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ABSTRACT 

 

The main objective of the article is to empirically test the intuitive and widely 

held hypothesis that national interests are the driving force behind negotiations 

for the medium term EU financial perspectives and their outcomes. We test the 

validity of this hypothesis in case of negotiations for the 2007-2013 next financial 

perspective (NFP) in three steps: by (1) quantifying national interests in the NFP 

negotiations, (2) estimating hypothetical coalitions based on the quantified 

national interests and (3) comparing hypothetical coalitions to the actual 

(documented) ones. The article confirms the hypothesis that national interests 

have dominated in case of the 2007-2013 NFP negotiations.    
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1. Introduction 
 

Budget instruments of the European Union are determined in a two-tier decision 

making process, involving the European Commission, the Council of the 

European Union and the European Parliament. Budget expenditure and revenue 

ceilings are first defined in a financial perspective, covering a medium term 

(currently 7-year) period, which then serves as a starting point and restriction for 

adopting the annual EU budget (European Commission, 2002). In this set up, the 

focal point of decision making at the EU level are negotiations about financial 

perspectives (Mrak and Rant, 2004).  

 

According to the current format of financial perspective negotiations, the 

Commission prepares an initial proposal, which is then subject to amendments 

and revisions by the Council. Following agreement in the Council, the financial 

perspective has to be formally adopted by the European Parliament after a 

successfully concluded round of trialogue between the Commission, the Council 

and the Parliament, which results in a so called inter-institutional agreement 

(Enderlein et al., 2005). During these phases, an initial proposal by the 

Commission may undergo significant changes. These are most likely to occur in 

the Council, where EU member states negotiate their contributions to and 

receipts from the EU budget and often demand a “juste retour” (Begg, 2005). The 

Council thus de facto holds the upper hand in EU budgetary matters in spite of 

the formal recognition of the Parliament and the Commission as co-signatories of 

the inter-institutional agreement. The inter-governmental, inter-institutional 

and multi-annual format of negotiations with a strong role of the Council reduces 

flexibility of the EU budget.  

 

In the latest round of financial perspective negotiations, concluded in mid 2006, 

the EU and its member states have determined the medium term budgetary 

framework of the Union for the period 2007-2013, referred to as the next 

financial perspective (NFP). While the final outcome of the NFP negotiations is 

well known to the general public, this can not be said for the negotiating process 

as such. Although many member states were very explicit in their demands that 

the EU budget needs to be reformed through the NFP negotiations, their outcome 

brought little or no reform at all. The question is why? The intuitive and widely 

held hypothesis is that national interests have dominated over broader 

community interests and prevented any serious reform of the EU budget (Begg, 

1999; De la Fuente and Domenech, 2001; Blankart and Kirchner, 2003; Mayhew, 

2004; Begg, 2005, Kauppi and Widgren, 2005 and many others). The article 
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addresses the validity of this hypothesis with a combination of empirical and 

qualitative analysis. Its main objective is to determine whether national interests 

have prevailed as the main incentive behind coalition formation in the NFP 

negotiations. 

 

Non-cooperative coalition theory (NCT) provides theoretical background to 

multilateral negotiations, such as the NFP negotiations (Carraro and Marchiori, 

2002; Carraro et. al, 2005). NCT extends traditional game theory, applied to the 

bargaining environment, by allowing the possibility that coalitions might form in 

the process of negotiations. The emergence of coalitions in NCT, i.e. cooperation 

among a subset of players for a subset of issues, is the outcome of a non-

cooperative strategic behaviour of the players involved in the negotiations. In 

equilibrium, coalitions should be internally and externally stable, meaning that 

no coalition member has an incentive to leave its coalition to become an outsider, 

and that no outsider has an incentive to join a coalition (Barrett 1994, 1997; 

Carraro and Siniscalco 1993; Hoel 1992; Hoel and Schneider 1997; Rubio and 

Ulph, 2001). NCT also provides an important departure from traditional 

bargaining models with respect to the final outcomes of the negotiating process. 

Whereas traditional models typically assume a set of possible outcomes, NCT 

makes no such assumptions. Instead, the final outcome is endogenously 

determined by the coalition structure that forms in the process of negotiations. 

Incentives that drive coalition formation thus provide an important rationale for 

the final outcome of negotiations. This theoretical prediction is of particular 

importance in case of the NFP negotiations: if it can be proved that national 

interests were the driving force behind coalition formation, NCT would lead us to 

conclude that national interests played an important role in the final outcome of 

the NFP negotiations. 

 

The methodology applied in the article is a comparison of hypothetical coalitions 

based on estimated national interests in the main issues under the NFP 

negotiations and coalitions that have actually formed through the course of the 

NFP negotiations. The proxy for national interests are net cash flows that EU 

member states expect to receive from individual issues under the NFP 

negotiations, referred to as partial net budgetary balances. Hypothetical 

coalitions are derived by running hierarchical cluster analysis on the estimated 

national interests. If hypothetical and actual coalitions of EU member states 

coincide, this would be a strong argument in favour of the conclusion that the 

final outcome of the NFP negotiations was primarily a compromise based on 

national interests.  
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The rest of the article is organized as follows. The second chapter provides a brief 

overview of the main issues in the run up to the NFP negotiations and key 

observations about their starting point (the Commission proposal) and final 

outcome (the inter-institutional agreement). The core of the article is given in 

chapters three to six, which derive hypothetical coalitions of EU member states in 

the NFP negotiations and compare them with the actual ones. Methodology and 

data are described in third and fourth chapters, whereas results, i.e. the analysis 

of hypothetical and actual coalitions, are presented in the chapters five and six. 

The concluding seventh chapter summarizes the main findings of the article. 

 

2. Financial perspective 2007-2013 

2.1 Main issues in the run up to the NFP negotiations 

 

Several issues have influenced the substance of the initial Commission proposal 

for the NFP, presented in February 2004, and determined the agenda of the NFP 

negotiations that were carried out in the following two years.  

 

The first and financially most substantial issue was to pay the price of the 2004 

enlargement. Because of the reluctance of old member states to fully finance the 

enlargement from start, the compromise in the current financial perspective, 

ending in 2006, was to make new member states pay their full share of 

contributions to the EU budget starting with their accession, but phase them in 

gradually for the most sensitive items on the expenditure side, i.e. direct 

payments under the common agricultural policy and cohesion policy (Rollo, 2003). 

Since these two items represent approximately 65% of all EU budget 

expenditure, old member states have in effect postponed the full budgetary 

impact of the 2004 enlargement to the period beyond 2006. The issue thus 

reappeared in the NFP negotiations. 

 

Second, in March 2000 the Lisbon strategy was adopted, aimed at developing the 

EU into »the most dynamic and competitive economy in the world« by 2010 

(Council, 2000). Barcelona European Council in March 2002 set operational 

targets for the strategy, among other things an increase in R&D spending to 3% 

of EU GNI by 2010, of which 1/3 should come from the public and 2/3 from the 

private sector (Council, 2002a). The EU budget was seen as a potentially 

important catalyst towards meeting these targets, but its existing expenditure 

structure was seriously out of place with the new priorities and was, in any case, 

fixed until 2006. 
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Third, the Brussels European Council in October 2002 decided to »freeze« 

agricultural subsidies until 2013 (Council, 2002b). According to this decision, 

both components of the so-called first pillar of the common agricultural policy 

(CAP), market measures (i.e. price and export subsidies) and direct payments (i.e. 

income subsidies), are set to increase nominally by 1 % per year in the period 

2007-2013 relative to their total amount in 2006 (Mayhew, 2003). Since the first 

pillar of CAP accounts for almost 40% of EU budget spending in the current 

financial perspective, the October 2002 CAP agreement significantly limited 

prospects for any serious restructuring of the EU budget, unless new priorities 

would either (1) crowd out the remaining expenditure items, particularly 

cohesion policy, (2) come on top of the existing level of expenditure or (3) reopen 

the CAP agreement. 

 

Fourth, in the run up to the NFP negotiations, an expert group, chaired by André 

Sapir, presented an independent report about the challenges faced by the EU. 

Among other recommendations, the report proposed, first, a significant reform of 

the CAP, which would partially renationalize CAP subsidies and substantially 

reduce CAP spending from the EU budget, second, a significant increase in 

growth oriented expenditure, particularly R&D, from the EU budget, and third, a 

refocusing of the cohesion policy on bridging the development gap between the 

old and the new member states (Sapir et al., 2003).  

 

Fifth, in December 2003, the six largest net contributors3 to the EU budget 

expressed their concerns about the overall level of expenditure in the NFP in a 

written letter to the President of the European Commission. This letter stated, 

first, that the EU budget expenditure in the NFP should not exceed 1.00% of EU 

GNI, and second, that conclusions of the Brussels European Council in October 

2002 with respect to agriculture subsidies until 2013 should be respected.  

 

                                            

 

 

 

3 Germany, France, UK, Netherlands, Austria and Sweden. 
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2.2 Commission's proposal and inter-institutional agreement 

 

The February 2004 proposal of the European Commission was the starting point 

for launching the formal NFP negotiations. The proposal took into account most 

issues that were discussed above, including full financial inclusion of new 

member states by 2013 (Bulgaria and Romania by 2016), significant financial 

support for the Lisbon Strategy as suggested by the Sapir report and adherence 

to the October 2002 CAP agreement. The proposal of the Commission, however, 

exceeded the budget restrictions requested by the six largest net contributors. 

The argument of the Commission was that policy challenges faced by the EU over 

the next medium-term period can not be financed with the relative expenditure 

level fixed at 1.00% of EU GNI. The Commission thus proposed an increase of the 

relative level to 1.14% of EU GNI from 1.08% in the current financial perspective 

(European Commission, 2004).4 

 

After two years of the NFP negotiations, the compromise in the Council was 

reached under the UK presidency in December 2005 (Council, 2005). The inter-

institutional agreement between the Commission, the Council and the 

Parliament was adopted in June 2006, with only minor changes to the December 

2005 agreement (European Parliament et al., 2006).  

 

When comparing the final inter-institutional agreement from June 2006 with the 

initial Commission’s proposal from February 2004, two conclusions emerge (see 

Table 1 for details). 

 

First, the volume of expenditure has been reduced. The Commission’s proposal 

amounted to € bn 1.025 in commitments or € bn 929 in payments5  over the 7-

year period, while the inter-institutional agreement was reached at the level of € 

                                            

 

 

 

4 Even with a fixed % of GNI, the absolute volume of EU budget expenditure would still be 

increasing due to GNI growth. An increase in the relative level, proposed by the Commission, 

thus indicates that the EU budget expenditure is expected to grow at a rate which is higher than 

the rate of growth of EU GNI. 

5 Distinction between commitments and payments in the EU budget is due to multiannual nature 

of some EU budget programs, which can cause a discrepancy between committed funds and actual 

cash flows. 
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bn 864 in commitments or € bn 821 in payments. All amounts are expressed in 

constant 2004 prices. Expressed as percentage of GNI, expenditure has been 

scaled down to 1.00% of EU GNI, exactly the figure demanded by the six largest 

net contributors. 

 

Second, in contrast to the Commission’s proposal, the structure of expenditure in 

the inter-institutional agreement gives relatively more weight to the financing of 

agriculture (CAP) and reduction of development disparities (cohesion policy) and 

less weight to the Lisbon strategy objectives (competitiveness policy), other 

internal policies (freedom, security, justice and citizenship) and external policies 

(enlargement and development aid to non-EU and non-candidate countries). 

Hence, in spite of a general awareness among the member states about the need 

to reform the expenditure side of the EU budget, the outcome of the NFP 

negotiations in terms of expenditure structure is more or less a continuation of 

the existing situation. 

 

Table 1:  Expenditure in financial perspective 2007-2013 

 Commission  

proposal  

2007-2013 

Inter-institutional  

agreement  

2007-2013 

Appropriations for commitments 

2004 prices by headings 

billion 

EUR 

% of  

total 

billion 

EUR 

% of  

total 

%  

change 

1 Sustainable growth 462 45% 382 44% -17% 

1 A Competitiveness 122 12% 74 9% -39% 

1 B Cohesion 340 33% 308 36% -9% 

2 Natural resources 400 39% 371 43% -7% 

CAP (1st pillar) 301 29% 293 34% -3% 

CAP (2nd pillar) 99 10% 78 9% -21% 

3 FSJ (3 A) and Citizenship (3 B) 21 2% 11 1% -49% 

4 EU as a Global Partner 85 8% 49 6% -42% 

5 Administration 58 6% 50 6% -14% 

6 Compensation 0 0% 0,8 0% n.a. 

Total 1,025 100% 864 100% -16% 

Source: European Commission (2004), European Parliament et. al (2006) and 

authors’ calculations 
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3. Methodology for determining hypothetical 
coalitions 

 

Hypothetical coalitions in the NFP negotiations are determined with cluster 

analysis, which is a statistical tool used for grouping cases (statistical units) into 

clusters based on their similarity according to chosen characteristics (variables). 

In the case of the NFP negotiations, statistical units are EU member states, 

while the chosen clustering variables are national interests in the main issues 

under the NFP negotiations. The analysis of hypothetical coalitions proceeds in 

two phases. In the first phase, proxies for national interests, called partial net 

budgetary balances, are defined and calculated from estimated total net 

budgetary balances of EU member states. In the second phase, hypothetical 

coalition structure of EU member states is obtained by running cluster analysis 

on estimated partial net budgetary balances.   

 

In the following four subsections, we explain the concept of net budgetary 

balances in the NFP negotiations, present the methodology for estimating total 

and partial net budgetary balances and methodological issues involved in 

estimating hypothetical coalitions with cluster analysis.  

 

3.1 Concept of net budgetary balances 

 

Net budgetary balance of a member state vis-à-vis the EU budget in a given year 

is the net cash flow received by the member state from the EU budget in that 

particular year. This simple accounting definition includes cash inflows from the 

EU budget to the national budget and cash inflows from the EU budget received 

directly by final beneficiaries in the member state, which do not show up in the 

national budget. At the same time, it takes into account all cash outflows from 

the member state to the EU budget, currently based on TOR, VAT and GNI 

contributions and contributions to the financing of the UK rebate. On the EU 

level, net budgetary balances sum up to a negative number. This mostly reflects 

the fact that part of the funds from the EU budget flow to countries outside of the 

Union (external policies) but are financed by member states.  

 

Net budgetary balances can be calculated on ex ante (expected) or on ex post 

(actual) basis. Actual net budgetary balances can only be calculated once the data 

about allocated expenditure and member state contributions are available. 

However, member states would often like to know their net budgetary balances 
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in advance for at least two reasons. The first reason is annual national budget 

planning, where cash flows to and from the EU budget represent an unknown 

variable and also have an impact on several other national budget items due to 

co-financing and additionality requirements associated with the use of EU budget 

funds. The second reason are financial perspective negotiations, where member 

states make concessions about their contributions to and receipts from the EU 

budget for a relatively long 7-year period.  

 

3.2 Methodology for estimating total and partial net 

budgetary balances 

 

In the process of financial perspective negotiations, member states have to make 

decisions about individual issues that are part of the negotiations. In the NFP 

negotiations, the main issues were the CAP, the cohesion policy and the 

competitiveness policy (i.e. Lisbon strategy objectives) on the expenditure side of 

the EU budget and the UK rebate on its revenue side. We consider expected net 

budgetary balances from the EU budget in the 2007-2013 period as the member 

states’ only decision making criterion about individual issues. In order to 

estimate the importance of individual issues for net budgetary balances of 

individual member states, we quantify average annual total and partial net 

budgetary balances (total NBBs and partial NBBs in subsequent text) for each 

member state in the 2007-2013 period.  

 

Total NBB of a member state i can be expressed as: 

 

iiii RCENBB +−=        (3.1) 

 

where:  

 

iE  is total allocated expenditure to member state i from the EU budget, 

expressed in payments,6  

                                            

 

 

 

6 On member state level, payments correspond to receipts (cash inflows), while commitments 

correspond to rights (expenditure entitlements). 
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iC  are total contributions of member state i to the EU budget and include 

contributions based on traditional own resources, the VAT source and the 

GNI source,  

iR  are net receipts of member state i from the UK rebate. 

 

Our approach for estimating the individual elements of (3.1) replicates the 

methodology described by the European Commission in several technical 

documents or fiches during the NFP negotiations (European Commission, 2005).  

 

Partial NBBs are calculated by decomposing total NBB of each member state into 

expected net cash flows from individual issues that were part of the NFP 

negotiations. We define partial net budgetary balance of member state i under 

issue j as: 

 

jEU

EU

i

jEU

ji

ji E
C

C

E

E
NBB ,

,

,

, ×













−=       (3.2) 

 

where:  

 

jiE ,  is total expenditure allocated to member state i under issue j,  

jEUE ,  is total expenditure under issue j on the EU level,  

iC  are total (TOR, VAT and GNI) contributions of member state i to the 

EU budget,  

EUC  are total (TOR, VAT and GNI) contributions of all member states.  

 

In (3.2), the expression jijEU

jEU

ji
EE

E

E
,,

,

, =×  denotes member state i receipts from 

issue j, whereas the expression jEU

EU

i E
C

C
,×  can be interpreted as member state i 

contribution to the financing of issue j, under the assumption that total 

expenditure and total contributions on the EU level are equal 
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( EU

j

jEUEU CEE == ∑ , ).7 In this case, (3.2) calculates expected net cash flows from 

individual issues that were part of the NFP negotiations. Partial NBBs of each 

individual member state, including the UK rebate, which is a special case of 

partial NBB,8 sum up to that member state’s total NBB, while the sum of partial 

NBBs for a particular issue across member states equals either zero or the 

negative of non-allocated expenditure under that issue (formal proofs are 

presented in Appendix 1). The latter result simply reflects the fact that non-

allocated expenditure represents a net burden on all member states.  

 

Based on the discussion above, partial NBBs of EU member states have two 

interesting properties that make them attractive as a measure of individual 

member state’s national interest in the underlying NFP issue: 

 

- First, for individual member state, a partial NBB measures net contribution 

of the underlying NFP issue to the total NBB of that member state, expressed 

in millions of EUR. Positive partial NBBs improve, whereas negative partial 

NBBs deteriorate a member states’ total NBB.  

 

- Second, for individual issue, partial NBBs measure net redistribution of funds 

across member states, expressed in millions of EUR. Member states with 

positive partial NBBs are net recipients, whereas member states with 

negative partial NBBs are net contributors under a particular issue.  

 

3.3 Methodological issues in cluster analysis 

 

Cluster analysis forms new clusters or assigns cases to existing clusters based on 

the distance as the measure of (dis)similarity between statistical units according 

to the clustering variables. Because of this, its results are very sensitive to the 

                                            

 

 

 

7 This assumption is required in order for the properties of partial NBBs to hold. It is valid since 

the EU budget has to be balanced by principle each year (European Commission, 2002). 

8 To see this, simply consider EEU,j as total and Ei,j as member state i receipts from the rebate and 

CEU as total and Ci as member state i financing of the rebate (which implies EEU,j =  CEU ). In this 

case, the expression (3.2) corresponds to net receipts of member state i from the UK rebate, Ri. 

Obviously, the UK will be the only country with positive net receipts. 
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scale of the clustering variables. In case of the NFP negotiations, the scale of 

partial NBBs can be expressed either in absolute terms (in millions of EUR) or in 

relative terms (as a ratio). In reality, when member states decide which coalition 

to join, they do not compare expected net gains, expressed in absolute terms, 

since these to a large extent depend on the size of the country, but instead 

compare net gains, expressed in relative terms, which correct for size differences 

between member states. The same logic was followed in the cluster analysis, 

where relative partial NBBs were defined based on the following formula: 

 

∑
=

=
N

j

ji

ji

ji

NBB

NBB
NBB

1

,

,*

, ,  where∑
=

=
N

j

jiNBB
1

*

, 1   (3.3) 

 

From (3.3), *

, jiNBB  can be interpreted as a relative contribution of partial NBB 

under issue j to the total NBB of member state i. Conceptually, this relative 

contribution is similar to the notion of share of a partial NBB in the total NBB of 

a country, however, we avoid using the word share, since shares can not be 

negative, while definition in (3.3) implies both positive and negative values. 

Nevertheless, *

, jiNBB  are directly comparable between member states in the 

same way as shares. Hierarchical clustering is performed based on the estimates 

of *

, jiNBB , using squared Euclidean distance as the measure of (dis)similarity and 

Ward’s method, which tries to maximize within cluster homogeneity, as the 

algorithm for cluster formation. 

 

4. Data 
 

For the level of expenditure under individual headings in NFP, data from the 

2007-2013 inter-institutional agreement have been used (data source: European 

Parliament et. al, 2006). In order to determine country allocations of expenditure 

under all issues, except for cohesion policy, executed EU budget data (allocated 

expenditure reports) and, in certain cases (most notably the CAP), agreed future 

financial commitments from the Acquis have been used (data source: 

http://ec.europa.eu/budget/). In case of cohesion policy allocations, a bottom up 

approach has been followed based on Eurostat data about regional and national 

GDPs, GNIs, population, unemployment, surface area, border length and 

population density (data source: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu). 
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The sources of data for the unspent commitments from the current financial 

perspective have been financial reports on the implemented EU budgets, 

Copenhagen negotiations package (for new member states) and the 2000-2006 

inter-institutional agreement (data source: http://ec.europa.eu/budget/). 

 

In case of member state contributions, data from the adopted EU budgets for 

TOR and VAT sources have been used. In order to estimate GNI figures up to 

2013, required to calculate member states’ GNI contributions, growth rate 

forecasts by DG ECFIN up to 2006 (autumn 2005 report) and Commission growth 

rate assumptions beyond 2006 (2.2% for EU-15, 4.1% for EU-10 and 5.6% for EU-

2) have been used (data sources: http://ec.europa.eu/budget/ for member states’ 

contributions to the EU budget; http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/ and 

European Commission (2005)  for growth rate projections and assumptions).  

 

5. Results and analysis 

5.1 Estimates of total and partial net budgetary balances 

 

The results of decomposition of net budgetary balances under the new inter-

institutional agreement for the period 2007-2013 are presented in Table 2. The 

figures under columns A, B and C are partial NBBs under the major spending 

items of the EU budget – CAP, Cohesion policy and Other, which contains all 

residual spending items, most notably the funds for the implementation of the  

Lisbon strategy (i.e. competitiveness policy). A more detailed decomposition of 

Other partial NBBs is given in Appendix 2. Column D contains partial NBBs for 

the UK rebate. The last column, E, contains total NBBs.  

 

Based on the partial and total NBBs presented in table 2, EU member states 

could be classified into two large groups, net contributors (with negative total 

NBBs) and net recipients (with positive total NBBs). Among net contributors, 

several member states have negative partial NBBs under all major expenditure 

items in NFP. Among the member states with significantly positive total NBBs 

most countries are net recipients primarily due to the cohesion policy and/or to 

the CAP.  

 

There are at least three outliers which do not fit into this schematic classification 

of the EU member states according to their partial NBBs; as hosts of most EU 

institutions, Belgium and Luxembourg receive most of administrative 

expenditure under “other” and the UK is an outlier due to its rebate. 
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 Table 2: Partial and total NBBs based on inter-institutional agreement 

2007-2013, annual averages and 2004 prices  

 CAP 

Partial NBB 

(A) 

Cohesion 

Partial NBB 

(B) 

Other 

Partial NBB 

(C) 

UK rebate 

Partial NBB 

(D) 

Total NBB 

 

(E) 

 mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

BE -728 -0.22% -1,194 -0.37% 3,829 1.18% -262 -0.08% 1,645 0.51% 

DK 305 0.14% -675 -0.31% -216 -0.10% -176 -0.08% -763 -0.35% 

DE -3,623 -0.15% -4,764 -0.20% -3,090 -0.13% -339 -0.01% -11,816 -0.49% 

EL 893 0.47% 2,265 1.19% -99 -0.05% -153 -0.08% 2,906 1.53% 

ES 1,072 0.12% 2,265 0.25% -1,118 -0.12% -724 -0.08% 1,494 0.17% 

FR 1,427 0.08% -4,455 -0.24% -2,110 -0.11% -1,478 -0.08% -6,617 -0.36% 

IE 1,170 0.80% -243 -0.17% -146 -0.10% -117 -0.08% 663 0.45% 

IT -2,184 -0.15% -1,297 -0.09% -1,640 -0.11% -1,204 -0.08% -6,324 -0.42% 

LU -73 -0.27% -79 -0.30% 1,430 5.40% -21 -0.08% 1,257 4.75% 

NL -513 -0.10% -1,330 -0.26% -466 -0.09% -72 -0.01% -2,382 -0.46% 

AT -115 -0.04% -645 -0.25% -230 -0.09% -37 -0.01% -1,027 -0.39% 

PT 316 0.21% 2,197 1.49% -93 -0.06% -118 -0.08% 2,302 1.56% 

FI 49 0.03% -321 -0.19% -136 -0.08% -138 -0.08% -546 -0.32% 

SE -425 -0.13% -736 -0.23% -284 -0.09% -45 -0.01% -1,490 -0.46% 

UK -4,941 -0.25% -5,315 -0.27% -2,894 -0.14% 5,425 0.27% -7,724 -0.39% 

BG 639 2.42% 488 1.85% 181 0.68% -20 -0.08% 1,287 4.87% 

CY -12 -0.08% 4 0.03% -22 -0.15% -12 -0.08% -43 -0.28% 

CZ 544 0.53% 2,169 2.10% -105 -0.10% -81 -0.08% 2,527 2.45% 

EE 128 1.18% 278 2.55% -2 -0.02% -9 -0.08% 395 3.63% 

HU 919 0.96% 2,047 2.14% -108 -0.11% -75 -0.08% 2,782 2.91% 

LT 382 1.67% 569 2.48% 8 0.03% -18 -0.08% 941 4.11% 

LV 189 1.30% 385 2.66% 2 0.01% -11 -0.08% 565 3.90% 

MT -8 -0.17% 55 1.08% -6 -0.12% -4 -0.08% 37 0.72% 

PL 2,649 1.09% 5,812 2.39% -103 -0.04% -191 -0.08% 8,167 3.36% 

RO 1,530 2.00% 1,337 1.75% 380 0.50% -59 -0.08% 3,188 4.17% 

SI 88 0.27% 280 0.87% -29 -0.09% -25 -0.08% 314 0.97% 

SK 323 0.77% 903 2.15% -30 -0.07% -33 -0.08% 1,163 2.76% 

EU-27 0 0.00% 0 0.00% -7,098 -0.01% 0 0.00% -7,098 -0.01% 

Source: Authors’ calculations 

 

As far as the UK is concerned, table 2 also shows that without its rebate, this 

country would replace Germany as the largest net contributor to the EU budget 
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in 2007-2013.9  The rebate improves the UK’s net budgetary balance in NFP by 

41%. The largest financer of the rebate is France and if it had been abolished, 

France’s net budgetary balance would have improved by 22%. The UK rebate 

effectively manages to keep total NBBs of France and the UK, countries of equal 

size10 and roughly equal level of development,11 in parity. Without the rebate, the 

situation would have been significantly different. France’s average annual net 

contribution to the EU budget in NFP would have amounted to 5.1 billion EUR, 

while the UK’s would have been 13.1 billion EUR. This comparison explains why 

the UK has been forcefully defending its rebate for the past 20 years. 

Furthermore, partial NBBs reveal a tight balance between national interests of 

France (CAP) and the UK (rebate). France’s net contributions to the financing of 

the UK rebate virtually cancel out its net gains under the CAP. For the UK, on 

the other hand, the rebate approximately covers its net loss under the CAP. 

 

5.2 Hypothetical coalitions based on cluster analysis 

 

Relative partial NBBs, calculated according to expression (3.3), are the basis for 

running the cluster analysis. They are graphically presented in Figure 1. Member 

states are plotted on the horizontal axis, while the relative contributions of their 

partial NBBs to total NBBs are plotted on the vertical axis. The height of bars 

equals 100% for each EU member state. The positive part of each bar corresponds 

to those issues on the NFP agenda that bring relative net gains to member states 

while the negative part of each bar corresponds to the issues on the NFP agenda 

where member states incur relative net loses. Member states are ordered from 

the largest relative net recipients (left hand side of the graph) to the largest 

relative net contributors (right hand side of the graph). The relative importance 

of various net gains and net losses can be compared directly between different 

EU member states.  

 

                                            

 

 

 

9 To see this, simply subtract the rebate received by the UK from the UK's overall net budgetary 

balance and subtract the German net contribution to the financing of the rebate from the German 

overall net budgetary balance. 

10 Both countries have populations of around 60 million. 

11 In 2004, GDP per capita in France was 26,600 EUR and in the UK 28,700 EUR. 
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From Figure 1, it can be seen that the cohesion policy has on average the largest 

relative contribution to total NBBs both for net recipients, where its impact is 

mostly positive and for net contributors, where its impact is mostly negative. The 

CAP also has a strong relative impact on total NBBs with some notable net 

beneficiaries among net contributors (Denmark, France, and Finland). Ireland is 

an interesting outlier among net recipients due to its large relative net gains 

under the CAP.  Other outliers (Luxembourg, Belgium, and the UK) are also well 

visible. 

 

Figure 1: Normalized partial NBBs across issues under NFP negotiations  
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on table 2 

 

The relative partial NBBs presented above were inputted into hierarchical 

clustering procedure. Results of this procedure are graphically summarized in the 

dendrogram in Figure 2. They provide an insight into hypothetical coalitions that 

might be expected to form based on national interests in the NFP negotiations. In 

the dendrogram, member states are plotted on the horizontal axis while distances 

between them, which reflect (dis)similarities of their partial NBBs, are plotted on 

the vertical axis. Connectors between member states correspond to the formation 

of clusters. If distance between cluster members is small (i.e., connections low on 

the vertical axis), the corresponding cluster is homogeneous, while if distance 
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between cluster members is large (i.e. connections high on the vertical axis), the 

corresponding cluster is heterogeneous. 

  

Figure 2: Dendrogram  
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Source: Authors’ calculations 

 

The dendrogram shows that based on relative partial NBBs for CAP, Cohesion, 

Other and the UK rebate at least two very distinctive clusters can be visually 

identified. The first cluster is a hypothetical coalition of new member states, less 

developed Mediterranean countries (Greece, Portugal and Spain) and Ireland, 

while the second cluster is a hypothetical coalition of the remaining old member 

states.12 Within this second coalition, Luxembourg and Belgium are outliers and 

closely related to each other.13 Hence, a conclusion can be made based on the 

                                            

 

 

 

12 The only exception is Cyprus which is the only new member state with negative total NBB. 

13 At a smaller distance level, it is also possible to single out a few smaller clusters. In the 

coalition of the old member states, for example, four out of six member states that signed the 
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simple visual inspection of the dendrogram that solutions of two to three clusters 

seem to yield well separated clusters that are internally sufficiently 

homogeneous. 

 

In order to analytically confirm, which cluster solutions (i.e., how many clusters) 

make the most sense for further analysis, internal homogeneity of clusters is 

quantified by calculating R-squared as the ratio of between-groups to total sum of 

squares, pooled across all variables in the cluster analysis. The results are 

presented in table 3. 

 

Table 3: Homogeneity of clusters 

Number  

of  clusters 

Pooled sum of squares  

across all clustering variables 

Homogeneity  

of clusters 

 Within 

groups 

Between 

groups 

Total R-squared Change in R-

squared 

10 0.27 10.83 11.10 0.976 - 

9 0.36 10.74 11.10 0.967 -0.009 

8 0.50 10.61 11.10 0.955 -0.012 

7 0.65 10.46 11.10 0.942 -0.013 

6 0.90 10.20 11.10 0.919 -0.023 

5 1.26 9.85 11.10 0.887 -0.032 

4 1.68 9.42 11.10 0.849 -0.038 

3 2.45 8.66 11.10 0.780 -0.069 

2 4.23 6.87 11.10 0.619 -0.161 

Source: Authors’ calculations 

 

The range for R-squared is between 0 and 1. If R-squared equals 1, clusters are 

perfectly homogeneous (i.e. members in each cluster perfectly coincide according 

to the clustering variables). If R-squared equals 0, clusters are perfectly 

heterogeneous and can not be separated from each other. A drop in R-squared in 

the process of cluster formation can therefore be interpreted as a loss of 

homogeneity within clusters.  

 

                                                                                                                                        

 

 

 

December 2003 letter demanding a 1% EU GNI budget (Germany, Austria, the Netherlands and 

Sweden) seem to be very closely related while the other two countries (the UK and especially 

France) seem to be somewhat distanced from this core group and less related to each other. 
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There is no clear-cut rule as to which cluster solution is the most appropriate. It 

can be argued, however, that those cluster solutions make sense for the analysis 

where the drop of homogeneity within clusters is significant as clustering 

proceeds to higher levels, i.e. as the number of clusters decreases. From table 3, it 

can be observed that a 10 cluster solution has almost a perfectly homogeneous 

structure within clusters. This is not surprising, since there are only 27 EU 

member states. The loss of homogeneity is not too severe for solutions down to 3 

clusters. The 3 cluster solution, however, represents a structural break (a 

decrease in homogeneity by 6.9 percentage points), and a similar break can be 

observed with the 2 cluster solution (a decrease in homogeneity by 16.1 

percentage points). The analysis of homogeneity within clusters thus confirms 

the preliminary conclusion that 3 and 2 cluster solutions make the most sense for 

analysis of hypothetical coalitions in the NFP negotiations. 

 

In the last stage of the cluster analysis, characteristics of the 2 and 3 cluster 

solutions are analyzed according to the four clustering variables (relative partial 

NBBs), CAP*, Cohesion*, Other* and Rebate*.14 For this purpose, cluster centres, 

which are basically unweighted averages of the clustering variables in individual 

clusters, are presented in table 5. A number in the table for a particular cluster 

and a particular clustering variable, say CAP* in the first cluster under a 2 

cluster solution, can be interpreted as an average relative contribution of the 

clustering variable (CAP*) to total NBBs of the member states that belong to this 

cluster. 

 

A 2 cluster solution includes 12 EU member states in the first cluster and 15 EU 

member states in the second cluster.  

 

Member states in the first cluster have on average negative partial NBBs for all 

major issues on the NFP agenda, which also implies a negative average total 

NBB. This hypothetical coalition of net contributors corresponds to the left hand 

side group of member states in Figure 2. On average, the cohesion policy has the 

most negative impact among all NFP issues on total NBBs of this group. It is 

thus rational to expect that the main objective of net contributors in the NFP 

                                            

 

 

 

14 Asterisk denotes that clustering variables are expressed in relative terms according to the 

formula (3.3). 
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negotiations would be the overall reduction of the EU budget expenditure, and 

within this objective in particular the reduction of expenditure for the cohesion 

policy.  

 

Member states in the second cluster have on average positive partial NBBs for 

CAP* and Cohesion* and negative partial NBBs for Other* and Rebate*. Due to 

large and positive impact of CAP* and Cohesion* on total NBBs in this cluster, it 

is reasonable to expect the total NBBs to be positive as well. This hypothetical 

coalition of net recipients corresponds to the right hand side group of member 

states in Figure 1. According to their characteristics, their main objective in the 

NFP negotiations should be a high level of expenditure for the cohesion policy 

and also the CAP.   

 

Table 4: Cluster centres for a 2 and 3 cluster solutions  

  2 cluster solution 3 cluster solution 

  Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 

CAP* -0.124 0.292 -0.083 -0.132 0.292 

Cohesion* -0.351 0.574 -0.124 -0.396 0.574 

Other* -0.066 -0.025 0.764 -0.232 -0.025 

Rebate* -0.068 -0.040 -0.028 -0.076 -0.040 

Member states BE, LU, DK, 

FR, FI, DE, 

NL, SE, AT, 

UK, IT, CY. 

EL, HU, SK, 

EE, PL, LV, 

SI, LT, ES, 

PT, CZ, MT, 

IE, BG, RO. 

BE, LU. DK, FR, FI, 

DE, NL, SE, 

AT, UK, IT, 

CY. 

EL, HU, SK, 

EE, PL, LV, 

SI, LT, ES, 

PT, CZ, MT, 

IE, BG, RO. 

Source: Authors’ calculations 

 

The benefit of a 3 cluster solution is that it singles out Belgium and Luxembourg 

as outliers due to large receipts of administrative expenditure. This can be seen 

from highly positive relative net contribution of Other* in cluster 1, which 

contains both countries. The outcome for the hypothetical coalition of net 

contributors (cluster 2) is that Other* turns negative and in fact constitutes the 

second largest relative net loss, right behind cohesion policy. This implies that 

net contributors would rather sacrifice the cohesion policy and other issues 

(which include funds for the Lisbon strategy) than the CAP from the point of 

their national interest. Cluster 3 contains net recipients and is exactly the same 

as in the 2 cluster solution. 

 

Based on the cluster analysis presented above, it is reasonable to expect that the 

main issue in the NFP negotiations would be a confrontation between net 

contributors and net recipients over the issue of cohesion policy. Since both 
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coalitions have the opposite interests with respect to this issue, it is unlikely that 

large changes in the cohesion policy expenditure can be expected as the final 

outcome. With respect to the CAP, the cluster analysis shows that interests of net 

contributors and net recipients are not so different. Both coalitions should be on 

average in favour of CAP expenditure in NFP based on their partial NBBs, 

although their reasons are somewhat different. For net contributors, the CAP has 

the least negative relative impact on their total NBBs among all major 

expenditure issues, while for net recipients, the CAP has a significant positive 

relative impact on their total NBBs. The analysis of partial NBBs also suggests 

that the attitude to other issues should be mostly negative in the group of net 

contributors, while for the group of net recipients, other issues should not be of 

vital importance due to their predominant interest in the cohesion policy and the 

CAP. Since net contributors’ main objective is supposed to be a lower level of 

expenditure in the EU budget and since it is unlikely that they can achieve this 

objective by significantly reducing cohesion expenditure, other issues, including 

the competitiveness policy (Lisbon strategy), seem to be the prime candidates for 

budget reductions.   

 

6. Actual coalitions in the NFP negotiations 
 

Actual (formally documented) coalitions in the recent NFP negotiations 

correspond very well to the hypothetical ones discussed above. The NFP 

negotiations in fact largely concentrated on discussions between net contributors 

(mostly old member states) and net recipients (mostly new member states) over 

the cohesion policy issue.  

 

Among net contributors, a formal coalition of the six largest net contributors that 

requested a reduction in NFP expenditure to at most 1.00% of EU GNI has 

already been mentioned. Together with other net contributors, this coalition 

managed to achieve its objective by the end of the negotiations. Deviations of 

France and the UK from the rest of this group, which were noted in the 

dendrogram, also proved to be the case in reality, as both countries clearly 

showed preferences for some other issues on the negotiations agenda, in addition 

to the lowering of the overall level of the EU budget expenditure. For France, 

keeping the agriculture agreement from October 2002 was its top priority in the 

NFP negotiations while for the UK, the key concern in the negotiations was to 

keep the UK rebate as intact as possible. France even succeeded to introduce its 

preferences for CAP into the December 2003 letter of the six largest net 

contributors, which among other things stipulated that “average expenditure 
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during the next financial perspective… should not exceed 1.00 % of GNI, 

including agriculture spending within the ceiling set by the European Council in 

October 2002.” The UK, on the other hand, defended its key national interest in 

the negotiations by using veto power and blocked a possible early agreement in 

the Council in June 2005, under the Luxembourg presidency. With the Council 

agreement reached in December 2005, under the UK presidency, both countries 

more or less achieved their strategic objectives in the NFP negotiations. Total 

NBBs of the remaining four countries in the coalition of the six largest net 

contributors were improved by granting them discounts in contributions to the 

EU budget and by further lowering the overall level of the EU budget 

expenditure.  

 

Among net recipients, a wide coalition named the “friends of the cohesion policy” 

was formed, with an objective to defend the cohesion policy envelope outlined in 

the Commission’s proposal. This coalition included all new member states and 

the less developed Mediterranean countries (Portugal, Greece and Spain). It was 

also joined by some other countries, such as Belgium and Ireland, as observers. 

Similarly as the coalition of the six largest net contributors, the “friends of the 

cohesion policy” coalition was rather successful in the NFP negotiations, since it 

succeeded to limit the reduction of funds for cohesion policy. While resources for 

this policy were reduced for 9% compared to the Commission’s proposal, the 

overall EU budget expenditure was cut for 16% (see Table 1). 

 

In contrast to cohesion policy, support for agriculture was dispersed both among 

the old and the new member states. In spite of some initiatives to reduce the CAP 

expenditures in the budget, the October 2002 agreement about the first pillar of 

the CAP (price, export and income subsidies) remained almost unchanged during 

the negotiations. The only reduction in the first pillar of the CAP was to include 

Bulgaria and Romania under the agreed ceiling. All the remaining reductions in 

agricultural funds were concentrated on the second pillar of the CAP (rural 

development).  

 

There were no explicit or implicit coalitions for other budget issues (i.e. the 

Lisbon strategy, external and internal policies). Due to the lack of support, they 

were to a large extent sacrificed in order to reach the final balance between the 
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net contributors and the cohesion countries. Large reductions in other issues in 

the inter-institutional agreement relative to the Commission proposal can be 

seen in Table 1 (section 3.2). The table shows that competitiveness policy, i.e. the 

Lisbon strategy, was the main victim of the NFP negotiations. The volume of 

funds for this expenditure item was reduced by 39%.15 Why has the Lisbon 

strategy de-facto been treated as a reserve item in the NFP negotiations, even 

though it has been consensually identified as the key present day challenge of the 

EU? The reason seems to be that all member states, following total NBBs as their 

strategic national objective in the NFP negotiations, had at least one issue in the 

negotiations that was more important for them than the Lisbon strategy. For the 

six largest net contributors, this was to reduce the overall level of the EU budget 

expenditure, and for the “friends of the cohesion policy” this was to keep the level 

of cohesion policy expenditures as high as possible.  

 

Since the interplay of coalitions in the course of NFP negotiations basically acted 

against any serious reform of the EU budget, EU member states have introduced 

the so-called revision clause into the final NFP agreement. The clause basically 

says that the European Commission should prepare a general review of all 

expenditure and revenue of the EU items by 2008 / 2009 in order to initiate 

discussion among the member states about the overall reform of the EU budget 

to be ready for implementation in the post 2013 period.   

 

7. Conclusion 
 

The outcome of the recently concluded negotiations about the EU’s next financial 

perspective for the period 2007-2013 does not promise any fundamental changes 

in the EU budget for another seven years, despite vitally needed reforms. Non-

cooperative coalition theory predicts that the outcome of multilateral negotiations 

such as those for the NFP will depend on the prevailing coalition structure and 

hence on the incentives that drive coalition formation. This article has tried to 

                                            

 

 

 

15 Some other budget items have been reduced even more, freedom, security, justice and 

citizenship (i.e. other internal policies) by 49% and EU as a global partner (i.e. external policies) 

by 42%, but these items are relatively small in absolute volume if compared to the three largest 

EU budget items, CAP, cohesion, and competitiveness. 
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formally validate the intuitive and widely held hypothesis that national interests 

are the driving force behind coalition formation and outcomes of financial 

perspective negotiations in case of the NFP negotiations.  

 

The results of the analysis show that hypothetical coalitions of member states in 

the NFP negotiations based on quantified national interests (partial net 

budgetary balances) correspond well to the actual coalitions that have been 

formed during the NFP negotiations. This confirms the starting hypothesis of the 

article that national interests had a strong influence both on coalition formation 

as well as on the outcome of the NFP negotiations. The main issue in the NFP 

negotiations was a confrontation between net contributors and net recipients over 

the cohesion policy. Since strong and opposing coalitions prevented major 

reduction of cohesion policy expenditure and taking into account that October 

2002 CAP agreement remained almost unchanged, other expenditure items, 

especially those aimed at implementing the Lisbon strategy, became the prime 

instrument for reducing the overall level of the EU budget expenditure. The 

analysis shows that the lack of strong underlying national interests can be an 

important explanation for poor performance of the Lisbon strategy objectives in 

the NFP negotiations.  
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9. Appendix 1: Properties of partial net budgetary 
balances 

 

In order to derive both properties of partial net budgetary balances, we first 

define total contributions to the EU budget and total expenditure of the EU 

budget and assume a balanced budget. 

 

1. Total contributions to the EU budget  

 

∑
=

=
27
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iEU CC          (A1.1) 

 

where: 

EUC  are total contributions to the EU budget on EU level (based on TOR, 

VAT and GNI sources),  

iC  are total contributions of member state i to the EU budget (based on 

TOR, VAT and GNI sources),  

 

2. Total expenditure of the EU budget 
 

Taking into account that total expenditure on the EU level (both allocated and 

non-allocated) is composed of j types of transfers,16 we can write: 

 

∑∑ ∑∑
= = ==

+==
27

1 1 1

,,

1

,

i

N

j

N

j

jEUji

N

j

jEUEU NAEEEE     (A1.2) 

 

where: 

EUE  is total expenditure for all types of transfers on EU level,  

jEUE ,  is total expenditure for j type of transfers on EU level,  

jiE ,  is total expenditure for all types of transfers on EU level,  

                                            

 

 

 

16 In this article, total net budgetary balance of a country is decomposed into four partial net 

budgetary balances: (i) CAP, (ii) cohesion policy, (iii) all other types of transfers, and (iv) UK 

rebate.  
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jEUNAE ,  is non allocated expenditure for j type of transfers on EU level 

 

3. Budget balance 
 

EUEU EC ≡          (A1.3) 

 

Partial net budgetary balances have two interesting properties. 

 

Corollary 1: The sum of partial net budgetary balances of member state i under 

all types of transfers and the UK rebate, equals the overall net budgetary 

balance of member state i. 

 

Proof: 
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Substitute (3.2) and (A1.2) into (A1.4) and rearrange: 
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By taking into account (A1.3), (A1.6) reduces to (3.1). 

 

Corollary 2: The sum of partial net budgetary balances for all EU member states 

under j type of transfers equals zero, in cases when 0=jNAE  and equals 

jNAE− , in cases when 0≠jNAE . 

 

Proof:  
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If 0=jNAE , then from (A1.2):  
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Substituting (A1.1) and (A1.9) into (A1.8), we get: 
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If 0≠jNAE , then from (A1.2):  
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Substituting (A1.1) and (A1.11) into (A1.10), we get: 
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10. Appendix 2: Detailed decomposition of “Other” 
partial net budgetary balances based on the inter-

institutional agreement 2007-2013 

 

Annual averages and 2004 prices 

 

 Internal  

policies 

partial NBB 

External  

policies 

partial NBB 

Administration 

partial NBB 

Compensations 

partial NBB 

Total  

"Other" 

partial NBB 

 mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

mil. 

EUR 

% 

GNI 

BE 342 0,11% -276 -0,08% 3.767 1,16% -4 0,00% 3.829 1,18% 

DK -6 0,00% -146 -0,07% -62 -0,03% -2 0,00% -216 -0,10% 

DE -403 -0,02% -1.520 -0,06% -1.145 -0,05% -22 0,00% -3.090 -0,13% 

EL 118 0,06% -128 -0,07% -87 -0,05% -2 0,00% -99 -0,05% 

ES -6 0,00% -609 -0,07% -495 -0,05% -9 0,00% -1.118 -0,12% 

FR -275 -0,01% -1.201 -0,07% -617 -0,03% -18 0,00% -2.110 -0,11% 

IE -17 -0,01% -98 -0,07% -30 -0,02% -1 0,00% -146 -0,10% 

IT 46 0,00% -981 -0,07% -691 -0,05% -15 0,00% -1.640 -0,11% 

LU 14 0,05% -17 -0,06% 1.433 5,41% 0 0,00% 1.430 5,40% 

NL 79 0,02% -327 -0,06% -213 -0,04% -5 0,00% -466 -0,09% 

AT 65 0,02% -166 -0,06% -126 -0,05% -2 0,00% -230 -0,09% 

PT 72 0,05% -98 -0,07% -66 -0,04% -1 0,00% -93 -0,06% 

FI 38 0,02% -109 -0,06% -63 -0,04% -2 0,00% -136 -0,08% 

SE 37 0,01% -185 -0,06% -133 -0,04% -3 0,00% -284 -0,09% 

UK -470 -0,02% -1.372 -0,07% -1.031 -0,05% -20 0,00% -2.894 -0,14% 

BG 22 0,08% 142 0,54% -17 -0,06% 34 0,13% 181 0,68% 

CY -1 -0,01% -11 -0,07% -10 -0,06% 0 0,00% -22 -0,15% 

CZ 25 0,02% -63 -0,06% -66 -0,06% -1 0,00% -105 -0,10% 

EE 10 0,09% -4 -0,04% -7 -0,07% 0 0,00% -2 -0,02% 

HU 20 0,02% -61 -0,06% -66 -0,07% -1 0,00% -108 -0,11% 

LT 33 0,14% -10 -0,04% -15 -0,07% 0 0,00% 8 0,03% 

LV 15 0,11% -4 -0,03% -9 -0,06% 0 0,00% 2 0,01% 

MT 1 0,03% -4 -0,08% -4 -0,07% 0 0,00% -6 -0,12% 

PL 174 0,07% -123 -0,05% -152 -0,06% -2 0,00% -103 -0,04% 

RO 34 0,04% 316 0,41% -49 -0,06% 79 0,10% 380 0,50% 

SI 12 0,04% -20 -0,06% -21 -0,06% 0 0,00% -29 -0,09% 

SK 21 0,05% -23 -0,05% -27 -0,06% 0 0,00% -30 -0,07% 

EU-27 0 0,00% -7.098 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% -7.098 -0,01% 

 

Source: Authors’ calculations 

 




