
 1 

 

What Powers Does the EU Presidency Have? 

 

 

Ana Mar Fernández 

 

The year 2008 marked France’s twelfth mandate at the helm of the European 

Union Council. As in its previous term, which occurred in the second six months of 

2000, the French Presidency intervened in a context of major institutional reforms. 

Eight years ago, the tumultuous Treaty of Nice negotiations were the key focus of the 

debates. In 2008, the difficulties surrounding the ratification of the Treaty of Lisbon 

were expected to dominate the agenda. However a series of critical and unforeseen 

events, including Ireland’s failure to ratify the Treaty, the conflict between Georgia and 

Russia and the global financial and economic crisis led to last-minute changes in 

timetables and agendas. In the process, the French Presidency’s adaptive capacity was 

put to a severe test. The general opinion is that France efficiently handled this situation. 

Despite challenging and uncertain times, the French government made significant 

progress in many issues billed as top priority, such as implementing a European 

immigration policy, renewing relations between the European Union and the eastern and 

southern coasts of the Mediterranean region or waging the fight against climate change.  

  

The French Presidency also happened to be in command when a slew of far-

reaching upheavals started to affect the nature—and therefore the exercise—of its 

duties. In recent years, the Council Presidency has, indeed, been undergoing a major 

internal transformation. This reform process, initiated by Member State governments to 

enhance the efficiency and continuity of the Council’s work in a European Union 

enlarged to 27 members, is translating into the adoption of innovative formulae such as 
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the creation of stable, super partes Presidencies or the collective planning of the 

Council’s activities.  

 

At present, only a watered down version remains of the single rotation system as 

originally conceived when the European integration effort began. It has been gradually 

replaced by a system à géométrie variable: a new model characterized by the 

juxtaposition of several presidential systems acting in parallel and subject to distinct 

operating standards. The political responsibilities and challenges which the Council 

Presidency faces today cannot be understood without recognizing how it has been 

transformed. The goal of this chapter is to shed light upon this institutional conversion 

process and particularly on the gradual communitarization of the Presidency—an 

intermediate-ranked institution within the European political system. 

 

The initial model 

 

Originally, the Council Presidency was based upon three operating principles: 

representativeness, equality and unicity. The first two, which date from 1951, are 

political in nature and have considerable symbolic significance. They are based upon 

two fundamental ideas. First, the Presidency must be assured by the Member States 

themselves and not by a collective representative modelled after the Secretary General 

of a conventional international organization such as NATO or the United Nations 

General Assembly. Secondly, each State, regardless of its demographic size, or 

economic or political influence, should assume the Presidency by periodic rotation.
1
 In 

1953, a third principle—this time involving functional considerations—was added to 

                                                 

1  V. Di Bucci, La Présidence des Commaunautés Européennes (Nancy: Université de Nancy, 1999), 5. 



 3 

this rotation system, which strictly guaranteed Member States equal representation 

within the Council, as well as within the Community structure. The rotational system is 

then also applied downstream from the Council; i.e., to the subsidiary bodies created at 

the time, so as to facilitate the exercise of its functions: the Coordination Committee—

the predecessor of the Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER)—and the 

technical committees, also called ‘working groups.”
2
  

 

In opting for an institutional model based upon these three principles—

representativeness, equality and unicity—the founder States gave the Council 

Presidency a national profile and assigned it an intergovernmental role, in sharp contrast 

to the supranational profile and Communitarian mission conferred upon the High 

Authority’s Presidency. In 1960 and 1970, at the zenith of the intergovernmentalist 

trend, this pattern became stronger. The 1966 adoption of the Luxembourg Compromise 

which put an end to the European Commission’s monopoly in the field of Community 

external representation and stipulated that this function would henceforth be shared with 

the Council Presidency;
3
 the 1970 creation of the European Political Cooperation (EPC) 

which paved the way for a link to be established between the Presidency of the Council 

of the European Communities and that of the Diplomatic Conference responsible for 

promoting consultation between Member States in foreign policy matters; the 

institutionalization of the European Council in 1974; the alignment of its Presidency 

with that of the Council of Ministers: all these are events which indisputably expanded 

the Presidency’s administrative and representative powers while endowing it with a new 

                                                 

2  P. H. Houben, Le Conseil des Ministres des Communautés Européennes (Leyde: A. W. Sijthoff, 

1964), 195; R. Prieur, Les relations internes et externes de la Communauté Européenne du Charbon 

et de l’Acier (Paris: Montchrestien, 1958). 
3  This change is also described in Appendix II of the Luxembourg Compromise. This text, which 

specifically addresses the relations between the Council and the Commission, was the outcome of the 

“Decalogue” report presented by French Prime Minister Maurice Couve de Murville on 17 January 

1966 (See Archives Historiques du Conseil, CM 2/1966).  
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leveraging role in matters of foreign policy—a power similar, in fact, to that developed 

by the Commission in the Community domain.
4
 

  

This situation has changed since the Community relaunch of the 1980s. Indeed, 

the Presidency—a reflection, among others, of the Member States’ determination to 

reconstitute the exercise of national sovereignty at the European level—has been 

gradually transformed into a collective action with supranational undertones.   

 

The gradual supranationalization of the Presidential function 

 

This trend began with the signing of the Single European Act and of the Treaty 

of Maastricht in 1986 and 1992, respectively. These two initial revisions of the 

constitutive treaties paved the way for the transformation of the Council Presidency’s 

role into one that would increasingly consider collective interests. This gradual 

institutional conversion stems from the decision made then by European governments to 

entrust the Council Presidency in cooperation with the Commission with two key 

Community responsibilities. The first was to implement the internal market, namely a 

new responsibility in terms of implementing European policies in the field of economic 

integration. The other was the obligation to ensure cohesiveness between the latter 

duties and those which were supposed to ultimately secure Europe’s political union, 

namely the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the Cooperation in the 

area of Justice and Home Affairs (JHA)
5
. Today’s increasing transversality of European 

policies, notably in the JHA area, has elevated this legal requirement to the status of a 

fundamental principle in the European decision-making process.  

                                                 

4  G. de Bassompierre, Changing the Guard in Brussels. An Insider’s view of the EC Presidency (New 

York, Praeger, 1988), 60-64. 
5  See Art. C, Title I of the Common Provisions of the Treaty on European Union. 
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This heightened responsibility towards European integration; i.e., towards 

defending not only the Union’s intergovernmental interests, but also its Community 

dimension—which gave rise to the presentation of the first programme to be jointly 

carried out by three successive Presidencies (Luxembourg, United Kingdom and 

Austria) in 1997,
6
 as well as to one of the first cases of non-compliance with the 

Presidency’s individual nature rule- was reinforced by a new obligation of performance 

for the Presidency, implicitly derived from the Council’s programming activities. 

Indeed, the planning obligation introduced by the 1983 Stuttgart Solemn Declaration on 

European Union and enforced since January 1989 would henceforth include, among 

other obligations, that of defining the European agenda’s six-month priorities, as well as 

assessing the results attained by the end of the mandate.  

 

Is the Presidency’s autonomy being eroded? 

 

The Member States’ margin of manoeuvre in this area and, notably with respect 

to steering the work of the Council and, by extension (since 1974), that of the European 

Council, has been, and still is, the subject of speculation and debate.
7
 Nonetheless, the 

general consensus is that whatever influence the Presidency may have, this power is 

exerted within a European institutional framework which tends to downgrade national 

                                                 

6  Council of the EU, “Joint Programme of Luxembourg, the United Kingdom and Austria for the 

Single Market” Doc. 11835/97, 4 November 1997. 
7  See notably: R. Bengtsson, O. Elgström and J. Tallberg, “Silencer or Amplifier? The European 

Union Presidency and the Nordic Countries,” in Scandinavian Political Studies, 27 (3), 2004, 311–

334; J. L. Dewost, “La présidence dans le cadre institutionnel des CE,” in Revue du Marché 

Commun, 273 (1984), 31–34; O. Elgström (ed.), European Union Council Presidencies: A 

Comparative Perspective (London: Routledge, 2003); J. Tallberg, Leadership and Negotiation in the 

European Union (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006); H. Wallace, “The British 

Presidency of the European Community’s Council of Ministers: The opportunity to persuade,” 

International Affairs, 62 (4) (1986): 583–599. 
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interest priorities in the exercise of the Presidency. This theory seems confirmed today 

by the fact that the changes introduced into the rotation system have led to a 

fundamental reconsideration of the once quasi-dogmatic nature of the 

representativeness, equality and unicity principles.   

 

An autonomy curtailed by the Presidency’s composition and the mandate’s duration 

Now, as in the past, the Presidency’s power of initiative is first substantially 

curtailed by the mandate’s relatively short duration. The Presidency lasts only six 

months, of which only five are actually fully operational. Moreover, it is cut in half if it 

occurs in the last six months of the year because of the yearly vacation recess.
8
 In 

addition, since the Sevilla European Council (June 2002), it has been increasingly 

common to designate stable Presidencies with an average duration of two years at 

certain committee and working group levels, which eliminated the rotating Presidency’s 

control over a growing number of areas of intervention. As of 2002, five exceptions of 

this sort—three committees and two working groups—were identified,
9
 to which were 

added, in that same year, five other cases in which the Presidency was entrusted to the 

Council’s General Secretariat.
10

 In other instances, it was the Presidency itself which, 

for various reasons such as a somewhat reduced diplomatic representation in third 

countries, or the lack of Community experience or national know-how in a given field, 

asked for part of its functions to be delegated to other Member States. Such was the case 

with the Czech Presidency for example, which during the first six months of 2009, 

                                                 

8  See Di Bucci, op. cit. 
9  The Economic Policy Committee; the Economic and Financial Committee (ECOFIN); the Military 

Committee of the European Union (EUMC) and the Military Committee Working Group, as well as 

the Code of Conduct Group (Business Taxation). See Council of the EU, “Measures to prepare the 

Council for enlargement,” Report by the Presidency to the European Council, Doc. 9939/02, 13 June 

2002.  
10  Working Parties on: “Electronic Communications,” “Legal Information,” “Codification of 

Legislation,” “Information” and “New Buildings.” 
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entrusted the Presidency of four working groups whose mission was to prepare 

negotiations on maritime and environmental matters to Sweden—a country with special 

expertise in the subject and which is scheduled to assume the next Presidency.
11

  

 

Regardless of the origin—European or national—of this growing tendency to 

derogate from the rotation principle, this trend is expected to last, and even become 

more pronounced should the Treaty of Lisbon enter into force. Indeed, the latter 

provides for establishing a stable Presidency at the Council level. Specifically, the 

“External Relations Council” would be directed for five years by a hybrid figure—the 

new EU High Representative for Foreign Policy and Security, who would also be the 

Vice-President of the European Commission. Similarly, the new Treaty stipulates that 

the Political and Security Committee would be chaired by a Deputy Representative of 

the High Representative, while the European Council Presidency would be exercised by 

a super partes representative elected by a qualified majority of Heads of States and 

governments for a period of two and one-half years. The adoption of these measures, 

facilitated by the erosion of the symbolism associated with the exercise of a function 

which now happens with a frequency of several years seems to substantiate the 

existence of a “denationalization” approach to the Presidency. At least the measures are 

calling for reconsidering the idea that the Presidency is a platform which can be used to 

generally promote the Member States’ specific interests.  

 

                                                 

11  The “Ultraperipheral Regions,” “Maritime Law,” “Maritime Transport” “International Environment-

Climate Protection “Sciences” sub-group. Similarly the Czech Presidency asked France, the Council 

of the EU’s outgoing Presidency, to chair on its behalf the Working Group, “Public International 

Law-International Criminal Court.” General Secretariat of the Council, “Czech Presidency-Chairing 

of certain Working Parties by other delegations, at the request of the Czech Presidency,” Doc. 

17342/08, 16 December 2008. 
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A certain number of facts seem to substantiate this opinion, including, first, the 

increasingly frequent recourse to collegial structures. In 1981, the troika system—a 

mechanism which consists of associating the former Presidency and the forthcoming 

one with the activity undertaken by the Presidency-in office in order to reinforce the 

continuity of the Council’s work—was introduced in matters concerning foreign policy. 

Since 2002, this mechanism has also been applied in the Community domain to flank 

and thus constrain, the rotating Presidency’s freedom of action. Furthermore, the 

changes introduced in the intergovernmental side of this system by the Treaty of 

Amsterdam (1997), along with the implementation of a new troika in matters 

concerning the EU’s external representation, have contributed to minimize the national 

profile traditionally associated with this function. Since the end of the 1990s, the 

Council Presidency has indeed been assisted in this task by the High Representative for 

the CFSP, as well as by the European Commissioner in charge of External Relations. 

The Treaty of Lisbon is expected to intensify this change by stipulating that, henceforth, 

the Commission will be the institution generally responsible for the external 

representation of the EU, with the exception of matters concerning foreign policy and 

security, which will be handled by the High Representative. 

 

Agenda inertia and the continuity of the decision-making process 

In addition to these aspects concerning the Presidency’s duration and 

composition, the extent of this institution’s independence is limited by another factor 

associated with the European agenda’s inertia. About 80% of the agenda’s items are 

inherited or imposed by the context. First, it is impossible for the Presidency to 

disregard Europe’s agenda and circumstances. For example, in 2004, Ireland was 

compelled to include among its priorities issues associated with the control of the EU’s 
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external borders and particularly with the European visa policy, despite the fact that it 

was not a signatory country and was merely associated with the Schengen 

Agreements.
12

 Two main reasons accounted then for the emphasis placed on Justice and 

Home Affairs by a country traditionally somewhat reluctant to promote them: the 

expiration of the Tampere Programme (1999-2004) which was expected to pave the way 

for the launch of the new and ambitious Hague Programme (2005-2010), and the 

legislative urgency that preceded the European Union’s Fifth Enlargement in May 

2004.
13

 The fear of a decisional stalemate hastened the progress made in all EU fields of 

activity under the Irish mandate, including those in which there could have been a 

potential conflict between Ireland’s national interest and the Union’s general interest 

due to the European preferences normally displayed by this country.  

 

In addition, to ensure the proper function of the European political system and, 

particularly of its decision-making process, it is impossible for the Presidency to ignore 

the previous Presidencies’ legacies. The Presidency inherits the dossiers from the 

previous six-month period and must follow up on them. It may focus on certain issues 

or minimize others, but under no circumstances can it depart from the path previously 

laid out. For example, a review of the four main priorities of the French Presidency for 

the second six months of 2008—immigration, energy, the environment and defence—

reveals that the first one, even if declined in a particular manner with the European 

Immigration Pact proposal, has been a recurring issue since the Tampere and The Hague 

agendas. The second and third priorities are clearly in line with the work started under 

previous Presidencies, and especially under the Germany Presidency in the first six 

                                                 

12  Programme of the Irish Presidency of the European Union, Doc. PRN1487.  
13  On this point, see the first OEI report: Renaud Dehousse, Florence Deloche-Gaudez, Olivier 

Duhamel (Dir.), Elargissement Comment l’Europe s’adapte (Paris, Presses de Sciences Po, 2006), 

“Evaluer l’Europe. 1.” 
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months of 2007. Only the fourth priority seemed to reflect France’s more immediate 

interests, especially with regards to the rapprochement with the United States and the 

renewal of relations between the EU and NATO.  

 

The continuity of the Council’s activities is also ensured by the activity of both 

the Council’s General Secretariat and the Commission which, because of its power of 

legislative initiative, follows up the proposals submitted to the Council under prior 

Presidencies. Moreover, since January 2003, the capacity of initiative related to the six-

month programming of the Council’s activities has been significantly reduced as a 

result of the generalization of the joint programming system. The systematic 

interlocking of the Presidency’s individual six-month programme into a bilateral annual 

operational programme, which, since January 2007, has been transformed into a 

programme formulated by a tripartite Presidential team acting within the framework of 

a multi-annual strategic programme, has contributed to reshape the idea that 

governments can significantly influence the selection of priorities. As a matter of fact, a 

comparison of the multi-annual strategic programme 2007-2010 with that of 2004-2006 

yields a surprising concordance rate. Four of the major priorities chosen for the current 

term were already part of the previous strategic programme: the future of the EU (which 

includes the enlargement variable), the Lisbon Strategy and sustainable development, 

the implementation of the AFSJ, and the strengthening of the EU’s role on the 

international stage. 

Table 1. Multi-Annual Strategic Programme Priorities  

Multi-Annual Strategic Programme 

(2004-2006) 

IE, NL, L, UK, A, Fi 

Multi-Annual Strategic Programme 

(2007-2010) 

DE, PT, SLO, FR, CZ, SE 

1. The future of the EU 

 

1.1.  Institutional framework 

1.2. Geographic framework (integration of new 

Member States: Bulgaria and Romania) 

1. Enlargement 

 

1.1. Romania, Bulgaria 

1.2. Schengen area 

1.3. Euro Area 
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1.3.  Financial framework (2007-2013) 

 

2. Area of Economic Growth and Prosperity 

 

2.1. Lisbon Strategy 

2.2. Sustainable Development 

 

2. Neighbourhood Policy 

 

2.1. East 

2.2. South 

2.3. North (EFTA, EEA) 

3.Modernization of public policies 

(Agriculture, Fishing) 

 

3. Lisbon Strategy 

4. Area of Freedom, Security and Justice - AFSJ 

(implementation and follow-up of the Tampere 

Programme) 

4. EU Strategy for Sustainable Development 

5. The EU’s role on the international stage 

(implementation of European Security Strategy 

(ESS), the neighbourhood policy, multilateralism)  

5. Review of resource allocation 

 

5.1. Civil solidarity pacts 

5.2. UK Cheque 

 6. European energy policy 

 7. AFSJ (illegal immigration) 

 8.  Intercultural dialogue 

 9.  Peace and global stability 

 10. Conflict prevention, crisis management and 

post-conflict rehabilitation 

 11. International trade (Doha) 

Note: The priority rankings above are exactly the same as the categories and precedence established in the 

respective programmes. 

Sources: EU Council, Pluri-annual Strategic Programme (2004-2006), 8 December 2003, doc. 15896/03; 

EU Council, 18-months Programmes of the German, Portuguese and Slovene Presidencies, 21 

December 2006, doc. 1719/06 (the 18-months programme includes the strategic programme). 

 

A closer examination of the comparison between the 2007-2010 programme, the 

one formulated by the Germany-Portugal-Slovenia trio Presidency for the 2007-2008 

period, and the three countries’ six-month priorities, reveals that continuity also seems 

to predominate. Like a set of Russian dolls, the current six-month priorities are in 

keeping with the duration of those jointly set for the 2007-2008 period, which, in turn, 

fit into the 2007-2010 strategic programme (see table 2).
14

  

                                                 

14  See Council of the EU, “18-Month Programme of the German, Portuguese and Slovenian 

Presidences,” Doc. 17079/06. 
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Table 2. A Comparison of the EU’s Strategic, Operational and Six-Month Priorities 
 

Multi-Annual Strategic 

Programme 

2007-2010 

 

2007-2008 Operational 

Programme 

DE, PT, SLO 

Six-month Programme 

Germany 

1st Semester 2007 

Six-month Programme 

Portugal 

2nd Semester 2007 

Six-month Programme 

Slovenia 

1st Semester 2008 

1. Enlargement 1. Future of the EU 1. Promoting the EU 1. Future of the EU 1. Ratification of the Treaty 

of Lisbon 

 

2. Neighbourhood Policy 

 

2. Lisbon Strategy 2.  Economic, social and 

ecological future 

2. Lisbon Strategy 2. Energy package 

 

3. Lisbon Strategy 3. Area of Freedom, Security 

and Justice (AFSJ) 

3. Area of Freedom, Security 

and Justice (AFSJ) 

3. AFSJ – Frontex: control of 

southern external borders 

3. Lisbon Strategy 

4. Strategy for Sustainable 

Development 

4. Strengthening the EU’s 

external role 

4. CFSP, External Economic 

Policy and Sustainable 

Development Policy 

4. Europe and the World 

- EU Africa Summit 

- EU Brazil Summit 

 

4. Enlargement and the 

European neighbourhood 

policy  

 

5. Review of resource 

allocation 

   5. Western Balkans (Kosovo) 

6.Energy policy  

 

 

 

  4. 6. Intercultural dialogue 

7. Area of Freedom, Security 

and Justice (AFSJ) 

   5.  

8. Intercultural dialogue    6.  

9. Peace and global stability    7.  

10. Conflict prevention, crisis 

management and post-

conflict rehabilitation 

 

   8.  

11. International trade    9.  

   Sources: www. EU2007.pt; www.EU2008.si 
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Variations are to be expected from one country to another. Germany, for 

example, placed special emphasis on the environment, while Portugal was particularly 

interested in promoting relations between Brazil and the EU and strengthening the role 

of the European agency, Frontex at the the EU’s southern borders. Slovenia, on the 

other hand, focused on the Kosovo issue. These specificities remain marginal, however, 

and do not constitute a general rule. Indeed, the collective programming of the 

Council’s activities tends to increasingly foster the development of a harmonious 

approach, at least as far as the choice of general preferences is concerned. Besides, the 

Presidency’s discretionary power with respect to priority selection is limited by the 

growing role played by the Commission in this field—a trend which, in principle, will 

only expand in the future. Indeed, this is one of the likely outcomes of the Treaty of 

Lisbon, and, specifically, of the new Article 9D, which endows the Community’s 

executive body with new and broad powers with regard to the programming of the 

Union’s annual and multi-annual activities.   

 

In addition to the fact that the European institutional system operates in a way 

that restricts the Presidency power of initiative at the programming level, it is equally 

true that the Presidency’s discretionary power at this stage of the decisional process is 

also limited by another unavoidable factor, which is the will of the other Council 

members. The State which holds the Presidency is a primus inter pares and, as such, it 

cannot unilaterally impose its viewpoints. Besides being badly perceived by the EU 

bodies and public opinion, this attitude would encounter resistance from the Council’s 

other partners. The French Presidency of the Council provided a rather recent example 

of this, with the successive revisions of the Mediterranean Union project, which was 

first turned into the “Union for the Mediterranean project,” due to the opposition 



 14 

(among others) of Germany and Spain, then labelled “Barcelona Process: Union for the 

Mediterranean” by a European Commission eager to anchor the French government 

project into the acquis communautaire—and, finally, after one compromise was reached 

concerning, among others, the headquarters of this organization- i.e. Barcelona—it was 

rebaptized ”Union for the Mediterranean.” This example shows that there is room for 

extraordinary and particular initiatives only provided that the latter do not contravene to 

the interests of the whole or, at least those of the majority. The maximization of national 

preferences can only occur when there is a convergence between the Presidency’s 

priorities, the Commission’s legislative proposals, and the aggregate will of the Council 

to adopt them.   

 

Coherence of European institutions’ priorities 

Synergy between the Council’s Presidency and the Commission is not a rare 

occurrence. Actually, the priorities formulated by Presidency seem to be aligned with 

the policy fields in which the Commission most often intervenes, regardless of whether 

the priorities are multi-annual, operational, or bi-annual. When comparing, for example, 

the 2003 joint priorities of Greece and Italy with the fields in which the Commission’s 

proposals were most numerous that year, it appears that there is a high degree of 

concordance.  

 

Table 3. Adoption by the Council of Proposals Submitted by the Commission: 

Policy Domain Breakdown by Presidency 

INSERT HERE 

In addition to the institutional reform, the major areas favoured by these 

countries were, in priority order, the Lisbon Strategy, Agriculture and Fisheries, and the 
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development of the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice (AFSJ).
15

 Under the Greek 

Presidency (first six-months), 51% of the Commission’s proposals were made in policy 

fields directly relating to the implementation of the Lisbon Strategy,
16

 32% dealt with 

Agriculture and Fisheries and 8% with the AFSJ. A total of 91% of the Commission’s 

proposals were therefore aligned with the priorities identified by the Presidency. The 

next six-month period, under the Italian Presidency, yielded similar results: 41% of the 

Commission’s proposals related to the Lisbon Strategy, 34% to Agriculture and 

Fisheries, and 7% to Justice and Home Affairs (JHA), indicating that 82% of the 

proposals were in line with the Presidencies’ joint agenda (see table 3). A review of the 

six-month programmes, yields similar, though slightly lower, results. In 2002, Spain 

formulated three main priorities: the Lisbon Strategy, strengthening the AFSJ space—

notably through the fight against terrorism—and the development of external relations. 

Interestingly, 55% of the Commission’s proposals were focused on the first issue, 10% 

on the second (9% of which was focused on police, judicial and customs cooperation in 

criminal matters) and 1% on CFSP matters, producing a convergence rate of 66% 

between the Presidency’s priorities and the Commission’s activity with regard to 

legislative initiatives.
17

  

 

These data reflect two phenomena. First, they demonstrate coherency between 

the Presidency programme and the Commission’s legislative action. While it is difficult 

to pinpoint which of these two institutions most influence the other’s agenda, there is no 

doubt that a parallel ultimately tends to exist between these two institutions’ activities. 

                                                 

15  See Council of the EU, Operational Program of the Council for 2003 submitted jointly by the Greek 

and Italian Presidencies, Doc. 15881/02. 
16  Freedom of movement for workers and social policy (Code 5); Right of establishment and freedom to 

provide services (Code 6); Transport policy (Code 7); Industrial policy and internal market (Code 

13); Environment, consumers and health protection (Code 15). 
17  Although the percentage of proposals in the CFSP area may seem low, it is nonetheless the highest in 

the entire period extending from January 2002 to December 2005, matched only in 2003, by Greece. 
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Secondly, these data indicate that there is a higher degree of inter-institutional 

consistency in the case of the collective planning of Council’s activities than in 

individual programming. Ultimately a concordance between the Presidency’s activity 

and that of the Commission is to be expected, and is even reassuring, as this is 

definitively what a rational decision-making process should produce. Yet it should be 

noted that the concordance with the Commission seems to be greater when the 

Presidency’s national component is diluted within a joint framework of action, probably 

because of the smoothing effect of national preferences that this creates. 

 

The observation of a certain degree of concordance between the Council 

Presidency and the Commission in the field of legislative initiative –individual or 

collective- should not, however, be overestimated. From January 2002 to December 

2005, the Commission submitted 621 proposals to the Council.
18

 The policy domain 

breakdown by Presidency indicates some optimization effect. In other words, the 

Commission seems to be especially active in the predilection policy fields of the 

government exercising the Presidency. By way of example, one of the priorities 

traditionally of special importance to Spain is the strengthening of the AFSJ. During the 

Spanish Presidency (2002), in the aftermath of 11 September 2001, 10% of the 

Commission’s proposals submitted to the Council were made in this field, which 

represents the highest activity rate of the six-month period, with the exception of the 

rate relating to industrial policy and the internal market (19%), the environment, 

consumers and health protection (15%), agriculture (13%) and the transport policy 

(13%). Broaching the issue from the opposite side to focus on European policies which 

governments do not view favourably, the results tend to point in the same direction. An 

                                                 

18  This number includes the proposals submitted to the Commission which were adopted by the Council 

by qualified majority and which vote has been made public.  
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interesting example is that of Great Britain—a country which usually displays some 

scepticism with regards European social policy—under its Presidency, only 2% of the 

Commission’s proposals concerned these matters, which was one of the lowest 

percentage rates in the 2002-2005 period.  

 

Such data concordance is not systematic, however. There have been other cases 

in which this “sympathy effect” on the part of the Commission towards the European 

preferences of Member States is not verifiable. Returning to the example of Spain—a 

country which highly values regional policies and structural instruments—during the 

Spanish Presidency, no legislative proposal in this field was introduced, which only 

happened on two other occasions between 2002 and 2005, under the Irish and 

Luxembourg Presidencies, respectively. Fisheries is also an area of enormous strategic 

importance for this country. During its Presidency, only 6% of the Commission’s 

proposals were made in this field, which is the lowest percentage rate in the entire 2002-

2005 period, and even below that recorded during the Presidency of countries much less 

concerned about maritime issues, such as Luxembourg (7%). These few examples show 

that, although there is a positive correlation between the Presidency’s preferences and 

the Commission’s initiatives, this is not a systematic, but rather a circumstantial 

phenomenon. A convergence between the Presidency’s priorities and those of the 

Commission emerges only when the situation calls for it; which is to say, when there is 

a sequential concordance between the Presidency’s specific interest and the general 

interest such as defined by the Commission.  

 

Defending European interests rather than emphasizing national preferences 
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This link between each Presidency’s own interests and European general 

interests also has an impact on the decisions adopted by the Council. The Presidency 

does not have the power to compel approval of a decision which would be inconsistent 

with the will of the majority of the Council’s members. The only real means of doing so 

which it has had at its disposal since the late 1980s is the call for vote.
19

 In practice, 

however, the Council only resorts to the latter in relatively few cases amounting to 

about 20%. Despite the standardization of qualified majority voting in Community 

matters, the preferred method is still to seek a consensus. Moreover, although the 

Presidency’s duty is undoubtedly to strive for a consensus or a majority within the 

Council, it must nonetheless do so in a neutral and impartial fashion
20

 No matter how 

favourable the country exercising the Presidency may be to the Community method, or 

to the contrary, to an intergovernmental Europe, its peers in the Council and in other 

Community bodies will have the same expectations with respect to the Presidency’s 

behaviour—the latter should act unswervingly on behalf of the European Union. The 

data presented in the following table show that the Member States seem to have 

internalized this idea, at least as far as adopting decisions is concerned. 

Table 4. Time Lapsed before Voting, by Presidency 

  
Acts adopted by qualified majority and which 

resulted in a vote made public  

  Number 
Mean duration prior to the 

vote* 

1st six months of 2007 Germany 19 447 

2nd six months of 2006 Finland 20 651 

1st six months of 2006 Austria 18 418 

2nd six months of 2005 United 9 335 

                                                 

19  The Council’s Rules of Procedure adopted in 1987 stipulate, for the first time, that the Presidency has 

the discretionary power to call for vote. See Journal Officiel des Communautés, L 291, 15 October 

1987. 
20  General Secretariat of the Council of the European Union, Guide du Conseil. I. Manuel de la 

Présidence (Luxembourg, Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 2001), p. 5. 
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Kingdom 

1st six months of 2005 Luxembourg 11 423 

2nd six months of 2004 Netherlands 8 247 

1st six months of 2004 Ireland 28 522 

2nd six months of 2003 Italy 20 401 

1st six months of 2003 Greece 18 657 

2nd six months of 2002 Denmark 14 313 

1st six months of 2002 Spain 21 427 

2002-2007 Total 186 465 

    

* Time lapse between the submission of the proposal to the Council and its adoption in a vote 

made public (in days). 

Source: OIE data. 

 

  A comparison of the number of acts adopted by qualified majority and which 

gave rise to a vote made public between the first six months of 2002 and the first six 

months of 2007, reveals that this figure does not reflect the pro-integration or, to the 

contrary, the Eurosceptic nature, of the rotating Presidency (see table 4). In other words, 

the European profile of the government exercising the Presidency does not affect the 

final outcome of the legislative process. For example, the number of decisions adopted 

under the Dutch Presidency in 2004 (8 acts) is similar to that of the British Presidency 

in 2005 (9). Likewise, the number of acts adopted under the Danish Presidency in 2002 

(14) is higher than the total realized under the Dutch Presidency in 2005 (11). These 

figures show that the pro-European integration governments’ political vision in no way 

affects the way in which they chair the meetings. To illustrate, during the second six 

months of 2003 (Italy) and the first half of 2004 (Ireland), the number of acts adopted 

was particularly high (20 and 28, respectively), mainly due to the “pre-enlargement” 

effect. This same trend can be observed in the mean lapse of time between the 

submission of a Commission’s proposal to the Council and the moment when the 

Presidency decides to call for a qualified majority vote. It appears that, under the Danish 

and British Presidencies, the call for vote occured much sooner (313 and 335 days, 
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respectively) than during the Presidencies of other countries, which, in principle, are 

more favourable to the Community method, such as Germany (447 days) and 

Luxembourg (423 days).  

 

A policy domain analysis produces similar findings: exercising the Presidency 

does not imply an automatic and ongoing maximization of national preferences. A 

direct link cannot be established between such preferences and the number of acts 

adopted in the Council, per area of intervention (see table 5). In some cases, Member 

State preferences are even temporarily put on hold. 

 

Table 5: Number of Acts Adopted, Policy Domain Breakdown by 

Presidency 

INSERT HERE 

 

This table shows seen that between January 2002 and June 2007, 12% of the acts 

adopted in the Council on JHA matters were approved under the Presidency of 

Ireland—paradoxically, a country which is not part of the Schengen area. This figure—

similar to the number of acts adopted in 2002 under the Presidency of Spain, a country 

traditionally favourable to the strengthening of the AFSJ—was one of the highest of that 

period. In fact, it was only exceeded by the number of JHA acts adopted under the 

Italian Presidency during the second six months of 2003 (15%) in the pre-enlargement 

context. This is tantamount to finding that the activity rate by domain and by Presidency 

varies according to other criteria, notably the force of inertia of the European agenda 

and decision-making process. These data therefore confirm that the role of the 

Presidency is limited to that of a ship’s captain whose duty is to make sure that the 
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European agenda safely reaches port. The Chairman’s diplomatic experience and know-

how to a large extent determine the outcome of this enterprise. Mediation and 

conciliation functions require an in-depth knowledge of the issues, as well as of the 

status of negotiations at all levels. It is the Presidency’s duty to stay informed of the 

positions taken by the various actors involved in the decision-making process, to know 

the margin of manoeuvre which each of them has in order to anticipate any adverse 

reactions, to redirect the debates to issues on which compromise can conceivably be 

reached, and to put off discussions more likely to arouse controversy.
21

 In addition to 

keeping communication channels with its European partners and third countries 

constantly open, the Presidency must also ensure that it maintains fluid contacts with 

the outgoing Presidency, the Commission, the Parliament and the General 

Secretariat/High Representative and, in general, with all of the actors directly or 

indirectly involved in the European decision-making process. In short, presiding over 

the Council is equivalent to walking a tightrope. Chairing it successfully requires 

achieving a balance and maintaining it. 

 

France at the command and service of the EU 

 

In this respect, the most recent French Presidency of the Council seems to have 

succeeded. Unlike the preceding mandate—which was sharply criticised for its thinly 

veiled promotion of national interests in the Treaty of Nice negotiations—the second six 

months of 2008—will be remembered as one in which the French government received 

                                                 

21  H. Wallace and G. Edwards, “EC: The evolving role of the Presidency of the Council,” International 

Affairs, 4 (1976): 544. 
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virtually unanimous praise.
22

 Symbolized by a fusional logo and an Eiffel Tower 

donning the European colours, France’s European commitment proved itself to be 

strong, or at least stronger than expected, in view of the year 2000 experience. The 

French government made a point of swiftly dispersing any doubts that the outcome 

might be otherwise by reminding the public, even before its mandate started, that the 

new Presidency rules—notably the standardization of the joint programming system and 

implementation of the Presidential team concept in January 2007, would be powerful 

and mandatory institutional beacons.  

 

In complying with these rules, in July 2008, the French Presidency presented a 

programme of activities jointly formulated with its team partners—the Czech Republic 

and Sweden—in consultation with the trio next in line, the future Spanish, Belgian and 

Hungarian Presidencies, within the Council’s multi-annual strategic programming 

framework.
23

 Besides the preparatory work necessary to implement the Treaty of 

Lisbon, four major priorities were identified: immigration, climate, energy and defence. 

To these were added other dossiers, such as the Common Agricultural Policy’s “health 

check,” the renewal of Euro-Mediterranean relations, and the preparation of a new 

multi-annual programme (2010-2014) on Justice and Home Affairs matters. The sudden 

delay in the entering into force of the new Treaty triggered by the Irish “No vote” and 

the emergence of new and pressing issues in the European agenda following events such 

as the global financial crisis, however, soon imposed the need to reassess the agendas 

and provisional timetables.  

 

                                                 

22  General Secretariat of the Council of the European Union, Plenary Session of the European 

Parliament - Strasbourg 16 December 2008. Common discussion – European Council/French 

Presidency, Doc. 17505/08. 
23  Council of the EU, “18 Month Programme of the French, Czech and Swedish Presidencies,” Doc. 

11249/08, 30 June 2008. 
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The first six month period of 2008 was devoted to managing the unexpected. 

The changing agenda needed to keep pace with urgent situations, testing the 

Presidency’s reflexes and talent for improvisation. To cite but one example, within the 

mandate’s six-month period, besides the two originally planned ordinary sessions of the 

European Council, the Presidency was forced to convene no less than four additional 

summits. The first one, of an exceptional nature, was held at the end of the summer on 1 

September 2008, to urgently deal with the Georgia issue. The next two summits, which 

were restricted, dealt with the global financial crisis. They were held in Paris within an 

interval of just eight days, on 4 and 12 October 2008, respectively, the second one being 

scarcely three days before the European Council’s ordinary session of 15 and 16 

October.
24

  Lastly, on 7 November, the French Presidency held a fourth informal 

summit at the European institutions’ headquarters which was also on the topic of the 

stability of the world’s financial system, so as to prepare the European position for the 

Global Economic Summit in Washington DC on 15 November. In short, in less than 

one month, even though they had not been initially planned, three top-level summits had 

to be organized.    

 

If the French Presidency demonstrated diligence under pressure, it also 

distinguished itself by its overall political and institutional proactivity: during that same 

six-month period, more than 170 documents were produced within the CFSP 

framework, 37 of them in August, normally a slow month for European institutional 

activity. During its mandate, the French Presidency also deployed a wide range of 

                                                 

24  The first of these restricted summits brought together the Heads of State and government leaders of 

Germany, Italy, the United Kingdom and France, as well as the Prime Minister of Luxembourg - 

President of the Eurogroup- the President of the European Commission and that of the European 

Central Bank. The second summit was attended by the Presidents of the European Commission, 

Eurogroup, and by the European Central Bank, the British Prime Minister and the President of the 

French Republic. 
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legislative instruments aimed at promoting European Union action in one way or 

another. These activities which attracted less media coverage, and therefore less public 

scrutiny, were nevertheless important in terms of their impact on the European decision-

making process: proposals, projects, notes, guidelines, summaries, progress reports on 

the Council’s work, information dossiers, questionnaires on Member States’ 

preferences, and compromise texts aimed at forging majorities. As the table below 

shows, between 1 July 2008 and 31 December 2008, the French Presidency produced 

close to 50 policy and analytical documents of this type, all categories combined. 

 

Table 6. Documents produced by the French Presidency in the second six months of 2008 

 

Act Number 

Questionnaire 4 

Proposal 3 

Project 1 

Follow-Up Note 4 

Draft Conclusions 8 

Report 4 

Report at the request of a Member State 1 

Information Note 11 

Compromise at Council level 5 

Compromise at COREPER 1 level 3 

Guidance Note 1 

Executive Summary 1 

  

Total number 46 

Source: based upon data available in the Council’s document register. 

 

In some cases, it might be presumed that so much focus upon initiatives, 

negotiations and mediations serving the Union’s general interests was somewhat biased 

by the French Presidency’s specific interests. It is noteworthy that two of the four 

questionnaires disseminated by the latter concerned topics that did matter a great deal to 

France, such as the financing of the Common Agricultural Policy or, more specifically, 

direct support schemes for farmers. Similarly, one of the two proposals, and the only 

project presented by the Presidency during the French mandate, refers to sensitive issues 

for the French government, such as award procedures for public contracts in the defence 
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field and the introduction of a system allowing the electronic recording of the dates of 

entry and exit of third country nationals into and out of the Schengen area.  

 

These few examples seem to denote a certain determination on the part of the 

Presidency to promote its national preferences. However, it would be inaccurate to 

speak of a general trend. An in-depth and policy domain analysis of the French 

Presidency’s activities during this six-month period does indicate a high activity rate in 

most European regulation areas. In accordance with what had been announced early in 

this mandate, immigration, energy and climate have been the preferred fields of activity, 

giving rise to two of the Presidency’s greatest achievements: the European Pact on 

Asylum and Immigration and the energy-climate package compromise reached during 

the last European Council of that period, on 11 and 12 December 2008. Yet beyond 

these flagship areas, the French Presidency also focused on other fields of public sector 

intervention—albeit more technical and less appealing to the general public—such as 

development policy coherence, research, international cooperation in science and 

technology, territorial cohesion, and coordination of social security systems.   

 

In summary, in view of the many challenges confronted by the French 

Presidency, it can pride itself on having fulfilled its primary mission in a more than 

satisfactory way. In difficult times, its dominant quality will have been that of a high 

degree of conscientiousness. One of the nicest compliments which a Council Presidency 

can hope to receive is probably that given by other European institutions. At the end of 

its six-month mandate, the French Presidency was praised as having done a 

“remarkable” job by the President of the European Commission, and was applauded by 

the President of the European Parliament. The French Presidency has passed on a heavy 
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responsibility to the Czech Presidency: that of demonstrating, in turn, the substance and 

depth of its own European commitment. 

 

Conclusion: The Presidency of the European Union—Striking the Right Balance 

 

Chairing the EU Council Presidency is an important moment in a Member 

States’ Community life. For six months, a national government finds itself in charge of 

the most influential decisional centre within the European Union. This administrative 

and political responsibility alone embodies all of the challenges inherent in the hybrid 

nature of European integration and, in particular, its political system, which is based 

upon a legitimacy shared between the Member States and the Community institutions. 

The exercise of the Presidency entails, to some extent, an effort to reach a compromise 

between the various interests and, first and foremost, contrasting identities embodied in 

the European political project. For six months, the State which exercises the Presidency 

must place its administration at the Union’s service and demonstrate its ability, and 

reliability, as a European partner.  

 

The changes introduced in the rotation system in the late 1990s have worked to 

reduce the scope of this function. Contrary to the idea that the enlargement and 

deepening of the European Union are opposing forces, in the case of the Presidency, the 

effect of the fifth—and symbolically the most critical—enlargement of the Union has 

been to create more supranationalism. The significance of this institutional trend resides 

in the fact that it is ultimately the States themselves which have agreed to re-examine 

the rules of the game. In so doing, they have changed their own system of representation 

in Europe. 



Total 01 02 03 04 05 05.20 06 07 08 09 10

Presidency All policy domains
 General, financial 

and institutional 
affairs

Customs Union 
and free 

movement of 
goods

Agriculture Fisheries

Freedom of 
movement for 

workers and social 
policy

Social policy

Right of 
establishment and 

freedom to 
provide services

Transport policy
Competition 

policy
Taxation

Economic and 
monetary policy 

and free 
movement of 

capital

Number 621 36 34 104 69 32 30 16 46 6 70 17

% of proposals 2002-2005 100% 6% 5% 17% 11% 5% 5% 3% 7% 1% 11% 3%

Number 62 1 5 12 8 1 1  - 3 2 6 1
% of proposals by 

Presidency
100% 2% 8% 19% 13% 2% 2%  - 5% 3% 10% 2%

Number 61 6 4 12 4 5 5 2 4  - 8 3
% of proposals by 

Presidency
100% 10% 7% 20% 7% 8% 8% 3% 7%  - 13% 5%

Number 68 5 3 8 11 2 2 2 2  - 11  - 
% of proposals by 

Presidency
100% 7% 4% 12% 16% 3% 3% 3% 3%  - 16%  - 

Number 78 4 2 5 7 6 6 4 7  - 14 4
% of proposals by 

Presidency
100% 5% 3% 6% 9% 8% 8% 5% 9%  - 18% 5%

Number 122 12 6 25 17 6 6 3 9  - 10 2
% of proposals by 

Presidency
100% 10% 5% 20% 14% 5% 5% 2% 7%  - 8% 2%

Number 79 6 6 19 6 8 7 2 7 1 6 3
% of proposals by 

Presidency
100% 8% 8% 24% 8% 10% 9% 3% 9% 1% 8% 4%

Number 84 2 3 14 12 1 1  - 5 1 8 2
% of proposals by 

Presidency
100% 2% 4% 17% 14% 1% 1%  - 6% 1% 10% 2%

Number 67  - 5 9 4 3 2 3 9 2 7 2
% of proposals by 

Presidency
100%  - 7% 13% 6% 4% 3% 4% 13% 3% 10% 3%

* Note: the policy domain data are calculated thanks to different codes, consequently the sum of the percentage is above 100 (a single text can be counted several times if it is linked to more than one code).

Ireland

Italy

 Source: OIE data

Adoption by the Council of proposals submitted by the Commission. Policy domains breakdown by Presidency

as a percentage of the number of proposals by Presidency, all policy domains*

2002-2005

Greece

Denmark

United Kingdom

Spain

Luxembourg

Netherlands

1



11 12 13 14 15 15.10 16 17 18 19 19.20 + 19.30 19.10.40 20

Presidency External relations Energy
Industrial policy 

and internal 
market

Regional policy 
and coordination 

of structural 
instruments

Environment, 
consumers and 

health protection
Environment

Science, 
information, 

education and 
culture

Enterprise law
Common foreign 

and security 
policy

Area of freedom, 
security and 

justice

Judicial, police 
and customs 
cooperation 

Immigration and 
rights of non-EU 

members 
nationals

People's Europe

Number 43 21 88 15 90 64 29 14 2 52 24 10 3

% of proposals 2002-2005 7% 3% 14% 2% 14% 10% 5% 2% 0% 8% 4% 2% 0%

Number 1 3 14 1 11 4 2  -  - 5 1 1  - 
% of proposals by 

Presidency
2% 5% 23% 2% 18% 6% 3%  -   - 8% 2% 2%  - 

Number 2 2 3  - 2 1 3  -  - 9 3  - 1
% of proposals by 

Presidency
3% 3% 5%  - 3% 2% 5%  -  - 15% 5%  - 2%

Number 8 1 6 7 9 9 3 2  - 4 3  -  - 
% of proposals by 

Presidency
12% 1% 9% 10% 13% 13% 4% 3%  - 6% 4%  -  - 

Number 7 4 11  - 9 7 4 2  - 9 4 2 1
% of proposals by 

Presidency
9% 5% 14%  - 12% 9% 5% 3%  - 12% 5% 3% 1%

Number 12 7 16 3 17 12 5 4  - 8 4 1  - 
% of proposals by 

Presidency
10% 6% 13% 2% 14% 10% 4% 3%  - 7% 3% 1%  - 

Number 2  - 11 2 12 8 5 2  - 6 1 4 1
% of proposals by 

Presidency
3%  - 14% 3% 15% 10% 6% 3%  - 8% 1% 5% 1%

Number 5 2 14 2 20 17 4 2 1 4 2 1  -
% of proposals by 

Presidency
6% 2% 17% 2% 24% 20% 5% 2% 1% 5% 2% 1%  - 

Number 6 2 13  - 10 6 3 2 1 7 6 1  -
% of proposals by 

Presidency
9% 3% 19%  - 15% 9% 4% 3% 1% 10% 9% 1%  - 

* Note: the policy domain data are calculated thanks to different codes, consequently the sum of the percentage is above 100 (a single text can be counted several times if it is linked to more than one code).

2002-2005

Greece

Denmark

United 
Kingdom

 Source: OIE data

Adoption by the Council of proposals submitted by the Commission. Policy domains breakdown by Presidency

as a percentage of the number of proposals by Presidency, all policy domains*

Spain

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Ireland

Italy

1



policy domain code 01 02 03 04 05 05.20 06 07 08 09 10 11

Policy domain

General, 
financial and 
institutional 

affairs

Customs Union 
and free 

movement of 
goods

Agriculture Fisheries Free movement 
of workers 

Social 
policy

Right of 
establishment 

and free 
movement of 

services

Transport 
policy

Competition 
policy Taxation

Economic and 
monetary policy and 

free movement of 
capitals

External 
relations

Number 8 8 12 9 2 2 2 2  - 6  - 1
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 11% 15% 7% 10% 4% 4% 6% 3%  - 6%  - 2%

Number 22 6 21 12 6 5 2 11 2 8 5 5
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 31% 12% 13% 13% 11% 9% 6% 15% 14% 8% 19% 10%

Number 1 5 16 4 5 5 3 4 1 8  - 3
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 1% 10% 10% 4% 9% 9% 10% 5% 7% 8%  - 6%

Number 3 3 9 11 4 4 3 8  - 7 4 5
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 4% 6% 5% 12% 7% 8% 10% 11%  - 7% 15% 10%

Number 5 4 8 4 5 4 3 2  - 6 3 2
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 7% 8% 5% 4% 9% 8% 10% 3%  - 6% 12% 4%

Number 8 6 8 10 5 5 3  -  - 13 4 8
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 11% 12% 5% 11% 9% 9% 10%  -  - 13% 15% 17%

Number 12 4 17 16 8 8 3 22 2 15 1 12
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 17% 8% 10% 18% 14% 15% 10% 30% 14% 15% 4% 25%

Number 3 3 31 7 8 7 2 4 2 9 3  - 
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 4% 6% 18% 8% 14% 13% 6% 5% 14% 9% 12%  - 

Number 5 5 16 5 4 4 1 9 1 5 2 7
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 7% 10% 10% 5% 7% 8% 3% 12% 7% 5% 8% 15%

Number 3 4 12 10 2 2 3 2 3 8 0 2
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 4% 8% 7% 11% 4% 4% 10% 3% 21% 8% 0% 4%

Number  - 4 18 3 8 7 6 10 3 13 4 3
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain  - 8% 11% 3% 14% 13% 19% 14% 21% 13% 15% 6%

Number 70 52 168 91 57 53 31 74 14 98 26 48
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Ireland

Italy

Greece

Source : données OIE

Denmark

Spain

Total

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Number of acts adopted, breakdown by presidency and by policy domain (2002-2007)

as a percentage of the number of acts adopted by policy domains between January 2002 and June 2007

Germany

Finland

Austria

United Kingdom

Presidency



policy domain code 12 13 14 15 15.10 16 17 18 19 19.20 + 19.30 19.10.40 20

Policy domain Energy
Industrial policy 

and internal 
market

Regional policy 
and coordination 

of structural 
instruments

Environment, 
consumers and 

health protection
Environnement

Science, 
information, 
education 

and culture

Entreprise 
law

Common 
foreign and 

security policy

Area of 
freedom, 

security and 
justice

Justice, police 
and custom 
cooperation

Immigration and 
rights of non-
EU members

People's 
Europe

Number 2 7  - 8 5 3 1  - 13 5  -  -
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 6% 4%  - 6% 5% 8% 4%  - 9% 9%  -  -

Number 8 25 4 19 12 5 3  - 15 8  - 2
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 23% 16% 17% 14% 13% 14% 13%  - 11% 14%  - 50%

Number 1 4 3 13 10 0 2  - 4 0 1  - 
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 3% 3% 13% 9% 11% 0% 9%  - 3% 0% 4%  - 

Number 3 15 2 12 11 2 1  - 10 5 2  - 
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 9% 9% 9% 9% 12% 6% 4%  - 7% 9% 7%  - 

Number 2 10 3 3 2 2 1 1 9 4 1  -
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 6% 6% 13% 2% 2% 6% 4% 33% 7% 7% 4%  -

Number  - 6 1 8 5 4  -  - 12 6 1 1
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain  - 4% 4% 6% 5% 11%  -  - 9% 10% 4% 25%

Number 7 24 1 18 12 7 5  - 16 3 8 1
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 20% 15% 4% 13% 13% 19% 22%  - 12% 5% 30% 25%

Number  - 12 4 10 6 3 5 1 20 9 7  -
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain  - 8% 17% 7% 6% 8% 22% 33% 15% 16% 26%  -

Number 6 18  - 17 12 3 4  - 11 4 2  -
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 17% 11%  - 12% 13% 8% 17%  - 8% 7% 7%  - 

Number 5 13 3 13 11 4  - 1 11 6 3  - 
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 14% 8% 13% 9% 12% 11%  - 33% 8% 10% 11%  - 

Number 1 25 2 16 8 3 1  - 16 8 2  - 
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 3% 16% 9% 12% 9% 8% 4%  - 12% 14% 7%  - 

Number 35 159 23 137 94 36 23 3 137 58 27 4
% of the acts adopted 

in this domain 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Number of acts adopted, breakdown by presidency and by policy domain (2002-2007)

as a percentage of the number of acts adopted by policy domains between January 2002 and June 2007

Source : données OIE

Spain

Total

Presidency

Ireland

Italy

Greece

Germany

Netherlands

Denmark

Finland

Austria

United Kingdom

Luxembourg


