been a significant 
change in the Commission’s strategic planning that would need a special analysis to be elaborated in 
great detail. At the same time the Commission launched initiatives for improved communication – “C” 
and “D” programmes - with the “demos” and as one of the vehicles for “a comprehensive stocktaking 
of European society” (Commission, 2006b). 
v The presidency role matrix (Schout and Vanhoonacker, 2006: 1053-1056) is the following: 
1. Tasks (political and organizational responsibilities): (1) Management of day-to-day Council business, 
(2) Coordination, (3) Chairing, (4) Mediation,(5) Spokesperson, (6) External representation, (7) Acting 
as contact point, (8) Taking political initiatives. 
2. Leadership functions: (1) task-oriented – the necessary steps to get a job done, (2) group-oriented 
– reaching common positions, unearthing compromises, (3) transformation-oriented – finding 
solutions for long term issues. 
3. Presidency roles: (1) Organizer – management, coordination and chairing, (2) Broker – mediation 
and contact point, (3) Political leadership – spokesperson, external representation and initiatives, (4) 
National positions/interests – formulating special priorities. 

vi This analysis was made after the Seville Presidency Conclusions and it emphasized two 
dimensions for the reform of presidencies. First, it suggested the better preparation and follow-up of 
the European Council meetings by presidencies. Second, it new and again mentioned the need for 
strategic leadership, a clear strategic view of priorities - that is still high on the agenda of the reform 
of the European Council and presidencies. 

vii It is easy to predict that the global climate change will be high on the agenda but very 
difficult to predict how its regulation will change some other policies, including economic and social 
policies. It has also been connected very much with the EU’s role as a global actor. This role will 
certainly increase but again it is difficult to predict precisely what kind of role the EU may develop. 

viii See e.g. the events on 11 September 2001 or the possible energy crisis in both January 
2006 and 2007, etc. There have been some books on the “unexpected” Europe (Bakas, 2006) and 
also some expert materials outlining the future tendencies (see e.g. Avery et al, 2007). 

ix Annex II of the Seville Presidency Conclusions suggests in the 7. and 8. point as cooperation 
between presidencies that successive presidencies may agree upon a provision to change between 
them the chairing the meetings of committees and working parties in some “dossiers”. Some other 
suggestions for intensive cooperation may come up from the practice of the first team presidency. 

x Charles Grant’s pamphlet (2006) has issued a warning that there is a parallel danger of 
Europe’s blurred boundaries and blurred membership, since the boundaries between membership and 
non-membership will become increasingly blurred if some member states move ahead with certain 
policies without getting all 27 members on board. However, the Anglo-Saxon scenario demonstrates 
that the tension comes at least partly from the fact that some member states do not want to “move 
ahead”. 

xi According to the Danish Foreign Ministry “a small Member State has good possibilities of 
influencing the decision-making procedures with the right argument” in the EU (Joergensen, 2004: 
12). See later the same in the Belgian case (Kerremans and Drieskens, 2003: 155). Katinka Barysch 
confirms on the Austrian case that “Small countries often run more effective and successful EU 
presidencies than larger ones.” (2006: 3). This was the main aim of the Austrian Presidency as well in 
the role of the Honest Broker (see Puntscher-Riekmann et al, 2005). 


