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A Sui Generis System: An In Depth Analysis of European Union Governance 
and Political Innovation and its Eff ect on Business

Mike Spicer 

ABSTRACT

Th e formation of the European Union (EU) just over 50 years ago signalled the beginning of a new era for 
European businesses. Th e eventual removal of trade barriers and increased co-operation between members 
along with the more recent eastern expansion has led to a more interdependent system where some fi rms 
are struggling to sustain their competitive advantage. Th is paper attempts to clarify the EU’s unique blend 
of capitalism, governance and corporate lobbying as an example of Europe’s history of political innovation. 
Secondarily it investigates the eff ects these factors have on business within the EU, with emphasis placed 
on the Dutch business environment. Indeed, the EU is a constantly evolving political structure that 
highlights the increased pressures of globalization and economic interdependence. Furthermore, the 
greater liberalization associated with the EU has encouraged the Netherlands to pursue a strategy of more 
strict market capitalism, a departure from its social welfare roots. Th e establishment of multi-issue politics 
participation in multiple trade associations and interest groups, as well as more informal networks, has 
become a source of competitive advantage for Dutch fi rms. Due to their ability to maintain high positions 
within these associations and create a standardization of group actions, fi rms can infl uence the outcome of 
the EU’s decision-making process. Although the EU has brought about many changes within the structure 
of its members’ business systems, it is also refl ective of the trend of globalization. Th is paper illustrates 
the interdependence and interaction between fi rms and political institutions within the European Union. 

INTRODUCTION

Th e EU is commonly referred to as a sui generis system, meaning that it is something new and therefore, 
to a degree, unpredictable. Th is label however is being used by many to criticize the EU as an unproven 
and ineffi  cient system of governance, citing governance without government as its largest fl aw. Th is paper 
will attempt to analyze the current form of EU governance and demonstrate it as an example of Europe’s 
penchant for political innovation, in this case, successful innovation. Several key components of the EU 
structure will be examined in terms of their contribution to the overall position of EU governing bodies 
and their subsequent eff ect on business policy decisions. In particular, the question of the eff ectiveness 
of governance without government will be addressed. Secondarily, intricacies unique to the EU will be 
highlighted in terms of corporate lobbying and the activities of interest groups by examining the activities 
of corporate lobbying both domestically and on the EU level, and the eff ectiveness of diff erent techniques. 
I will also examine the diff erent forms of domestic governance and the infl uence of traditional forms of 
government on the current style of EU governance. Finally, this paper will examine the overall eff ect of 
EU governance on business operations and strategy for Dutch fi rms. 

THREE FORMS OF EUROPEAN CAPITALISM

In order to fully understand the EU in terms of its style of governance and capitalism, we must fi rst 
examine the way in which the nations that comprise the union operate. We will fi rst investigate the 
three major forms of capitalism found throughout the nations of Europe: market, managed and state 
capitalism, giving specifi c attention on the United Kingdom, Germany and France as they best represent 
the diff erences between the forms. 

Of particular interest for the ever evolving EU is the theory of market capitalism. Market capitalism is 
characterized by liberal, open markets in which economic actors interact autonomously to determine the 
direction of their activity (Schmidt, 2002). Th is form of capitalism is exemplifi ed within the EU by the 
United Kingdom whose service-based industry thrives due to its ability to adapt quickly to consumer 
needs, constantly seek the most cost eff ective methods of conducting business and take advantage of 
investment capital to turn quick profi ts. 
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Market capitalism is completely driven by the open market and therefore tends to be the direction in which 
most countries, not only within the EU but worldwide, are pursuing as a result of the removal of trade 
barriers and the increasing pressure of globalization (Schmidt, 2002). Managed capitalism is still aff ected 
by market conditions, but takes a more calculated, long-term approach, best represented by Germany. 
Managed capitalism is typifi ed by a government body that acts as a “facilitator” between business and 
government. Perhaps the most distinctive feature however, is the relationship between industry and 
fi nance. In managed capitalism, industry is more concerned with long-term growth and market share, 
and therefore has very close relationships with banking as opposed to market capitalism which relies on 
the open market to maximize profi ts and short-term results (Schmidt, 2002). Th e fi nal model of capitalism 
is state capitalism, which is becoming increasingly less prevalent, but is best represented within the EU 
by France, despite their recent liberalization of fi nancial markets over the last two decades. Th is type of 
capitalism is exemplifi ed by state involvement in all aspects of business within a nation from fully state 
controlled wage bargaining to state mediated industry-fi nance relations (Schmidt, 2002). 

With three distinct systems of capitalism exemplifi ed by three seemingly strong fi nancial nations, which 
system should the EU be pursuing for its members? Th e response seems to be that the EU’s governing 
bodies favour a policy of market capitalism. Although there is evidence to support other forms, market 
capitalism is most closely linked with high levels of competition and requires nations to focus their resources 
on industries in which they hold a competitive advantage. Th is market orientation is also natural, due to 
the nature of the EU being a trade union with no barriers between market states, therefore encouraging 
competition among international fi rms for profi ts and market share.  

Th is push toward a strong market orientation is refl ected in the EU’s accession conditions, and the 
requirement of applicant states to liberalize their markets. Nowhere is this feature more prominent than 
in the former communist and Soviet states of Eastern Europe. History is also on the side of accession, 
as formerly centrally planned states have a strong desire to limit governmental intervention in business, 
and participate in the global market from which they had previously been shut off . Th is is visable in 
countries such as Estonia, where a thriving technological sector has motivated the country to continue 
along the path to liberalization. Knell and Srholec (2007) argue, however, that post socialist countries 
cannot simply decide to liberalize and become market economies, but must move along a continuum 
from a managed or co-ordinated approach to eventual liberalization. Th e Varieties of Capitalism (VoC) 
approach argues that as former command economies transition themselves into market-oriented economies, 
potentially new variants of capitalism can be created. Th ese new forms would arise due to the large 
changes being made to the institutional framework, including changes in long held customs and traditions 
(Knell & Srholec, 2007). 

FORMS OF DOMESTIC GOVERNANCE

Continuing with our preliminary investigation of the individual states, we look at the particular forms 
of governance that are in place within EU member states. Governance is defi ned as the ways in which 
decisions are made and policy is created to refl ect the preferences of the citizens (Eising & Kohler-Koch, 
1999), whereas government is the body or structure which enacts and enforces these policies. Similar to 
the individual styles of capitalism found within the EU, each country has developed their own style of 
governance to refl ect what they believe to be the most effi  cient and eff ective method. Th e easiest way to 
understand the diff erent types of governance among EU nations is to classify the interaction between 
constituents and the governing bodies in place, and the methods in which governments make policy 
decisions. Policy decisions are infl uenced by the political role of interest groups, be they large labour 
unions, special interest groups or individual corporations. Two broad defi nitions have been developed; 
pluralism, which refers to a system where numerous competing interests exert strong infl uence in their own 
specifi c sector, and corporatism, which is characterized by a strong relationship between government and 
large associations from which important decisions arise (Hague & Harrop, 2004). Corporatist nations, for 
example Germany, tend to exhibit governing decisions that favour the common good of the nation; while 
pluralist nations such as the United Kingdom tend to make policy decisions on the basis of individual 
interest, refl ecting their belief that all citizens aff ected by a policy have a right to participate in the policy 
making process (Eising & Kohler-Koch, 1999). 
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Th ose governing bodies whose decisions are based on the idea of the common good are displaying their 
belief in the importance of collective decision-making. Th at is, the constituents of a country will always 
be bound together by the same policy so it is best to act in the interest of the common good. Nations of 
statism, such as France, use this common good decision-making based on a principle of majority rule, 
meaning the largest or strongest group will typically receive the benefi t of political policy. Corporatist 
nations however pursue a more negotiated attempt to bridge the diff erences between groups to arrive at a 
decision of common good (Eising & Kohler-Koch, 1999). Th is style is exemplifi ed by Germany and is in 
keeping with their style of managed capitalism in which the government acts as a facilitator for business. 
Th ese contrasting styles of governance within domestic borders present an intriguing issue for the EU of 
incorporating the diff erent interests and styles of governance of all 27 member states into eff ective policy 
decisions. 

LEVELS OF NATIONAL SOVERIGNTY

With the numerous and widespread forms of capitalism and governance found throughout diff erent EU 
nations, it is readily apparent that although they are member states of a shared trade union, individual 
countries still place a very high value on their individual sovereignty. Th is concern with domestic borders 
and sovereignty can be crippling for the idea of a union, as nations take a “me fi rst” attitude toward 
proposed EU policy. In fact, some analysts believe that Europeans would be better off  abandoning their 
current system of nation states and pursuing a true federal system (Calleo, 2001). Th is belief is supported 
when one investigates countries in terms of their adherence to EU legislation. Simply put, due to the fact 
that EU nations still enjoy complete autonomy and sovereignty, they have the ability to abide by the EU 
policy decisions they choose without fear of signifi cant punishment. Nowhere was that better demonstrated 
than shortly after the induction of Eastern Europe’s “EU10.” Wealthier and more advanced Western 
European nations feared that with the opening of the EU to Eastern Europe, cheap labour would fl ood 
west and snatch up labour positions. In addition to this, there was a fear that many would take advantage 
of generous unemployment and welfare payments in lieu of actually seeking employment. In response 
to this concern several nations enacted transitional agreements on labour from the east (Th e Economist, 
2006). Th ese agreements cut to the core of the issue described above, that national governments have no 
qualms about enacting legislation which contravenes fundamental EU rights. In this case, free movement 
of citizens for purposes of employment is a basic right of all EU citizens, but regardless, some countries did 
all that they could to prevent this from happening. Interestingly, the countries in this example with the 
strictest agreements experienced the highest number of illegal, undeclared workers (Th e Economist, 2006). 
More importantly however, this example illustrates a serious threat to the legitimacy of EU policy making, 
and the credibility of EU policy; however, the fact that Ireland, the country with the highest levels of 
migration, experienced the highest subsequent level of economic growth and lowest unemployment fi gures 
displays that EU policy, although diffi  cult to enforce, can be successful. 

THE ROLE OF LOBBYING AND SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS

So if the EU can propose and enact legislation, but the individual nation states can essentially choose which 
guidelines they will abide by, how do special interest groups and lobbyists eff ectively infl uence relevant 
policy decisions? EU lobbying is very unique, in that it presents challenges to lobbyists and interest groups 
by providing two very separate and distinct forums in which to exert infl uence. Depending on the salience 
of the issue, relevant policy decisions will be made either at the domestic level or the EU level, and each 
requires an individual approach. 

On a strictly domestic level, the success of individual interests is largely infl uenced by the type of government 
system in place. In pluralist societies, such as the United Kingdom, politics is seen as competition between 
many individual interests, where the state is largely an arena for this competition (Hague & Harrop, 
2004). Th e central theme of pluralism is that no single group can dominate government, as the highly 
individual nature of pluralism tends to restrict groups into one single policy sector. It is believed that 
through this system the government can eff ectively represent not only economic interests, but also act for 
the diverse range of interests found throughout society. Conversely, corporatist nations, such as Germany, 
value co-operation, co-ordination and planning between government and interest groups. 
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Peak associations, described as those major social partners of capital and labour, negotiate with government 
to implement key policies (Hague & Harrop, 2004). Th e peak associations are typically comprised of large 
unions that aggregate numerous individual groups into a larger, more powerful union. Th ese subsequently 
larger groups can exert a greater infl uence and have a larger role in negotiations with policy makers. 

But when it comes to interest group infl uence on an EU level, the process becomes much more diffi  cult. 
Whereas sovereign nations tend to have well established processes in place, the EU presents a challenge in 
that they have several legislative bodies but no traditional government. Smaller domestic fi rms are at an 
even greater disadvantage, as EU lobbying is eff ective only if one possesses a large amount of resources. 
Small fi rms typically are reduced to joining an EU association which will lobby on behalf of its members, 
the trade-off  being that the individual fi rms’ voice is diluted among many more along with their potential 
infl uence. 

With the main offi  ces of the European parliament and European commission being in Brussels, the most 
eff ective lobbyists have offi  ces in that city along with a staff  dedicated to infl uencing EU policy decisions. 
Aside from direct fi nancial incentives which border on the unethical, successful lobbying on the EU 
level centres on the provision of information by the lobbying party to members of the policy making 
body. Th is information can come in three forms; expert knowledge in a particular fi eld related to salient 
policy issues, information on the general European interest, and information on general domestic interest 
(Bouwen, 2002). Th e latter two are the areas in which large European or domestic associations may have an 
advantage. Typically these associations are comprised of a large number of diverse actors that represent the 
general preferences of both individual nations and the continent as a whole. Expert knowledge, however, 
is typically more desirable for policy makers, as legislation tends to be very sector specifi c as opposed to 
broadband. Large multinational corporations therefore tend to have an advantage in this particular arena, 
as their growth and success is typically based on expertise in a particular fi eld. Furthermore, due to their 
multi-layered organizational structure, associations are further removed from market reality (Bouwen, 
2002). Th ose who can provide the desired information to the right people will see results, which begs the 
question: who are the right people to approach within the EU structure? 

In almost all situations of decision making, those individuals working around and within the European 
Commission play a crucial role (Van Schendelen , 2005). Th e multi-layered structure of the EU, with the 
Commission, Council, and Parliament along with the Court of Justice and the Court of Auditors ensures 
that there is no shortage of public servants to approach and attempt to infl uence. Th e most relevant for 
lobbyists, however, meet two distinct criteria. Th e fi rst being their position of strength regarding the 
decision making process, and the second being their personal policy preferences which could be based on 
domestic or personal values (Van Schendelen , 2005). Th is being said there is never going to be a shortage 
of connections between EU public servants and the private business sector, and therefore infl uence will 
always be exerted from interest groups. Large international fi rms hold an advantage due to their ability to 
employ liaison offi  ces in Brussels with staff  dedicated to keeping in contact with politicians, and keeping 
their fi rms abreast of any upcoming policy issues (Bouwen, 2002). With this in mind, one may think that 
the current EU structure and form of governance encourages corruption or gives an advantage to the large 
multinational fi rms with endless resources at their disposal. However, due to the EU’s unique system of 
networking and constituency building, its policy making decisions are very well informed of the general 
interest groups as well as the preferences of the wealthy elite.  

THE EVOLUTION OF EUROPEAN UNION GOVERNANCE

Th e preceding information culminates now, as we address the distinct form of EU governance that has 
evolved over time as a result of the infl uences of individual nations’ forms of capitalism, governance 
and policy making. Th e EU’s recent inability to pass a constitution into law only highlights the largest 
challenge for the EU moving forward, and that is integrating the priorities and positions of the 27 member 
states into eff ective and binding policy. Th is diffi  culty could be a result of the nature of the EU; being a 
system of networks with no clear decision making centre (Beck & Grande, 2004), as well as the fact that 
some citizens have a fundamental problem with being governed in the absence of an actual government 
(Eising & Kohler-Koch, 1999). 
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In order to understand the decision making process we must understand the system of governance in use 
in the EU. 

Determining the type of governance used in the EU is diffi  cult as it is not a state, super-state or confederation 
(Beck & Grande, 2004), nor can governance be objectively characterized based on patterns in large decision 
making, as the more “salient the issue, the greater the need to keep them under member state control” 
(Eising & Kohler-Koch, 1999: 17). Th e style of governance, that has evolved as a result of attempting to 
appease all member states simultaneously, is based on a series of formal and informal networks between EU 
legislative bodies and domestic governments, trade associations and large multinational fi rms; this system 
has come to be known as network governance. Th e core idea of this form of governance is seeing problem 
solving as the essence of politics, and policy making as highly dependent on the participation of organized 
social subsystems (Eising & Kohler-Koch, 1999). To this end, the European Commission has displayed 
this form of networking for years by actively engaging in building up multinational interest groups to aid 
in policy decisions in which the commission has an interest (Eising & Kohler-Koch, 1999). Two important 
notes to consider, however, aff ect this strict network governance categorization. First, depending on the 
policy arena which is being dealt with, the EU can exhibit diff erent forms of governance, for instance 
statism in monetary policy or corporatism in social policy (Eising & Kohler-Koch, 1999). Secondly, the 
EU is comprised of nations with very long and rich political histories, and has always demonstrated the 
ability to evolve and innovate new systems of governing. Th at, when combined with the fact that the EU 
is only 50 years old and still in a formative phase implies that future evolution and change is very much 
possible (Eising & Kohler-Koch, 1999). 

AREAS OF CONCERN FOR EU GOVERNANCE MOVING FORWARD

Although the EU has enjoyed praise in the worldwide political community, there are several fl aws that 
have arisen in recent years that threaten its continued progression. With its informal system of networking 
and constituency building being the basis of policy decisions, some citizens feel as though the system is 
not fully democratic, and is vulnerable to corruption or persuasion from third parties, typically the large 
multinationals, exemplifi ed in the Netherlands by Royal Dutch Shell. Th is type of thinking can breed the 
phenomenon of Euro-scepticism and reduce EU citizens’ faith in the legitimacy of the governing system. 
Th is fact was highlighted in the referenda on the Treaty of Maastricht which noted that decision makers 
“had to bring the European Union closer to its citizens” (Eising & Kohler-Koch, 1999: 17). 

A major and more salient issue, however, is the EU’s inability to propose and enact a common foreign 
policy, and with enlargement now expanding east into the former communist and Soviet bloc nations, this 
seems more and more unlikely. Th is topic has recently come to the forefront of EU policy making with 
the Russian invasion of Georgia and the EU’s subsequent response, or lack thereof. Ever since the confl ict 
in Kosovo, leading EU nations have expressed the importance of being able to deploy a collective military 
force when deemed necessary, therefore removing their dependence on either NATO or US forces (Th e 
Economist, 1999). However, foreign policy making with 27 member states, each with the power of veto, is 
very diffi  cult if not impossible (Th e Economist, 2007). When the confl ict in Georgia came to a head current 
EU president Nicolas Sarkozy headed to Moscow on behalf of the EU to broker a multi-point ceasefi re 
agreement which both Georgian and Russian leaders agreed to. Th e Russians then ignored the conditions 
set forth in the agreement and refused to pull out their troops; the response from Sarkozy was the threat 
of an EU summit. Th e nonchalance of Russia again highlights the EU’s lack of power in terms of foreign 
relations, and this reputation is not aided by the diverse range of responses from individual nations of the 
EU. While France and Germany have tried to remain neutral, Italy has passed full blame on Georgia, 
while Britain, Sweden and the eastern states have condemned Russia’s aggression (Th e Economist, 2008). 
Th ese contradictory responses essentially eliminate any chance of the EU presenting a united front in 
foreign relations, a fact that was clearly visible on Sarkozy’s visit to Moscow. He was there in the capacity 
of EU president, however when the ceasefi re was signed there were three fl ags clearly visible; the Russian, 
Georgian and French, which again shows Russia’s desire to not recognize the EU’s power in foreign 
negotiations. Unless the EU is able to ratify legislation to create a common foreign policy and military 
force, they will never be able to have a legitimate and respected voice in foreign relations.  
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THE DUTCH BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT

We have seen how domestic systems and styles of government aff ect EU structure, but what is important 
to know is how the EU structure infl uences the business operations of fi rms. Th e fi nal portion of this paper 
will highlight how some of the more unique factors of EU governance have changed the method of doing 
business within the Netherlands. 

Th e Dutch economy, the worlds 16th largest in terms of gross domestic product (GDP) in 2007 (World 
Bank), is one that is dominated by large multinational corporations involved in a broad range of industries 
from transport and crude oil production, to consumer and dairy products. Traditionally a social welfare 
state, the Netherlands has recently seen a shift towards more of a market capitalist approach as defi ned earlier 
in the text. Th is shift refl ects two diff erent aspects of the Dutch business system. First, the Netherlands 
exports over 50 per cent of GDP making them very dependent on the open market (Van Schendelen, 
2005), which is a precursor to market capitalism. Second, the national government’s desire to be not only 
a European, but also a global business leader. A strong governmental focus on business growth, with an 
emphasis on large multinational growth, is refl ected in their recently lowered corporate tax rate of 25 per 
cent. Th is, combined with a sophisticated fi nancial sector and very low real estate costs compared with 
its western European neighbours, is a recipe for the growth of strong multinational fi rms (Netherlands 
Foreign Investment Agency, 2008). Such conditions have seen companies such as Philips, Shell, ING and 
Heineken fl ourish with their home operations based in the Netherlands. With such an emphasis placed 
on the development of big business, the most critical issue of EU governance which aff ects multinational 
fi rms based in the Netherlands is the ability to successfully participate in networking, and therefore exert 
infl uence on policy decisions aff ecting their industries.

Th e unique version of lobbying that has become necessary for fi rms to engage in due to the EU’s form 
of network governance has actually given some fi rms an opportunity to create a competitive advantage 
through participation in multiple committees and special interest groups. Th is is highlighted by the strategy 
pursued by Dutch consumer products giant Unilever. Unilever has operations that span the entire EU, and 
as a result, they have recognized the establishment of multi-issue politics and the corresponding importance 
of political credibility, something which can be obtained through participation in trade associations or 
interest groups (Coen, 1998). Th eir involvement in multiple trade associations, combined with their high 
positions held within these groups (presidencies, vice presidencies etc.) lead to a standardization of actions 
by these groups. Th is naturally leads to an environment of information sharing between groups and a 
strong understanding of European business dynamics, as they aff ect diff erent areas of Unilever’s operations 
(Gueguen, 2007). Also of importance for Unilever and all other major fi rms, is engagement in the informal 
area of networking. As a successful fi rm within the EU, Unilever has a permanent offi  ce in Brussels, the 
centre of all EU political decision-making, with staff  dedicated to building relationships with members of 
the European Commission and members of various governmental committees. It is very important not to 
underestimate the importance of these relationships as they can keep Unilever’s management informed of 
important policy issues that may concern them. Policy issues that Unilever encounters are evaluated on a 
case by case basis, and it is through this process that they can determine whether they would be best suited 
to address the issue through one of their association memberships, individually as a fi rm, or informally 
through an existing relationship with someone involved in the decision-making process (Gueguen, 2007). 
Th is behaviour is unique to fi rms operating within the EU and is a result of the EU’s unique blend of 
market and managed capitalism which places great importance on both free market strategies and trade 
association participation in policy negotiations.  

CONCLUSION

Th e European Union is a sui generis system, and as such, any sort of categorization or typology applied to 
it is strictly theoretical. Despite its ineffi  ciencies, as exhibited in the example of foreign policy decisions, 
the EU still remains a model of modern governmental innovation. Spurred by the growing trend of 
globalization and the desire to play a larger role in the global economy it has moved barriers to trade and 
encouraged the liberalization of domestic markets. Its expansion has seen formerly struggling nations such 
as Ireland and Estonia enter times of unequalled prosperity. 
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As a trade union, it has experienced very strong economic growth and success, and through the off er of 
membership to eastern European nations there has been a proliferation of democracy in former communist 
governments. Several issues will determine whether the EU’s success is continued or not, and the most 
glaring are the lack of a strong central government, foreign policy creation and the phenomenon of 
enlargement fatigue. With the rapid expansion into eastern Europe, some fear that the EU will lose the 
ability to adequately manage such a diverse set of interests eff ectively. For stronger western European 
nations such as the Netherlands, EU integration and the spread of market capitalism has led to a vast 
increase in competition. Th e elimination of tariff s and introduction of new smaller start-up fi rms in new 
member states has led to an increase in trade association participation by larger multinational fi rms in an 
eff ort to standardize actions across industries. For the Dutch market specifi cally, a lower corporate tax rate 
and decreased emphasis on social welfare issues refl ects its attempt to lure large fi rms to the confi nes of their 
borders. As time moves on, and newer EU members become more and more integrated, nations will be 
forced to pursue a more specifi c business structure, whether it is the development of smaller service-based 
fi rms at a start-up level, or a focus on the enlargement of large multinational fi rms, such as we see in the 
Netherlands. Likewise, fi rms will increasingly feel pressure to “play the European game,” that is engage in 
participation in trade associations or special interest groups, in addition to informal networking between 
government and business refl ective of the EU’s unique form of network governance. 

REFERENCES 
Beck, U. & Grande, E. (2004.) Cosmopolitan Europe. Cambridge: Polity. 

Bouwen, P. (2002.) Corporate lobbying in the European Union: Th e logic of access.
Journal of European Public Policy, 9(3): 365-390. 

Calleo, D. P.( 2001.) Rethinking Europe’s future. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Coen, D. (1998.) Th e European business interest and the nation state: Large-fi rm lobbying in 
the European Union and member states. Journal of European Public Policy, 18(1): 75-100. 

Economist, Th e (2008, August.) After Georgia. August 2008: 23-28. 

Economist, Th e (2007, March 17.) Fit at 50?: A special report on the European Union. March 2007: 3-20. 

Economist, Th e (1999, October 23). My continent, right or wrong. October 1999: 3-5. 

Economist, Th e (2006, February 9.) When east meets west. February 2006: 19-21. 

Eising, R. & Kohler-Koch, B. (1999.) Th e transformation of governance 
in the European Union. London: Routledge. 

Gueguen, D. (2007.) European Lobbying. Brussels: Europolitics. 

Hague, R. & Harrop, M. (2004.) Comparative government and politics. 
An Introduction. 6th Edition. New York: Palgrave McMillan. 

Knell, M. & Srholec, M. (2007.) Diverging pathways in Central and Eastern Europe. In Varieties of 
capitalism in post-communist countries: 212-246. Houndsmill, Basingstoke UK: Palgrave McMillan. 

Netherlands Foreign Investment Agency. (2008). Business Environment. Retrieved 
December 4, 2008, from http://www.nfi a.com/businessenvironment.html 

Schmidt, V. A. (2002.) Th e futures of European Capitalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Van Schendelen, R. (2005.) Machiavelli in Brussels: Th e art of lobbying the 
EU, 2nd edition. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press. 

World Bank. (2007). Gross Domestic Product. Retrieved November 30, 2008, from 
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/DATASTATISTICS/Resources/GDP.pdf 


	Spicer_Mike_BCOMRP_2009_COVER.pdf
	Spicer_Mike_BCOMRP_2009.pdf


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




