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22 Stefc111ie Bailer et al. 

preferences for these concepts reflect ideational, economic and institutional 

differences among EU member states (Brunnermeier et al. 2016). Within 
this clear divide, opposing narratives and analyses of the causes and conse­

quences of the challenges of the Eurozone persist - if anything, the crisis has 

deepened this divide further. 

Going a step further, Lundgren et al.(2019) analyse the relative bargaining 

success of EU member states in the EMU reforms negotiations. They start 

from a typical observational stance of pundits: that Germany was success­

ful in getting its way in the Eurozone negotiations (Bernhard and Leblang 

2016). From the discussions on bailouts in 2010 to negotiations of successive 

Eurozone reforms and the talks on Greece's macroeconomic adjustment, 

Germany was seen to prevail. Against this backdrop, Lundgren et al. (2019) 

offer the first systematic analysis of bargaining success in the reform of the 

Eurozone. They consider whether the narrative of German dominance holds 

up to the empirical evidence, or whether the pattern of bargaining success is 

more multifaceted. 

Empirically, Lundgren et al. (2019) map and explain the bargaining suc­

cess of member states on the most fundamental proposals for Eurozone 

reform from 2010 to 2015. They estimate bargaining success through spatial 

analysis, calculating the distance between member states' positions at the 

beginning of negotiations and the final outcome. Theoretically, they advance 

an argument about preferences and institutions as determinants of bargaining 

success. They submit that bargaining success is explained by conditions of 

the strategic setting as determined by the positioning of actor preferences and 

the applicable decision rules. They contrast this argument with an alternative 

account that privileges member states' power resources. 

Contrary to the narrative of German domjnance, their analysis shows 

that the EMU negotiations produced no clear winners and losers, confirm­

ing previous findings (Arregui and Thomson 2009; Bailer 2004). Holding 

preferences that were centrist or close to those of the European Commission 

favoured bargaining success, particularly when the adoption of policy reform 

did not require unanimity among member states. The analysis of bargaining 

success suggests that the two opposing coalitions, identified by Lehner and 

Wasserfallen (2019), negotiated with one another in a dynamic of compro­

mise and reciprocity, where gains and concessions appear to have been traded 

both within and across issues. Importantly, the findings reported in figure 2.2 

show that the two most powerful countries of the EU, Germany and France, 

did not dominate the negotiation outcomes at the bargaining stage. 

Lundgren et al. (2019) offer three complementary interpretations for why 

these findings run counter to prevailing power-orientated narratives. First, the 

influence of larger member states was partly neutralised by their commjtment 

to the Euro, which opened them up for exploitation by other parties. Second, 
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