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Preface

This first volume in the ‘One Europe or Several?’ series brings together
a variety of reflections about the phenomenon of European integration
broadly construed. The introductory chapter was first written as the
1998 Stein Rokkan lecture for the European Consortium on Political
Research. Its contents grew out of the discussions that had led to the
devising for the Economic and Social Research Council in the UK of
what became the programme on ‘One Europe or Several? The
Dynamics of Change in Contemporary Europe’. The programme
opened in January 1998 and runs until December 2002. It directly
funds 24 research projects and one Programme Fellowship; details can
be found at http://www.one-europe.ac.uk.

Further volumes in this series will report the findings of individual
projects within the ‘One Europe or Several?’ Programme. As the ques-
tion mark in the title suggests, it is a deliberate aim of the programme
to question many of the conventional wisdoms about how contempor-
ary Europe is configured. Some of the broader reflections will be drawn
together in further volumes that will address themes that run across
the projects, in the hope of reformulating some of the intellectual
puzzles about the character of European integration in the context of
‘pan-Europe’.

For this first volume of essays we have brought together some
members of the original Commissioning Panel, and of the Advisory
Board, together with researchers involved in several of the ‘One Europe
or Several?’ projects. The volume has a deliberately speculative charac-
ter, raising questions, posing awkward issues, and reporting early work
in some of the projects. Ash Amin, Lawrence Freedman, Elizabeth
Meehan, Rory O’Donnell and Allan Williams were members of the
Commissioning Panel and helped to shape the contours of the intellec-
tual agenda for the programme. Johan Olsen, a member of the
Advisory Board, has become a generous but tough mentor, while Ash
Amin continues to offer provocative guidance. Alan Winters kindly
allowed himself to be conscripted as a friendly goad. The other essays
are all written bravely by members of the projects willing to share their
early, still speculative findings from work in progress.

The shape of the volume follows my Rokkan lecture, which consti-
tutes the first chapter. It was first published by the European Journal of
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Political Research, 1999, 35 (3): 287–306. It is reproduced here, with
only minor amendments, with kind permission of Kluwer Academic
Publishers. Part I of the volume explores the functional, especially
economic, dimension to integration and deliberately frames this in
relation to both the wider European economy and the global context.
Part II explores the territorial dimension, ranging across issues relating
to the movement of persons and regional governance, as well as
matters of military security and the interface with the former Soviet
Union. A chapter is included addressing the specificity of the new
Germany in its reconstituted European setting. Part III seeks to open
up the debate on the affiliational dimension to integration, drawing on
both deep-rooted understandings of Europe in central and eastern
Europe and some of the new understandings of citizenship and society
in western Europe. Part IV offers an insight into the new institutional-
ized partnership model of contemporary Ireland, of which perhaps
there are mirrored versions elsewhere in other European countries.
Alongside stands an essay on the challenge of how to understand the
institutional dynamics of transnational Europe.

As always the production of a complex book depends on efforts of
editing and manuscript management. Elizabeth Mellick has made a
stalwart and skilled contribution to this process, ably complemented
by Annie Bacon. I am grateful to them and to the authors for making
this volume possible.

HELEN WALLACE

Preface xi



List of Contributors

Professor Ash Amin University of Durham

Dr Judy Batt University of Birmingham

Dr Laura Cram University of Strathclyde

Professor Michael Dunford University of Sussex

Professor Lawrence Freedman King’s College London

Dr Claire Gordon London School of Economics and Political Science

Dr James Hughes London School of Economics and Political Science

Professor Charlie Jeffery University of Birmingham

Professor Margot Light London School of Economics and Political
Science

Professor John Löwenhardt University of Glasgow

Professor Elizabeth Meehan Queen’s University of Belfast

Professor Rory O’Donnell University College Dublin

Professor Johan P. Olsen ARENA, Oslo

Professor William E. Paterson University of Birmingham

Dr Slavo Radosevic School of Slavonic and East European Studies

Dr Al Rainnie Monash University 

Dr Ben Rosamond University of Warwick

Dr Gwendolyn Sasse London School of Economics and Political
Science

Dr Adrian Smith University Southampton

Professor Helen Wallace University of Sussex

Professor Stephen White University of Glasgow

Professor Allan M. Williams University of Exeter

Professor L. Alan Winters University of Sussex

xii



1
Introduction: Rethinking European
Integration
Helen Wallace

Introduction

It is over a decade since the Berlin Wall came down – a decade in
which there have been huge changes across the European continent.
Yet it still remains very unclear what the shape of transnational rela-
tions will be in this new ‘pan-Europe’.1 It also remains very unclear
whether a form of ‘pan-European’ integration is feasible or politically
probable. The practitioners’ debate remains rather conventionally
focused on the questions of whether and how to extend eastwards the
transnational organizations, built originally by and for west Europeans.
Most of that debate is about the logistics of enlarging the European
Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), both
set in train in early 1998. It is easy to criticize the practitioners for their
unadjusted mindsets. But there are many in the academic community
who are similarly groping for a new understanding of pan-Europe. It is
tempting, and much easier, to stay locked into the familiar paradigms
of the old – and divided – Europe.

The underlying puzzle to be resolved has at least three elements.
First, how many Europes are we talking about? The Research
Programme funded in Britain by the Economic and Social Research
Council is for this reason entitled ‘One Europe or several?’. Second, what
really is the distinctiveness of the model of west European integration,
defined below as deep integration? An answer to this question seems a
necessary preliminary to considering whether the same pattern of inte-
gration is feasible for pan-Europe. Third, what is the role of ‘Europe’
within the politics of individual countries. Or, in other words, how
should we construe the domestication of Europe? This introductory
chapter addresses each of these three elements in an effort to clarify
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the discussion about the emerging transnational features of the new
Europe.

The discussion that follows is prompted in part by a personal intel-
lectual journey, as well as by the experience of a citizen in Britain, a
country that has not easily come to terms with Europeanization. My
own starting position was sympathetic to the old neofunctionalist
argument that west European integration was propelled by the interac-
tions between political and economic elites across country boundaries
in pursuit of some mix of shared ideas and complementary interests
(Haas, 1968; and Lindberg, 1963). This presupposed that bargained rec-
iprocities (diffuse and not just specific) could be sustained over time
and facilitated by particular institutional processes. I was less per-
suaded by the argument that integration would lead to the creation of
a supranational polity and I was always conscious of the differences
between countries in the way that Europe was domesticated or instru-
mentalized. Nonetheless interest-based explanations seemed not to
explain enough of the process to be wholly convincing.

However, I have become increasingly perplexed about what factors
beyond the calculation of interests are necessary to permit – or to
sustain – an interlocking of elite engagements, once the background
conditions have altered. The issue here is less the ‘turbulence’ caused
by ‘dramatic political’ personalities,2 and rather what might be the
impact on integration of the systemic turbulence in Europe over the
past decade. It is this concern that has driven me back to contemplate
Karl Deutsch’s (1957) wide-ranging analysis of integration and the
many factors which he argued were needed to create an ‘amalgamated
security community’. His argument both insisted on the importance of
the societal dimension and asserted that extensive integration had to
include some notion of a shared sense of security.

In a similarly ambitious vein Stein Rokkan (1975 – and more or less
passim) evaluated a broad range of factors that shaped the political
fabric of contemporary Europe. For him notions of territory and
boundaries, and of core and peripherae, were crucial, as well as a
daunting range of factors, from the military–administrative through
the political and economic to the societal and cultural. For him the
prefix ‘geo’ was crucial as a qualification of each of his key variables. It
is a perplexing irony of post-cold-war Europe that we have all been
forced to rediscover issues of territory and of boundaries, that the
melting of that stark division between East and West should have
revealed so many other disconcerting and difficult borders. It is a
paradox too that so many practitioners should be tempted to create so
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many new borders. Hence the occasion of a lecture in memory of Stein
Rokkan provided a particularly apt prompt for an effort to examine my
puzzle about whose Europe and what kind of Europe and how many
Europes.

How many Europes?

This question needs to be approached from two different angles, one
more empirical and the other more analytical. The main empirical
point is that we too easily exaggerate the simplicity of the transna-
tional organization of western Europe. Hence we too easily transpose
on to central and eastern Europe a reversed mirror image based on this
misleading simplification, implying a contrast between a relatively
homogeneous western Europe and a fragmented and segmented
eastern Europe. But western Europe is also a set of multiple Europes, in
which both the role of the EU as the predominant transnational organ-
ization and the coherence of west European integration and multilater-
alism are much overstated.

The oversimplified contrast of West and East disguises several impor-
tant points. First, the EU has throughout its history coexisted with a
different and larger transnational framework for managing west
European security interests, namely NATO. There was always a rela-
tionship and, I would argue, an interdependence, between the two
frameworks. This is not intended as a reductionist observation to
adduce ‘geopolitics’ as the key variable, a position so fiercely attacked
by Moravcsik (1998), but rather an insistence on a kind of synergy
between the two domains. Moreover the defence relationships in
western Europe have been underpinned by a whole array of other rela-
tionships, not only Western European Union (WEU), but other bilat-
eral and multilateral linkages among individual countries. Recently,
the interdependence of NATO and the EU has begun to be
reconfigured as a more explicit complementarity through the creation
of a so-called European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI).

Second, there have since the 1940s always been several ‘outlier’
countries in western Europe, not fully engaged in either the EU or
NATO or outside both organizations. These outliers have been mostly
located around the peripherae of western Europe, although Switzerland
is a centrally located outlier. With the ‘Eftan’ (for members of the
European Free Trade Association) enlargement of the EU and the
arrangements for partial association of some ‘non-aligned’ countries’
with WEU, the ranks of explicit outliers have shrunk.3 Some would
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argue that the later-joiners of the EU include some outliers, inside
more in form than in spirit. In contrast there is a west European core
group of countries, larger in membership than the six founder
members of the European Community (EC), but less than the current
EU membership. The notion of a core western Europe, or ‘little Europe’
(Delors, 1992) has indeed been articulated by some practitioners, espe-
cially since 1989, as a operational organizing principle. In May 2000
Joshka Fischer (2000) attempted to launch a new debate on how to
strengthen this core Europe. Also we might note that it is the south-
eastern and north-western corners of western Europe that have been
most difficult to embrace in the west European integration process. The
north-west matters less in this context than the south-east, at the inter-
face between Europe and ‘non-Europe’ and hence a real test for integra-
tion, as Rokkan (1975) might have argued.

Third, transnational western Europe has consisted of a series of
interlocking relationships between particular neighbours, in groupings
with different focal points and characteristics. Some are straightfor-
ward to list: Benelux, the Franco–German partnership; the Nordic
family; the tangled British–Irish interdependency–each with varying
degrees of organization and each marked by points of tension as well
as by points of alignment. Others are less defined: the Dutch–German
relationship; or almost invisible: the Portuguese–Spanish relationship;
or marked by contestation: the Greek–Turkish relationship. These
various groupings form the sub-structure of the wider west European
pattern of relationships, and its external interfaces. Arguably without
these interlocking groupings the fabric of broader integration would
be less strong. The fabric of integration seems weakest in those parts
of western Europe where the local connections are more differenti-
ated, whether explicitly contested (Greece–Turkey) or ambiguously
articulated (as in the Nordic region). Conversely the fabric of integra-
tion seems strongest in those parts where the links between neigh-
bours have been most densely cumulative, mainly in the heartland of
‘core’ western Europe.

Fourth, over the past decade there have been both some newly
emerging groupings between neighbours and some sharp fissures
within previously coorganized countries. The dissolution of
Czechoslovakia and of Yugoslavia are obvious, though different, exam-
ples of the latter. The disaggregation of Belgium is a west European
example of fission. More encouragingly there is an engaging intensity
of new linkages in the Baltic region. Less intense, but interesting, link-
ages are being built in the Black Sea region. In south-central Europe,
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some would say in Hapsburg Europe, another pattern of linkages is
emerging. New channels of interaction are beginning to link Poland
with Belarus, Ukraine and Lithuania. Each of Germany’s eastern neigh-
bours is feeling its way towards a more constructive relationship with
Germany, echoing west European experiences of 50 years ago. These
various forms of new bilateralism and multilateralism are perhaps the
most dynamic feature of cross-border engagement, with echoes at the
local (cross-border) and the private levels as well. Yet many of these
new groupings straddle – and are perhaps in tension with – the
planned phases of NATO and EU enlargement. These risk emphasizing
borders counterproductively, for example to the east of Poland, or
around Hungary. Boundary issues are thus crucial in the re-configura-
tion of Europe.

This variegated pattern reveals several different transnational
Europes, serving a mixture of functional, territorial and affiliational
purposes. Where functional, territorial and affiliational purposes
overlap and have been combined and institutionalized we can identify
a pattern of deep integration. Part of the cement for this derives from
bilateral relationships between countries, through ‘multiple bilateral-
ism’, as Rummel (1982) phrased it. Elsewhere we observe forms of
shallow or partial or soft integration.

In the analysis that follows these three categories are, first, briefly
explained, and, second, interpreted in the context of systemic change
in post-cold-war Europe. To stylize the discussion a little these three
functions can also be related to particular schools of intellectual analy-
sis. Thus the functional dimension comprises the areas of substantive
concern across the arenas of public policy and private exchange, espe-
cially economic, commercial, industrial, environmental and physical
resources, and some elements of social welfare. This is the ground
defined by Haas and other neofunctionalists, now also claimed by
those (such as Moravcsik) who assert that the collective regimes to
serve national preferences on economic issues are at the heart of west
European integration. The territorial dimension comprises: issues to do
with security, internal as well as external; relations with contiguous
neighbours; and the management of borders, within and at the edges
of the system. This is where Rokkan has made such a large contribu-
tion to our understanding. The affiliational dimension includes ques-
tions of values, ideas, identity and culture, those factors that appear to
distinguish the affiliated from the non-affiliated or ‘other’, and which
feed into the societal dimension of politics. It was on these issues that
Deutsch’s transactional approach sought to clarify our understanding.
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It is around these three dimensions that we can plot the different
patterns of transnational linkages in western Europe. Some linkages
have been mainly focused on one dimension, while others have been
two- or three-dimensional. What is distinctive about the inheritance of
west European transnationalism is that so much has been institutional-
ized across all three dimensions. However, we should still recall that
this three-dimensional pattern has been articulated through different
institutional frameworks and by different actors.

The functional dimension

What we now know as the European Union is the prime and most
extended arena for functional cooperation. It is multi-scope and with
extending and now extensive scope. It reflects the limits to the func-
tional autonomy of individual countries, as Scharpf (1997 and 1998)
has so elegantly argued. It has been responsive to changing definitions
of functional needs emanating from both public policy debate and
shifts in the patterns of private exchanges. It is also often analysed, we
should recall, in the languages of agency and of interests.

Yet, we should remember, the EU does not monopolize functional
cooperation between its member countries, nor are all of the bound-
aries to functional cooperation coterminous with the boundaries of EU
membership. An array of other functional arenas coexist with the EU:
some are a consequence of geography – for example, river and marine
management; others relate to industrial and technological capabilities,
as in European space cooperation; others are narrowly confined to a
single technical sector, as in Eurocontrol for aviation traffic manage-
ment. Throughout past decades the combining European economy
always spread wider than the boundaries of the EU, hence the develop-
ment in the 1980s of the European Economic Area or the various asso-
ciation arrangements between the EU and non-member neighbours.
And, of course, hence a parallel array of private linkages between econ-
omic agents, and to a lesser extent social agents, what some have called
informal integration (Wallace, 1991).

In addition some functional linkages have developed much more
closely within smaller groups, reflecting differences in local inter-
change. Between Britain and Ireland or in the Nordic region there is,
for example, extensive free movement of labour, in striking contrast to
most of the rest of western Europe. Similarly we should note the lack of
vigorous functional linkages between some immediate neighbours,
notably in the Iberian peninsula and between Greece and Turkey. In
the first of these cases functional interchange seems to have been
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prompted by EU membership (Inotai, 1997). In the second case, func-
tional exchanges developed over many centuries have been severely
disrupted in the twentieth century.

The territorial dimension

A neglected element in the commentary on European integration is the
development of so many transnational linkages in western Europe to
address the local territorial concerns of individual countries. Primary
among these was the concern to regulate the boundary with immedi-
ate neighbours, a key concern for Germany and its neighbours, and an
overriding concern for the west European neighbours of the Soviet
Union. Both NATO and the EU have served as safety nets for the peace-
ful management of intra-west European borders, with distinctive forms
of non-alignment in central and northern Europe as a reassurance 
vis-à-vis the Soviet Union. These border security issues, at least in the
past, have been as pertinent as the conventional systemic security
issues. Even today there are still tensions in the Dutch–German and
Danish–German relationships, which weigh in the consideration of
Dutch and Danish European policies. In the Nordic region borders
between countries still represent borders between differences both of
policy and of political culture.

A second territorial concern was propelled by the cold war, which
promoted the consolidation of the various west European frameworks
to defend western Europe as a whole against the imperium of the Soviet
Union over the countries that it dominated in central and eastern
Europe. Formally the west European alliance was orchestrated by NATO
and the WEU, but the need to engage West Germany at the heart of this
alliance was served by the role of the then EC as a reassurance mech-
anism for neighbouring countries vis-à-vis Germany. Somewhat different
arrangements operated at the interface with the USSR in the Nordic
region, where defensive non-alignment complemented and provided a
buffer for NATO. It was in the south-eastern corner of ‘western’ Europe
that the synergy between NATO and the EC failed to operate. Greece
and Turkey both have long been full members of NATO, but have failed
to find a modus vivendi within the contemporary EU. The consequence
has been a persistently troubled relationship between Turkey and the
rest of Europe (Barchard, 1998). The decision of the Helsinki Europe
Council in December 1999 to confer on Turkey candidate status vis-à-vis
the EU may offer in due course a constructive solution.

A third contribution was provided by these territorial safety nets in
western Europe. With the benefit of hindsight it has become evident
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that the strong articulation of the military alliance, and the manage-
ment of sensitive borders that accompanied it, also served to control
borders for internal security purposes. The impermeability of the cold-
war boundary along the central spine of Europe was a barrier against
all kinds of potentially disturbing incomers, as was the active naval
presence in the Mediterranean sea. Individual west European countries
could pursue distinct national policies behind this shared set of territo-
rial barriers. These barriers made unnecessary an explicit policy about
the regulation of the eastern boundaries, and enabled west Europeans
to be increasingly relaxed about their internal borders (comforted also
by the low levels of labour movement inside western Europe).

The affiliational dimension

Western Europe, or most of western Europe, also developed several
shared focal points of social and political affiliation in the period fol-
lowing World War II. These had three relatively explicit and distinct
components. One was the shared value set around the variants of
liberal democratic political systems that developed across western
Europe, an important focus of transnational reassurance, and a guide
for the management of relationships with west European countries
emerging from authoritarian rule, especially relevant in southern
Europe. In institutional terms this was expressed most explicitly
through the Council of Europe and the European Convention on
Human Rights.

The value set was only implicit and barely articulated within the
EC/EU. The Treaty of Rome (1957) had simply noted that ‘any
European state’ could apply for EU membership (Article 237, EEC). The
1977 Joint Declaration by the European Parliament, the Council and the
Commission on Fundamental Rights was a rather feeble attempt at a
rhetorical statement of shared democratic values. Not until the Treaty
on European Union (Article F), agreed at Maastricht in 1991, did the
member governments note that their states were founded ‘on the prin-
ciples of democracy’ and their ‘respect for fundamental rights’. Only in
1997 at Amsterdam did they further clarify Article F to read that the
‘Union is founded on the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for
human rights and fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law’.
Applicants would have to respect these principles (Article O) and exist-
ing members might in extremis be suspended for breaching them. What
a paradox that it should have taken so long to put this into treaty
form. The current debate on the proposed EU Charter of Fundamental
Rights is another illustration of these tensions.
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A second shared affiliation was, to put it simply, around anti-
communism as an ideological rallying point. This served a dual
purpose. On the one hand it allowed the partial incorporation of auto-
cratic regimes in Portugal, Greece and Turkey within various of the
west European transnational organizations, especially NATO. On the
other hand, there was an implicit warning against the inclusion of
communist parties inside governing coalitions in west European coun-
tries, especially relevant at various moments in relation to Greek and
Italian politics.

A third shared affiliation was linked to the socio-economic compacts
developed within individual west European countries in complemen-
tarity with, and a stimulus to, the political economy mode of EC inte-
gration. In the 1950s and 1960s there was an apparent synergy
between these and a shared goal of socio-economic modernization, for
which the EC could be argued to be a vehicle. Initially, however, the
narrative was more implicit than explicit. Again a paradox – the dis-
course about the ‘European social model’ began to be articulated only
in the late 1980s in parallel with the shift towards a collective neo-
liberal economic stance of market liberalization in the EC (Kapteyn,
1996; Leibfried and Pierson, 1995; Scharpf, 1997; Streeck, 1997).

It can be argued that these focal points of affiliation were vaguely
stated and perhaps only ambiguously understood, not least in allowing
important country variations to persist under the umbrella of apparent
transnational cooperation. Much more evidence remains to be collated
on the discursive narratives of the early years of west European integra-
tion, a field of enquiry which is beginning to yield valuable insights
into the more recent period (see, for example, Diez, forthcoming; Risse
et al., 1998). Nonetheless the appeal to these focal points was a distinc-
tive feature of efforts to integrate in western Europe. It particularly
sharply distinguished western Europe from that other Europe to the
east, an other Europe that also drew on, and was reinforced by, a whole
series of images of ‘otherness’ in the eastern part of the continent and
its peripheral yet further east, south-east and to the south. These focal
points of affiliation were important constituents of the ‘permissive
consensus’ from which west European integration for so long
benefited.

On the other hand, the ambiguities in the articulation of these
shared points of affiliation provided a base for only rather soft forms of
collective policy. Within western Europe the freedom of social inter-
change, with its many manifestations of popular and cultural transac-
tions, gave the impression, but perhaps only the impression, of a
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shared social and cultural space. Its force derived much from the con-
trast with that other Europe, with such opposite characteristics, namely
of blocked social, cultural and popular transactions between west and
east, as well as among the central and east European countries.

These caveats about the ambiguous affiliational dimension notwith-
standing, it seems to be the combination of the three dimensions –
functional, territorial and affiliational – that has induced a form of deep
integration in western Europe. It has led many, both commentators
and practitioners, to conflate the three dimensions into a single model
of integration. Yet this seems to be an over-simplification. The argu-
ment in this chapter is rather that it was the ability to develop these
three dimensions through an array of different frameworks that pro-
duced in western Europe specific transnational patterns of integration.

This is not to suggest that these different frameworks have necessar-
ily been autonomous or that the different dimensions of integration
have not impacted on each other. Many of the same west European
states are involved in all of the frameworks and have built relation-
ships with each other that operate on all three dimensions. There is
thus an overlay of connections, as well as the utilization of parallel
frameworks for differing purposes. Moreover, one can observe a pattern
of ‘club’ behaviour – those within the west Europe transnational
process have developed club privileges for insiders, and thus forms of
discrimination against those beyond. The EU is by far the most articu-
lated version of this – a transnational organization with clear func-
tional goals, embedded in a wider setting with territorial and
affiliational dimensions, but not able fully to absorb those territorial
and affiliational dimensions. NATO was another club, its membership
restricted to those prepared to go to war for and with each other.

One interesting feature of the past decade has been the debate over
whether the shift from EC to EU should incorporate all three dimen-
sions to integration within a single framework. Both the so-called
second (common foreign and security policy) and third (justice and
home affairs) pillars touch on the territorial dimension (both external
and internal) outlined above. The recent articulation in the EU of some
core principles of democracy and the sketching of elements of
‘European citizenship’ assert the importance of the affiliational dimen-
sion. The debate in 2000 over the drafting of an EU Charter of
Fundamental Rights is an interesting further component. Indeed the
effort to draw the three dimensions under one framework seems to
have reinforced the ‘club’ characteristics of the EU. Nowhere is the case
for retained club privileges more vehemently asserted than in the dis-
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cussion of eastern and southern enlargement. This is a conservative
and conservationist feature of the EU, technically articulated in the
defence of the acquis communautaire, as shorthand for the club rules.

Contrasting legacies in central and eastern Europe

Before 1989 it is hard to find equivalent forms of transnationalism and
multilateralism in central and eastern Europe. The cross-country
functional linkages consisted of hub-and-spoke relationships to the
Soviet Union; they were not productive of neighbour-to-neighbour
contacts, interdependencies or agency relationships. Moreover the
then economic system removed the scope for organic linkages relating
to functional transactions. The cross-country territorial linkages and
contestations were frozen within an oppressive and armed authoritari-
anism. This provided little opportunity for boundaries to be reconsid-
ered or for societal connections to change the consequences of the
inherited boundary structure. The affiliational dimension was sub-
sumed within the tensions of an imposed ideology. Again here we
should note the absence of vectors to carry across central and eastern
Europe new and converging patterns of political and societal values
and attitudes. Instead alternative focal points of affiliation were mostly
country-bound or ethnic community-based, or sometimes under-
pinned by religion.

Central and east European countries have thus had to invent
transnationalism more or less from scratch, with the apparent beacon
of a multilateral Europe that they might join or rejoin, and with a hor-
ribly difficult set of eastern and south-eastern boundary questions to
complicate the issues across all three dimensions of function, territory
and affiliation. It was so much easier for west Europeans that they had
a great stretch of ocean to the West!

To summarize, in western Europe we can observe the appearance of a
single system, but one that was actually constructed through a series of
interlocking and over-lapping groupings and institutions. The apparent
coherence of those arrangements was partly a consequence of the dis-
tinction from the other Europe, a distinction that has lost its clarity
since 1989. Meanwhile in central and eastern Europe we can observe a
segmented history, followed by recent attempts to define European
engagement by achieving incorporation within the west European-
defined transnational system. This move ‘towards’ western Europe is
now beginning, but only beginning, to be flanked by more local pat-
terns of linkage. There are also the tragic instances of de-linkage where
(joint functions) task, territory and (affiliation) trust are all contested.
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How then should we characterize deep integration? what
lessons can we derive for the feasibility of a pan-European
variant?

West European experience reveals a distinctive pattern of integration:
multi-framework, multi-layer, multi-lateral and multi-purpose. The
pattern has included a variety of shared functional regimes; it has pro-
tected both individual and collective territorial boundaries; and it has
built on several different focal points of affiliation, which were rein-
forced by the ideological and military division of Europe. Also, there
were connections (see further below) between west European integra-
tion and wider global developments.

But it was not only the complementarity of the functional, territorial
and affiliational dimensions that underpinned this deep integration. It
was also nurtured by the particular pattern of institutionalization that
was established, especially the dense institutional fabric of the EU.
Within and through the EU institutions a variety of political, econ-
omic and even some societal actors were able to mobilize, to bargain,
and to consolidate both prevailing ideas and specific interests
(Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch, 1996). European law emerged as a
powerful instrument of discipline to induce persistent cooperation and
to turn diffuse and diverse shared commitments into concrete rules of
behaviour (Burley and Mattli, 1993). The EU arena proved especially
apposite and useful as a way of mediating some west European rela-
tionships with the rest of the world, including with that other Europe
to the east. And the EU arena also proved especially valuable as a
framework for mediating relationships between EU countries. This EU
arena was buttressed by an array of other institutionalized and espe-
cially elite-level connections. This amalgam of institutionalized
engagements is now widely characterized as a special process of
European governance (Armstrong and Bulmer, 1998; Kohler-Koch and
Eising, 1999).

The way that the EU and its governance model developed had a
number of important consequences for transnational linkages in
western Europe. First, the EU provided a rather open opportunity struc-
ture for a variety of political, economic and societal actors to become
engaged and to develop transnational connections. Societal linkages,
however, were weakly developed, their sketchiness masked for a long
time by the focal points of broader affiliation in western Europe. The
EU’s open opportunity structure particularly encouraged clientelistic
and agency relationships, and ones that were more segmented in
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pursuit of particular shared functions than aggregating across functions
(Wallace and Young, 1997). The relationships have been cognitive
rather than affective in character.

Second, the EU did not need to be all-encompassing, since other
west European frameworks and some of the smaller groupings of coun-
tries dealt with some of the other sensitive issues. Hence the curious
dialectics of common foreign and security or defence policies in
western Europe have, until recently, been spread across different frame-
works of cooperation. These have included not only the obvious and
publicly visible organizations (NATO, WEU and so on), but several
more restricted and less public groupings. Both bilateral (notably
Franco–German) and multilateral groupings have played a part, and
there has been a kind of deliberate organizational redundancy, which
has permitted choices among different frameworks.

Third, though wide-ranging in its scope, the EU has left protected
domestic political spaces in which national actors could pursue differ-
ent country-level trajectories. Latterly Ireland and the Netherlands
have been positive examples of the differentiated use of this protected
domestic space, while Greece is the frequently quoted negative illustra-
tion. To be sure where the line should be drawn between the country
and the European arenas has been a recurrent subject of debate, but
that different spaces should coexist has not as such been much con-
tested. Within the jargon of the EU discussion about which level of
governance is appropriate is channelled into the discussion of ‘sub-
sidiarity’. The academic literature contains competing accounts, some
(such as Moravcsik, 1998) arguing that individual states are still able to
exercise strategic choices about when to delegate to the EU, others sug-
gesting that the state has lost capabilities without the EU acquiring
comparable powers (Scharpf, 1997; Streeck, 1997), and yet others
(Wessels, 1997) asserting that national systems have started to fuse at
the transnational level.

Fourth, time scales and time perspectives have been important in
conditioning attitudes about previous experiences and possible future
behaviour. One part of the success of the EC in the early years was in
establishing itself as a transformation-inducing framework for its par-
ticipants. Another part of its success has been in structuring expecta-
tions about future cooperation, thus increasing the incentives for
sustained engagement. Here too there are competing explanations in
the literature, ranging between the more strategic manipulation of
commitments (Moravcsik, 1998) and the development of a form of col-
lective identity (Risse et al., 1998; Sedelmeier, 1998).
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Fifth, but much more contentious, has been the persistence of ambi-
tions on the part of some to turn the EU into a form of polity. This
ambition has led its proponents and apologists to seek to ratchet up
the content of EU cooperation and its institutional features. Thus the
extension from market integration to monetary integration signals an
effort to endow the EU with more state-like features vis-à-vis the
economy. The attempt to make the EU a security and defence arena
implies taking on some of the territorial concerns hitherto addressed
through the parallel NATO framework. Efforts to develop an EU capac-
ity to address issues of justice and home affairs – and thus the internal
security agenda – also suggest that the EU might become the focus for
addressing much more explicitly some of the other territorial and
boundary management concerns of its members. The discourse of
polity-building implies that the EU itself could or should attract the
transnational political and social affiliations hitherto more dispersed
across different European arenas of cooperation (see, for example,
Shaw, 1997; Wiener, 1998). This polity project presumes affective as
well as cognitive loyalty on the part of its members, cognitive loyalty
perhaps being sufficient to underpin shared governance.

Moreover by definition a polity-in-the-making becomes harder for
others to join. Club privileges and club identity would logically have to
be further reinforced; as Bartolini (1998) argues, the issues of exclusion
and closure need much more thorough analysis. It is not so much that
deep integration is incompatible with wide integration – the conven-
tional argument – but that the concentration of all of the main dimen-
sions of integration within a single EU framework reinforces the gulf
between participants and non-participants and makes it harder to toler-
ate varying degrees of involvement. To make this leap towards a polity
would indeed be to give the EU a quality quite different from other
European frameworks and to presuppose that a more self-sufficient EU
was no longer dependent on the coexistence and complementarity of
other forms of transnational cooperation. Yet there is a historical
paradox here, in so far as the deep integration experiment drew so
much from territorial and affiliational elements built out of the divi-
sion of Europe.

Thus we have two related and subversive issues before us. One is
whether the deep integration model of western Europe can be sustained
in western Europe, let alone transformed into a polity, in our much
altered historical conditions. And the second is whether central and
eastern Europe (or some of the CEECs) can be envisaged as sufficiently
linked on the three dimensions of integration to make deep integration
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in pan-Europe seem feasible and be made operational through strong
shared institutions. Both issues beg a further question about the dis-
junction in stages of development between western and eastern Europe.
It is a demanding challenge to create a continent-wide process of inte-
gration across countries with contextually and temporally quite differ-
ent sequences of political, economic and social development.

How then should we construe the domestication of Europe
within the politics of individual countries?

It is self-evident that we cannot answer either the west European ques-
tion or the pan-European question without more closely examining
the way in which European integration plays into and emanates from
the politics of individual west European countries. But the academic
literature gives us inadequate handles on which to grasp. Let me target
three deficiencies in the literature.

One is the overdrawn debate between those who see the European
frameworks as essentially subordinate instruments for manipulation by
national politicians and those who argue that European integration is
the evidence of the lost autonomy of countries – intergovernmentalism
versus fusion. My own preference is to navigate between these two
camps rather to join either. To be sure, if countries had full autonomy
and capability, European integration would be redundant. On the
other hand if national politics were irrelevant European integration
would not be so contested a process. A more satisfactory analysis must
surely lie in a better understanding of the push–pull between the
European and country levels of politics and governance.

A second deficiency in the literature lies in the absence of cross-
country comparisons of the range of European connections and rela-
tionships that are pertinent to domestic politics. We can find
comparisons of EU policies country by country, though not very many.
We can find cross-country comparisons of foreign and defence policies,
though again not very many. We can find cross-country comparisons
in the patterns of ideological and political values and attitudes, but
generally with slight references only to the European context. Studies
of individual countries generally fail to address all the dimensions of
European linkage that seep into national politics. Thus in my terms
few national studies pay simultaneous attention to the transnational
dimensions of function, territory and affiliation.

A third problem stems from the literature about globalization with
its strong presumption that globalization erodes the political,
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economic and social options and opportunities available in national
politics. We need to develop our understanding about how pressures of
globalization are factored into national politics and how they interact
with the different ways of construing Europeanization. Here, inciden-
tally, we should also note the emerging fashion to conflate globaliza-
tion and Europeanization, with Europeanization seen by many as
essentially a medium of globalization rather than a differentiated
phenomenon. There is a danger of misleading reductionism here.

Let me then attack my question about the domestication of Europe a
different way. My earlier argument was that west European integration
was composited from three dimensions of transnational linkage
addressing questions of function, territory and affiliation. It follows
that we should look for markers in domestic politics that relate to all
three dimensions. Thus we might expect to find different patterns of
European connection depending on how participants in a national
polity have viewed the utility and pertinence of the European arena to
each dimension and the relevant country-level preoccupations and
predicaments. I also argued earlier that European integration was built
out of a series of differentiated country groupings, which we should
similarly expect to see resonate in country-level politics. Moreover I
also indicated that, European linkages notwithstanding, there were
protected and persistent domestic political spaces, within which we
might expect to see differences between countries. Thus, for example,
we might also expect to find more synergy between country and
European levels for some countries and more tensions for others. I also
suggested that there were differences between core and peripheral
countries in terms of the intensity of their engagement in the different
dimensions of integration. Hence we should expect to find significant
differences in the way the symbols and substance of European integra-
tion are appropriated in domestic political discourse and in domestic
political practice (a point made strongly by Risse et al. 1998), but
which, as they indicate, needs further empirical and analytical investi-
gation). In addition we should expect to observe variations between
countries in the patterns of domestic preference formation on
European issues and differences in the way in which agents from indi-
vidual countries engage in the transnational institutional processes.

To cut a much longer story short, this is precisely what we can
observe in ranging across the 15 member countries of the EU, the dif-
ferent membership of NATO, and the few countries that are currently
in neither of these circles, although connected to several of the func-
tional regimes or involved in other sub-continental groupings.
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Essentially what we can observe is that in those west European coun-
tries for which the functional, territorial and affiliational linkages are
densely correlated we can identify a three-dimensional and thus wide-
ranging European engagement. Germany seems historically to be the
clearest example of this, as Moravcsik (1998) hints, but does not spell
out. In these countries the European context frames very many of the
choices in domestic politics and on the whole issue-by-issue the debate
is about how to utilize the European arena. In contrast in those west
European countries where the linkages are strong on only one or two
of my dimensions the political debate is about when and whether to
utilize the European arena – not only about how to use it. A three
dimensional engagement also generates more intensive elite interac-
tions, which then become mutually reinforcing. Thus domestic prefer-
ences are more extensively conditioned by the interaction, the
opportunities are greater to collude across country boundaries, and the
voices from such countries are more influentially articulated in 
the European arena.

Here evidently the transnational institutionalization of western
Europe has also made a difference to relative position and relative
influence. It is with this in mind that we should appraise the scope for
politicians from an individual country to situate themselves ‘at the
heart of Europe’. Domestic contestation of European engagements
seems to reflect the weaker array of active transnational linkages.

One manifestation of this seems to be that for the countries that are
outliers in the west European process of integration, the politically
peripheral, there is a striking difference between incumbent politicians
and opposition politicians. Incumbents for their period in office tend
to become locked into the European arena (though the British provide
inconsistent evidence), while opposition politicians reveal the weaker
elite interactions imposed by an EU institutional system that privileges
incumbents.

But we should add a couple of codicils here. One is that political
peripherality and geographical peripherality do not necessarily coin-
cide. Ireland and Finland both seem to exemplify strong utilization of
the west European arena and a symbiosis between domestic and
European opportunities, interestingly in both cases resolving territorial
tensions with neighbours through a form of military neutrality. There
is a longer story here in relation to Finland about the interdependence
between its neutrality and the NATO alliance. A second codicil picks
up the point about different qualities of voice within the west
European institutions. For some west European countries there has
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been a closer fit or congruence than for other countries between collec-
tive west European regimes and prior national regimes or preferences.
The political ability to exercise influence on, and structure, the nego-
tiated collective outcomes helps to reinforce attachment to the
European arena. One interesting footnote here – French governments
are rarely no-sayers on EU Council decisions agreed by majority votes
(Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace, 1997). There is much scope here for
nuanced cross-country comparisons.

By way of interim conclusion

If we then look at both western Europe and central and eastern Europe
we can see two contrasting patterns. Western Europe has a legacy of
multiple, but overlapping and mutually reinforcing, European arenas.
Plans are under discussion in effect to try to combine the arenas and,
in particular, to make the EU the predominant arena, though this is a
contested process, while several countries remain outliers. Meanwhile,
there is also a new discussion about how to redefine the role of NATO
and how to strengthen European defence autonomy in relation to
NATO. In central and eastern Europe we can see emerging a scattering
of different patterns of linkage; these are not combined and they are
not clearly mutually reinforcing – or not yet. Indeed there is some con-
tradiction between efforts to strengthen linkages with western Europe,
while also encouraging firmer links within the region.

What then of the development of linkages across the continent more
broadly? Here too we can see uneven patterns, with ‘dysergies’ (to coin
a word) as much as synergies. Let me summarize across the three
dimensions of function, territory and affiliation.

Function

We can see several different kinds of functional linkage emerging –
those promoted by and in relation to the EU, those emerging around
groups of neighbours, and those stimulated by private actors. Of these
the functional linkages around the EU seem by far the most potent,
with many applicants for full EU membership and the EU endeavour-
ing to divide (differentiate is the practitioners’ more ambiguous term)
central and east European countries into categories of accession, associ-
ation and more distant partnership. Partnership in this context is the
practitioners’ euphemism. At the private level we can begin to see ele-
ments of organic linkages in the form of production and investment
networks and we can observe that these are especially vigorous on the
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part of economic actors from particular west European countries:
Germany, Austria, Finland and Italy.

Territory

The picture as regards territorial linkages is seriously confused. The
decision to admit only three countries from central and eastern Europe
to NATO – the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland – leaves more
questions open than it resolves about the emerging security system in
Europe. Meanwhile the new territorial debate in western Europe is
about the reinforcement of Schengen and the promotion within the
EU of an ‘area of justice, freedom and security’ (to use the language
from Amsterdam). This debate is, one can argue, a more or less direct
consequence of the erosion of the old east–west border. It is already
being played out as a constraint on the way that the central and east
European countries deal with each other and on the scope for informal
linkages to develop. Hence the recent difficulties between Poland and
Belarus. This whole Schengen-plus discussion is perhaps the best
example of how the territorial issues in pan-Europe are now being
problematized. West Europeans should be very prudent here given
their dismal record over the past century in establishing borders in
those distant parts of central and eastern and especially south-eastern
Europe which were poorly understood. Nonetheless it will be interest-
ing to see how the groupings between neighbours develop to regulate
contiguous borders – the policies and practices of Poland, Germany
and Hungary will, for example, be especially interesting to watch.

Affiliation

It remains hard to discern the focal points of affiliation in pan-Europe
and thus the scope for relevant linkages. Problems of state-building
and post-communist adaptation are tough assignments for the coun-
tries in central and eastern Europe. Too much of the west European
effort has been put into crude exports of fragments of a presumed west
European model, much of this articulated around the statements of
club membership rules by the EU. Similarly as regards the development
of socio-economic patterns in the central and east European countries,
west Europeans have been keen to export muddled preferences and off-
the-peg arrangements. Their fit with the circumstances country-by-
country is less clear. The need there too for a protected domestic space
for experimentation and choice is surely important, otherwise the
scope for constructive synergy between national and European arenas
will be too cramped in central and eastern Europe. In the absence of
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synergy we might find the discourse of Europeanization becoming an
obstacle, rather than a stimulus to transnationalism, let alone a
support for modernization.

Institutions

We need to remind the practitioners of the importance of both formal
and informal institution-building as instruments of integration. There
is too much of the hub-and-spoke pattern in the current arrangements;
too little opportunity for political and economic elites from central
and eastern Europe to act as vectors of integration; too many limita-
tions on the opportunity for central and east Europeans to speak with
effective voices from which loyalties can be encouraged; and not much
scope yet for the development of the rudiments of a shared social and
cultural space.

I have argued in relation to west European integration that its simul-
taneous evolution on several different dimensions allowed scope for
constructive ambiguities, for experimentation, and for differentiated
dynamics. The process depended on a variety of building blocks, and
changes over time allowed for creative engineering as well as organic
linkages. It may be impatient and unrealistic to expect west European
policy-makers to devise a comprehensive and coherent strategy in rela-
tion to central and eastern Europe. The logic of the argument in this
chapter is to call for multiple arenas and opportunities for constructing
linkages. What clearly does not make sense is to have the debate domi-
nated by functional linkages, obstructed by new territorial segmenta-
tion, and weakly underpinned by shared focal points of affiliation.

The chapters that follow in this volume address a variety of the
issues raised in this introductory chapter. Most are written by scholars
who have been associated in one way or another with the develop-
ment of the ESRC ‘One Europe or Several?’ programme. Some chapters
throw down gauntlets by indicating challenges that need to be met, if
pan-European integration is to be feasible and if the agenda of integra-
tion is to be renewed in the context of post-cold-war Europe. Other
chapters present interim findings from some of projects funded under
the ‘One Europe or Several?’ programme. The deliberately eclectic
range of contributions reflects a judgement that we need to stretch our
understandings to encompass the different dimensions of integration.
Only then will we have a chance of grasping the nature of
Europeanization.
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Notes

1. The term ‘pan-Europe’ is used to connote the whole continent, irrespective
of where its eastern boundary might be drawn. This reflects irritation at the
way west Europeans appropriate the term ‘Europe’ to refer to their part of
the continent, as well as at the frequent elision of Europe with the
European Union.

2. Haas’ account of west European integration was disturbed by his own obser-
vations about General de Gaulle (Haas, 1975), just as many British observers
have been much preoccupied with the impact of Mrs Thatcher.

3. Norway, Iceland and Turkey inside NATO, outside the EU; Cyprus, Malta and
Switzerland outside both; Austria, Ireland, Finland and Sweden inside the
EU, but outside NATO.

References

Armstrong, K. and Bulmer, S. (1998) The Governance of the European Single Market
(Manchester: Manchester University Press).

Barchard, D. (1998) Turkey and the European Union (London: Centre for European
Reform).

Bartolini, S. (1998) Exit Options, Boundary Building and Political Structuring
(Florence: European University Institute, Working Papers, SPS No 98/1).

Burley, A.-M. and Mattli. W. (1993) ‘Europe before the Court: A Political Theory
of Legal Integration’, International Organization, 47 (1), 41–76.

Delors, J. (1992) Le Nouveau Concert Européen (Paris: Éditions Odile Jacob).
Deutsch, K. W. et al. (1957) Political Community and the North Atlantic Area:

International Organisations in the Light of Historical Experience (Princeton:
Princeton University Press).

Diez, T. (1999) Die EU lesen: Diskursive Knotenpunkte in der Britischen
Europadebatte. (Opladen: Leske and Budrich)

Fischer, J. (2000) ‘From Confederacy to Federation – Thoughts on the Finality of
European Integration’, speech at the Humboldt University, Berlin, 12 May.

Haas, E. B. (1968) The Uniting of Europe: Politcal, Social and Economic Forces,
1950–1957 (Stanford: Stanford University Press).

Haas, E. B. (1975) The Obsolescence of Regional Integration Theory (University of
California, Berkeley, Institute of International Studies).

Hayes-Renshaw, Fiona and Wallace, Helen (1997) The Council of Ministers of the
European Union (London: Macmillan – now Palgrave)

Inotai, A. (1997) Correlations between European Integration and Sub-regional
Cooperation: Theoretical Background, Experience and Policy Impacts (Budapest:
Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Institute for World Economics, Working
Paper No 84).

Jachtenfuchs, M. and Kohler-Koch, B. (1996) Europäische Integration (Opladen:
Leske and Budrich).

Kapteyn, P. (1996) The Stateless Market: The European Dilemma of Integration and
Civilisation (London: Routledge).

Helen Wallace 21



Kohler-Koch, B. and Eising, R. (eds) (1999) The Transformation of Governance in
the European Union (London: Routledge).

Leibfried, S. and Pierson, P. (eds) (1995) European Social Policy: Between
Fragmentation and Integration (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution).

Lindberg, L. N. (1963) The Political Dynamics of European Economic Integration
(Stanford: Stanford University Press).

Moravcsik, A. (1998) The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and State Power from
Messina to Maastricht (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press).

Risse, T. et al. (1998) To Euro or not to Euro? The EMU and Identity Politics in the
European Union (Florence: European University Institute Working Papers, RSC
No 98/9).

Rokkan, S. (1975) ‘Dimensions of State Formation and Nation-Building: a
Possible Paradigm for Research on Variations within Europe’, in Tilly, C. (ed.),
The Formation of National States in Europe (Princeton: Princeton University
Press).

Rummel, R. (1982) Zusammengesetze Aussenpolitik (Kehl am Rhein: N. P. Engel
Verlag).

Scharpf, F. W. (1997) Balancing Positive and Negative Integration: the Regulatory
Options for Europe (Florence: European University Institute, Policy Paper 97/4).

Scharpf, F. W. (1998) Games Real Actors Play: Actor-Centred Institutionalism in
Policy Research (Boulder, CO: Westview Press).

Sedelmeier, U. (1998) The European Union’s Association Policy towards the
Countries of Central and Eastern Europe: Policy Paradigms and Collective Identities
in a Composite Policy (Brighton: University of Sussex, Doctoral dissertation,
mimeo).

Shaw, J. (1997) Citizenship of the Union: Towards Postnational Membership? (The
Hague: Kluwer).

Streeck, W. (1997) ‘German Capitalism. Does it Exist? Can it Survive?’, New
Political Economy, 2, 237–56.

Wallace, H. and Young, A. R. (eds) (1997) Participation and Policy-Making in the
European Union (Oxford: Clarendon Press).

Wallace, W. (1991) ‘Introduction: the Dynamics of European Integration’, in
Wallace, W. (ed), The Dynamics of European Integration (London: Pinter), 1–26.

Wessels, W. (1997) ‘An Ever-Closer Fusion? A Dynamic Macropolitical View on
Integration Processes’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 35 (1), 267–99.

Wiener, A. (1998) European; Citizenship Practice – Building Institutions of a Non-
State (Boulder, CO: Westview).

NB Extracts from cited works by Deutsch, Haas and Lindberg are helpfully
reprinted in Nelson, B. F. and Stubb, A. C-G. (1998) The European Union:
Readings on the Theory and Practice of European Integration (Boulder, CO: Lynne
Rienner).

22 Rethinking European Integration



Part I
The Functional Dimension



This page intentionally left blank 



2
European Union Trade Policy:
Actually or Just Nominally Liberal?
L. Alan Winters1

Introduction

This chapter surveys the current state of European Union (EU) interna-
tional trade policy and asks where it is going. Embedded in the latter is
also a view about where it should go. By the standards of most coun-
tries, EU trade policy is pretty open, but it is not as open as is fre-
quently thought. Moreover, EU institutions for making trade policy
and the use of trade policy for tasks other than simply fostering econ-
omic welfare raise a doubt about whether, despite its liberal rhetoric,
the EU will actually be able fundamentally to open trade.

The nominal liberalism of EU trade policy is easy to establish: tariffs
are very low on imports of the majority of goods and there are few
non-tariff barriers; the EU made one of the largest liberalizations of ser-
vices in the Uruguay Round; the EU offers preferential access (that is,
reduced tariffs) to all but ten of its trading partners; and the EU has rel-
atively transparent and wholly law-based administrative procedures for
trade. The other side of the coin is that agriculture is still hugely pro-
tected; traditional manufactures also have relatively high tariffs of
10 to 20 per cent; many services are subject to tight regulation which
seriously handicaps foreign competitors; anti-dumping action allows
‘surgical strikes’ against competitive exporters; preferential trade agree-
ments can shift trade in ‘anti-liberal’ directions – that is, towards
inefficient suppliers; and most of the EU’s trade agreements are selec-
tive, avoiding liberalization in precisely the sectors where it is most
needed.

This is, of course, a half-full versus half-empty question, and in no
way do I intend to denigrate the progress in European integration, still
less to be ‘anti-European’ by pointing out what further remains to be
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done. Genuine trade liberalization is a politically difficult task, espe-
cially for a body lacking the cement of nationhood, but it is also an
important one. It underpinned much of the prosperity of the old
century and has much to offer in the new. I see my comments as an
encouragement for those policy-makers who wish to take up that offer.

The chapter has four parts. ‘Making trade policy’ considers the EU’s
institutions for taking trade decisions; ‘Most Favoured Nation trade
policy’ considers ‘normal’ – that is, non-preferential – trade policy;
‘Preferential trade policy’ reviews the Generalized System of Preferences
(GSP), the EU’s many reciprocal trade agreements and relations with
the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries; finally, there is a
brief conclusion.

Making trade policy

At face value the nature of EU trade policy is quite straightforward. The
Maastricht Treaty on European Union defines ‘an open market
economy’ (Article 3a) as a principle, while Article 110 of the Treaty of
Rome aims at ‘the harmonious development of world trade, the pro-
gressive abolition of restrictions on international trade and the lower-
ing of customs barriers’. However, these objectives are not expressed in
operational terms, are not subject to transparent review, are not
located unambiguously in the hierarchy of EU institutions and are not
viewed as binding by the European Court of Justice (Pelkmans, 1997).
Thus, while they are useful aspirations, they have rather little bite in
defining the actual direction of current EU trade policy.2

On the ground, EU trade policy is influenced by a number of oppos-
ing forces. First, although the case that openness is generally beneficial
for the economy is widely accepted, member states differ in the extent
to which they believe that general exceptions are justified. This might
be crudely caricatured, perhaps, by the contrast between the Gallic
instinct towards interventionism and the Anglo-Saxon one towards
laissez-faire. Moreover, every member state seeks exceptions for particu-
lar favoured sectors.

Second, the treaties governing the Union are implicitly strongly
‘statist’ (Messerlin, forthcoming). This is not surprising of Paris (1951)
and Rome (1956), for they spring from a statist era, but even
Maastricht prescribes active government almost everywhere. It intro-
duces nine new areas of direct relevance to international trade, of
which, according to Messerlin, none is couched in unambiguously
market-oriented terms.
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Third, the procedures and conventions for making trade policy are
essentially consensual. This certainly helps to preserve the status quo,
which in most cases is more restricted than reforms would imply. In
Winters (1994), however, I argue that it also imparts a positively pro-
tectionist bias whereby, according to theories of universalism (for
example, Shepsle and Weingast, 1981), packages tend to emerge that
allow each participant (member state) to gain Union support for its
favoured sectors. Bilal (1998) notes that in 1995, 92 out of 94 common
trade policy decisions in the Council were unanimous. Given that
trade policy is almost always redistributive within the Union (typically
from consumers/users to producers, where different member states
house these groups in different proportions) such unanimity clearly
demonstrates something other than simple case-by-case voting.

Fourth, the division of competences between member states and the
Commission complicates policy formation. During the 1980s the tussle
over who actually controlled non-tariff barriers to imports certainly led
to some barriers being imposed community-wide against the interests
of many members, for example footwear restrictions on Korea and
Taiwan (Winters, 1992). It is difficult for the political centre to claim
control of policy instruments merely to prevent their use, so it seems
likely that this tussle increased the tendency towards protection over
that period. Similarly one of the attractions of using anti-dumping
duties to head off members’ protectionist desires was that it was sub-
stantially a Commission competence. A similar tussle may be in store
over elements of services trade, for the decision by the European Court
of Justice (ECJ) on competence (Opinion 1/94) in these areas was very
indefinite (Johnson, 1998).3

A further complexity is that the Commission’s aspiration to have a
foreign policy is unmatched by its stock of instruments. Trade policy
has, for many years, been its main foreign policy tool, and as a result
receives more fine tuning than it otherwise would. Much trade-based
foreign policy takes the form of trade preferences (for example, free
trade agreements – FTAs); however, these are not necessarily desirable
economically (see below) and one needs some basic trade restrictions if
one is to exempt one’s friends from them. Developmental objectives
affect trade policy in a similar fashion. Of course, the EU is not unique
in using trade diplomacy, and, if they controlled it, member states
would also resort to it. But the larger menu of options open to sovereign
states means that trade needs to bear less of the diplomatic burden.

A fifth, related, possibility is that trade policy plays a role in settling
internal distributive questions – that is, losers in debates on internal poli-
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cies might be compensated by a ‘free kick’ on the trade field. Of course,
this might promote liberalization. However, for three related reasons, I
suspect the opposite. First, governments are sensitive to adjustment costs;
second, ‘losing’ governments are probably already facing more adjust-
ment than they wish from the internal decision; third, the political
returns to slowing down the decline of a sector are concrete and readily
identifiable (you know who in your country benefits), while those of a
liberalization are frequently not (you often do not know which sectors
will expand, and even when you do, you cannot be certain that the
expansion will benefit your nationals). It is an interesting topic for
another paper whether enlargement will change these trade-offs.

Sixth, international factors influence trade policy. Obligations under
the World Trade Organization (WTO) constrain options, sometimes in
very uncomfortable ways, and, indeed, a major decision for the EU is
how far it can live with this. The WTO also offers opportunities for
trade liberalization in Rounds or sectoral negotiations, most dramati-
cally, perhaps, by supporting European advocates of agricultural reform
over the early 1990s. Perhaps because of its decision-making apparatus,
the EU has not been good at exploiting these opportunities (Messerlin,
forthcoming). The EU did press hard for the initiation of the so-called
Millennium Round in Seattle, December 1999. Possibly this was only
for the tactical reason of trying to shift the spotlight from agriculture
in which negotiations were bound to start in 2000, but it may also
reflect a greater willingness on the part of the world’s largest trading
entity to give leadership to the world trading system. If so, the oppor-
tunity could well enhance both European policy and bolster the WTO-
system in an important fashion, now that the latter’s traditional
champion – the USA – has become so ambivalent.

From all this it should be clear that there is no simple determinism
in the EU’s future trade policy. Much will depend on the philosophy
and vision that governs policy making. This chapter argues that the
correct framework is the genuinely liberal one, in which the use of
markets is the default, moderated only infrequently and cautiously
when intervention can be shown to be desirable.4 It is not clear,
however, that this is what will actually happen.

‘Most-favoured nation’ trade policy

Since only nine out of about 180 customs entities in the world face
most-favoured nation (mfn) tariffs in Europe (Sapir, 1998, updated by
author), all the rest except one getting better treatment, one might be
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forgiven for thinking mfn is irrelevant.5 That would be wrong, for
these nine countries account for about 40 per cent of EU imports of
goods. More importantly, mfn policy also defines the bench-mark
against which other regimes are measured, and once we extend our
view beyond tariffs and beyond goods, far more partners face the ‘stan-
dard’ package of measures.

The black-spot in mfn protection in the EU is agriculture, where high
tariffs are a necessary prop for the common agricultural policy (CAP).
Even after the transition period of the Uruguay Round agricultural
tariffs will average about 16 per cent (Finger et al., 1996).6 This includes
many low tariffs – for example, on tropical beverages – so that for tem-
perate goods the average is much higher, including peaks of 82 per
cent for wheat, 152 per cent for sugar and 178 per cent for dairy
(Ingco, 1996). Agricultural protection imposes huge costs in several
dimensions. It strains the EU budget, it complicates the accession of
eastern partners, it taxes consumers and reduces real wages, and it
sours international trading relations. As the debate at Seattle shows,
while the EU remains defensive about agriculture, it is unlikely to
achieve any of its other objectives in multilateral fora.7 Even bilateral
relations suffer from the agricultural virus as the difficulties of reaching
trade agreements with, say the Republic of South Africa and Mercosur
demonstrate. It is true that the South African agreement most nearly
foundered on processed agricultural goods (beverages such as sherry
and grappa), but it is precisely because of the huge protection further
back in the production chain that these EU producers feel they require
and are entitled to demand protection.

The combined pressure from all these problems seems likely to
reduce agricultural protection in future. But if it is resisted at every
step, agricultural reform could debilitate many other areas of policy. It
would be far better – if not far easier for current politicians – to grasp
the nettle sooner rather than later, pay such compensation as is neces-
sary and get on with life in the post-agrarian, not to mention the 
post-industrial, era.

It is important not to confuse the CAP with the issue of standards in
agricultural trade. Recent concerns over hormones in beef imports and
genetically modified organisms (GMOs) are formally quite separate,
and resolving them represents one of the major issues for the trading
system over the next decade.8 European resistance to imports of these
goods lies in fears about their safety. These fears have not been
scientifically substantiated, but given the long time scales over which
problems could arise there is clearly some residual danger. The USA, in
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particular, has been prepared to bear these risks, Europe not. If the dif-
ference resides in different estimates of the risk, it may ultimately be
resolvable through scientific work, discussion and arbitration. This is
the interpretation of the problem implicit in the relevant WTO
Agreements (on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures, and relatedly, on
Technical Barriers to Trade), which call for scientific risk assessments
(albeit with a very catholic definition of science).

An alternative view, however, is that there might be perfect agree-
ment about the odds but different attitudes towards risk. This would
reflect differences in utility functions – what people desire – respect for
which is one of economists’ fundamental precepts.9 Where the risk
involved was in consumption/use such a view would justify restrictions
on imported goods so long as equal restrictions applied to domestic
production. Where the risk was only in production – for example, a
pollutant – on the other hand, this view would encourage interna-
tional trade. If Americans are happy to risk the wild-life consequences
of GMOs, Europe should be pleased to import those products in order
to preserve their own wild-life from any possible dangers, at least in
the absence of spillovers via concerns about biodiversity or trans-
continental migration of species. 

The correct degree of intrusiveness of international bodies into
domestic regulation will become an ever more pressing question as dis-
putes pile up in the WTO, and it is quite likely that it will have to be
re-opened at some stage (Rollo and Winters, 2000). The European posi-
tion is not untenable, it seems to me, but it is certainly confounded
and obscured by the protectionist baggage it carries. Slashing agricul-
tural protection would greatly strengthen the European hand on risk
issues, which ultimately is a far larger issue.

Manufacturing generally has much less protection than agriculture
in the EU, but there are nonetheless, several peaks. As Messerlin (forth-
coming) observes, in addition to high mfn tariffs in areas such as
footwear, leather, textiles and clothing, anti-dumping duties allow ‘sur-
gical strikes’ against excessively competitive imports. Thus, according
to Messerlin, fertilizers, VCRs, integrated circuits, photocopiers and
clothing all have total rates of protection exceeding 30 per cent.10 Once
one allows for these peaks, the EU tariff structure imposes significant
costs in manufacturing, preserving many sectors that should ultimately
be allowed to decline.11 Being explicit that such sectors must evolve, by
time-limiting their protection, would be a great advantage. As with
agriculture, if such declines impose great hardship on certain individu-
als it would be better to pay the necessary compensation than post-
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pone adjustment indefinitely. The difficulty is that by a conspiracy of
mutual non-interference in national trade policy objectives (universal-
ism), each member government respects other members’ support for
their producers, even at the expense of its own consumers. Thus it is
difficult to address these issues politically.

The EU has led the world in liberalizing internal services trade, and it
has also been quite enthusiastic multilaterally. There is a huge distance
to go in the latter dimension, however, and, because issues of domestic
regulation are involved, progress is extremely slow even when there is a
will for liberalization. In fact, however, in many cases, and for many dif-
ferent reasons, the will is lacking – for example, in film-making, where
French and British firms are supported; air transport, where attempts to
develop a European position have discouraged members states’ liberal-
izations; and professional qualifications. While governments (at
Community and national levels) clearly have fiduciary responsibilities
in many services areas, many restrictions are clearly protectionist in
nature. Subject to meeting fiduciary requirements, there are gains from
trade in services just as in goods. The EU would benefit from its own lib-
eralization as a service user, and if, via the WTO, it were to induce
others to liberalize services it would gain exports as well. It may also
reap a first-mover advantage (or reduce the USA’s advantage) in terms of
investment flows and/or technical advance.

A difficulty in liberalizing services (as in certain goods – agriculture,
coal, steel) is that sectoral ministries and the Commission’s specialized
Directorates-General (DGs) are involved. Created to regulate and, fre-
quently, promote their sectors, these bodies tend to have limited
international horizons and to assess what they do see in mercantilist
terms (‘exports good, imports bad’). This, plus the fact that their
narrow briefs discourage cross-sectoral trade-offs, generally makes them
poor liberalizers. What is required, therefore, is a broad and political
commitment at the highest level. Just as the single market emerged
from the dispair of failing to grow out of the early 1980s recessions, so
comparison between the dynamism of the service-driven US economy
and European sedantry could fuel a future initiative in this field.

Preferential trade policy

As noted above, nearly all the EU’s trading partners receive preferential
tariff treatment, but this is far from implying that the EU effectively
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has free trade, or indeed, liberal trade. Slightly over a quarter of
imports of goods come from countries that benefit from the
Generalized System of Preferences (GSP), about a quarter from coun-
tries with reciprocal trading agreements (RTAs) with the EU (including
South Africa and Mexico), and about seven per cent from countries
with non-reciprocal trade agreements (in the Mediterranean and the
ACP group) (Sapir, 1998, updated by the author).

The Generalized System of Preferences (GSP)

The GSP is a series of schemes operated by all developed countries to
give trade preferences to developing countries. Provided that they do
not discriminate between developing countries, these preferences are
legal under the ‘Enabling Clause’ of the GATT, dated 1979. For prod-
ucts supplied just by developing countries, zero tariffs under the GSP
could effectively provide a regime of free trade, but, in fact, its liberaliz-
ing effects are rather small. For the same reasons – which I discuss
shortly – its value to the developing country recipients is also rather
small. Hence, while it is presented as a major component of develop-
ment policy, it is in fact very much less.12

Why does GSP count for so little? First, the amount of preference
(that is, the reduction in the tariff) is graduated from 100 per cent to
0 per cent of the mfn tariff according to the ‘sensitivity’ of the prod-
ucts – that is, how much protection the EU feels it needs. Since mfn
tariffs are also so graduated by sensitivity, developing countries typi-
cally receive proportionately little relief from high tariffs and much
from low ones. In the latter cases mfn tariffs are so low that it is
hardly worth doing the paper work necessary to avoid them. Second,
very sensitive products – agriculture – are excluded altogether. Third,
trade can be constrained by safeguards or anti-dumping action if
imports grow ‘too’ large. Fourth, rules of origin impose both an
administrative burden on exporters and exclude many developing
country products from preferences because they are insufficiently
processed in the exporting country. Fifth, uncertainty over rules of
origin, product standards and other import regulations discourages
developing country exporters. Sapir (1998) estimates (exact official
figures are, unforgivably, unavailable) that 36 per cent of EU imports
from GSP-eligible countries are in categories with zero mfn tariffs, and
that of the remaining 64 per cent, only 24 per cent claim and qualify
for preferences. Finally, it is worth observing that the complexities of
preference regimes create rents in developing countries, which can be
a ripe source of corruption.
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Possibly more pernicious than these technical issues is the fact that
GSP is a so-called autonomous concession, unilaterally withdrawable or
modifiable at any time by the EU. Even setting aside such draconian
measures, the GSP requires that countries providing one-quarter or
more of the EU’s imports of a ‘four-digit’ heading be ‘graduated’ out of
receiving preferences.13

With so little assurance of access, the GSP provides a limited basis for
investment in using and producing industries. Moreover, it has now
acquired provision for deeper preferences where recipients meet EU-
defined social and environmental conditions. These are currently not
very demanding, but their potential for allowing EU influence on ‘non-
trade’ issues is clear. Overall, for those EU producers whose goods
compete with developing countries’ exports, these technical and polit-
ical conditions mean that the additional competitive pressure they
experience through the GSP is minimal.

In Seattle, the EU suggested that the GSP be extended and legally
bound at the WTO to guarantee duty-free and quota-free access for all
least-developed countries’ exports. This would remove many of the
problems above, especially if importers also agreed to forego anti-
dumping duties as well. It hardly represented a liberalization for the
EU, however, first, since the USA (perfectly predictably) rejected the
proposal, nothing happened; second, the less-developed countries
(LDCs) are so small economically (with the possible exception of
Bangladesh) that the measure would hardly affect EU supplies; and
third, the LDCs produce almost nothing that is directly competitive
with EU products, so the burden of the additional LDC sales would fall
almost exclusively on the exports of countries whose incomes fell just
outside the ‘least developed’ limits.

Preferences are great public relations, but they are not a great tool
for development. If the EU is serious about helping developing coun-
tries and stimulating its own economy, it should guarantee access
under the GSP – including freedom from anti-dumping duties and
other contingent barriers – and then gradually reduce GSP tariff rates
to zero (over, say, a 15 year period). It should simultaneously reduce
mfn rates on products of interest to developing countries to ensure
that where products are available from both industrial and developing
country producers, the latter did not get too inefficient by virtue of
having large margins of preference. This would gradually squeeze
simple production industries within the EU, but with sufficient time
to allow younger workers to divert to other sectors. Such a contraction
in Europe need not be socially disruptive, even in the short run, for
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services will generate plenty of demand even for unskilled workers,
provided that labour markets are not unduly constrained. In the 
long run, shifting workers to more modern industries should help to
stimulate wages.

Reciprocal trade arrangements

This section considers the EU’s reciprocal trade agreements (RTAs),
including customs unions, many of which go beyond border measures
to consider other factors affecting trade, such as standards and competi-
tion policy and contain financial protocols. At present these include the
European Economic Area (EEA), plus arrangements with the central and
east European countries (CEECs), including the Baltics, and the
Mediterranean countries. It also considers ‘non-traditional’ RTAs, cur-
rently with Mexico and South Africa, and under negotiation with
Mercosur and Chile, which are ‘pure’ trade agreements. With exception
of the last category, the partners involved are pretty small economically.

The deepest of the EU’s RTAs is the EEA – with Iceland, Liechtenstein
and Norway.14 These bring the partners under the full acquis commu-
nauitaire except in agriculture, which, given restrictiveness on both
sides, is excluded. The EEA is intended to deliver the economic benefits
of the single market without the political ties that bind EU members.
Effectively similar arrangements pertain to Switzerland.

The Europe Agreements (EAs), which effectively date from 1992, are
also deep by the standards of North–South RTAs. They do not apply
the acquis, but do require partners to adopt EU competition and intel-
lectual property regimes and to make efforts to converge in other
dimensions such as environmental standards. They permit virtually
free flows of direct investment in both directions and underpin this
with commitments to permit the mobility of key personnel. The latter
refers to skilled workers; unskilled workers have no formal rights to
move, although de facto, it seems that many do so. In addition to
these elements of deep integration, the Europe Agreements provide for
financial and technical assistance (considerably expanded since acces-
sion came onto the agenda), and for political cooperation.

Trade in goods was substantially liberalized under the Europe
Agreements. However, although agricultural trade was relaxed, it
remains significantly managed, and similarly, although EU industrial
imports from EA members are free of tariffs, they can be subjected to
emergency protection under less restrictive conditions than the GATT
requires and subject to political-level arbitration in case of disputes.
Thus market access remains somewhat conditional, although in prac-
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tice interruptions have been relatively few. The EA members had
longer to liberalize their imports than EU, and were also permitted
temporary reversals in liberalization, so the EAs do not yet permit
CEEC consumers/users totally free and secure access to EU goods.
Similarly, although services trade has been significantly liberalized it is
by no means completely free between the EU and EA members.

One of the least satisfactory aspects of the EAs is their bilateral
nature – each partner has an RTA with the EU, but not with all other
EA countries. This is a classic hub-and-spoke structure, which redounds
substantially to the EU’s advantage (Baldwin, 1994): the EU is a more
attractive site for activity than any CEEC, because it grants access to EU
and all EA markets; EA sites do not. The recent agreement for pan-
European cumulation – whereby inputs from any EA member can be
counted as ‘local’ for the sake of meeting EA rules of origin – has now
removed the other highly pernicious aspect of the EA-system.

The Euro–Mediterranean Agreements (EMAs) vary. Long-standing
RTAs with Cyprus and Malta were viewed as precursors to accession,
now stutteringly underway. Similarly, the Ankara Agreement of 1963
and subsequent protocol of 1970 envisaged eventual Turkish member-
ship of the EU, but appeared to get stuck in the customs union as an
interim stage, given the difficulties of achieving accession. Customs
union was achieved (on time) by 1996. At that time, however, accession
looked most unlikely and it was only in December 1999 that, presum-
ably mainly in return for foreign policy support over the 1990s, the EU
conceded that Turkey should be treated as a candidate (McLaren, 2000).
The customs union, which will rule until accession, is prospectively far-
reaching in its treatment of Turkish trade policy with the EU and third
countries and in introducing several aspects of the acquis, for example,
competition policy, standards and intellectual policy. Frictions remain,
however, such as the facility for levying anti-dumping duties on
EU–Turkish trade and the absence of a timetable for freeing agricultural
trade, which basically belie the title ‘customs union’.15 (Transition
periods of up to 22 years are permitted in other elements of the agree-
ment, so ‘no time-table’ does indeed look very slow.) Additionally
neither capital nor, of course, labour mobility is allowed for, and
neither is the liberalization of the Turkish service market required.

The ‘ordinary’ FTAs among the EMAs concern Israel and the Arab
countries. That with Israel dates from 1975 and was updated in 1995,
whereas the others are more recent: Morocco and Tunisia switched
from non-reciprocal arrangements to FTAs in 1995, and those with
other countries have yet to be signed. These FTAs have their origins in
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the Barcelona Convention of 1995, which sought to offer the
Mediterranean countries (and their Latin champions among the EU
membership) levels of commitment similar to those offered to the
CEECs under the EAs. Relative to the RTAs discussed so far, the
Tunisian FTA, and by inference the others, do not look very far-reaching:
EU market access in agriculture is not substantially liberalized, and ser-
vices, investment and establishment are effectively not included.16

Finally, the EU has negotiated or is negotiating, formally or infor-
mally, a series of FTAs with larger and more distant partners: South
Africa, Mexico, Mercosur and Chile in order of appearance. These are
restricted in coverage to goods and even here both sides exclude lists of
sensitive products – mainly agricultural in the EU. These lists have
been hugely contentious and may yet scupper the deals. The FTAs
make no attempt to extend the acquis to the partners and, unlike the
‘traditional’ RTAs, there are no effective financial protocols. They are
simple FTAs aimed at securing preferential market access.

As an economist, I view the EU’s various RTAs as differing in degree
rather than in nature. It is true that, once an RTA partner is accepted as
an official candidate, the RTA becomes embedded in a larger and
deeper process and that some of its conditions come to be regarded dif-
ferently. However, most RTAs pre-date official candidature and,
anyway, they continue to apply to countries eligible for membership
until accession occurs. Thus as a source of evidence about EU trade
policy it seems best to consider the pre-accession RTAs at their original
face value. On this basis I would argue that the whole set of RTAs
shows strong commonality. All are structured around trade and its
ancillary requirements, all have extended into areas such as invest-
ment, and most include an aid or financial component. This similarity
might prima facie suggest similar objectives, but in fact it arises because
the EU’s preferred instrument of diplomacy is commercial. Commercial
instruments require the partners to deal with Brussels directly rather
than with national capitals, and are much easier to use than more tra-
ditional instruments such as diplomatic support in world fora, mon-
etary affairs, and security arrangements. I postulate four broad EU goals
in the RTAs (Winters, 2000).

Community

For close neighbours in Europe the EU is prepared to contemplate acces-
sion. This is the area over which the EU seeks to extend the acquis.17

One set of motivations for the EU is basically cultural and political,
reflecting a vocation to unify. The EU may reap economic advantages,
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but these are minor, first because of the small size of the partners and,
second, because of the exceptions to free trade. The partners, on the
other hand, could reap large benefits from access to the large EU
market, although, until accession occurs, these are also curtailed by the
incompleteness of the arrangements. Recent extension of the official list
of candidates to thirteen suggests that community is perhaps a more
important motivation than previously thought by some.

Stability

The second motive for signing RTAs is to foster a band of stability and
security around the EU’s borders. This was evident with the EAs and
EMAs and now applies further east, in the promises of agreements with
Ukraine and Russia if they reform sufficiently. Serious peripheral dis-
ruption could disturb economic performance in neighbouring parts of
the EU, and, more seriously, could spillover in the form of violence or
migration. The EMAs are intended to address these problems by (a)
increasing the returns to labour in order to reduce migratory pressure
and (b) both directly and indirectly via increasing prosperity, fostering
westernized political and social reform. For several reasons, however,
success is far from assured. It is not guaranteed that increasing trade
will raise (low-skilled) wages in the region, especially given the exclu-
sion of most agriculture from the RTAs; there is not much sign of deep
reform, even in trade areas such as services, let alone elsewhere such as
labour markets or public ownership; and increasing prosperity might
stimulate rather than discourage migration in the short run. Finally the
popular notion that agreements provide an incentive for reform
because they can be withdrawn if reform is baulked at, is not very
plausible for the large economies like Russia and Ukraine. The EU has
to deal with them whether they reform or not.

Development

The EU is concerned, for both humanitarian and geo-political (as
opposed to Euro-political) reasons, that poverty be alleviated and
economic development encouraged. This lies most obviously behind
the GSP (above) and relations with the ACP countries (below), but also
affects the EAs and EMAs too.

Defensive

The motivations above refer to partners that lie within EU members’
traditional and local spheres of interest. Defensive RTAs, on the other
hand, all of which are recent, aim to defend EU access to distant
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markets in the face of the latter’s attempts at regional integration. It is
most obviously present in the arrangements recently concluded or cur-
rently under negotiation with Mexico, Chile and Mercosur and I would
also locate the FTA with South Africa in this group.18 It also potentially
applies to the Asia–Europe Meeting (ASEM) talks with the countries of
the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) and to the
TransAtlantic Market Place proposal with the USA, although these are
not progressing very far in the direction of preferences and are not
considered below.

Until the 1990s, the EU had grown up and pursued its trading
arrangements with other countries in a world in which it was the only
major regional bloc. Among other things, this gave it a relaxed attitude
to the GATT’s Article XXIV and meant that it was rarely on the export-
ing end of the trade diversion (see, for example, Nagarajan, 1998).
Thus, the EU had never had to worry about market access except in an
mfn fashion at the GATT. In return, through a slightly vague agree-
ment with the USA in 1974 (the Casey–Soames Agreement), the EU
agreed not to extend its preferential trading arrangements beyond its
traditional borders. All this changed in the 1990s as regionalism took
hold in a number of the world’s major economies, leading to blocs
such as the North American Free Trade Area (NAFTA), Mercosur and
AFTA (the ASEAN Free Trade Agreement).

Although one can already identify some trade diversion in these
blocs – see, for example, Yeats (1998) on Mercosur, and USITC (1997)
and Nagarajan (1998) on NAFTA – the concern is more for the future,
as the blocs come to the end of their transition periods and, poten-
tially worse from the EU perspective, consider ever deeper or wider
forms of integration. By negotiating FTAs with these various blocs or
their members, the EU can reverse the discrimination it faces on
tariffs and make a stronger case for concerning itself with their future
development. Thus as a formal FTA partner of Mercosur or Mexico
the EU feels that it may more legitimately comment on, or even par-
ticipate in, talks on the evolution of Mercosur, NAFTA and the Free
Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA). A good parallel is US demands for
a ‘seat at the table’ as the Europeans discussed their single market
programme in the 1980s, and, similarly to that case, although the EU
will not obtain full access to western hemisphere talks, the more
active its prior engagement, the more influence it is likely to be 
able to wield in regional talks. Exactly the same arguments apply 
to the ASEM relationship, which I see as basically an attempt at
entryism to APEC.
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It is less obvious that EU relations with South Africa fall mainly
under the defensive heading. On balance, however, I suspect that the
main motive was to bind the major political force and market in Africa
into the European sphere rather than risk President Mandela’s interna-
tionalist sentiment and the USA’s evident interest in the region from
leading it elsewhere. Whether the strategy will be successful remains to
be seen, however, given the scars created by the negotiation.

Especially with the disappointments in Seattle, regionalism may
surge in the near future, and with it EU defensive activity.19 As with all
regionalism, however, whether such agreements are beneficial is moot,
especially given their selectivity, which tends to avoid concessions in
the very sectors that require them. In fact, FTAs are probably less likely
to be beneficial if the partner already belongs to other FTAs than if it
does not. Partner FTAs have no effect on the net benefits flowing from
the EU import side, but reduce the possibility of earning big rents on
exports because they lower the partner’s protective barriers. The EU
would be far better to liberalize multilaterally and consistently than to
pursue a plethora of ad hoc, exception-ridden, FTAs.

Relations with the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) States

The Lomé Convention defines the EU’s relationship with 71 small and
mostly poor developing ACP countries, nearly all of which were for-
merly colonies of one of its members. Like the GSP, it too involves uni-
lateral trade preferences – access to EU markets duty free and subject to
no quantitative restrictions except for some tariff quotas – but here of a
contractual nature. The EU cannot unilaterally withdraw Lomé prefer-
ences during the life of an agreed Convention (five to ten years). The
Lomé Convention also involves special protocols for certain commodi-
ties – bananas, beef, sugar and rum – an aid protocol and a good deal
of political cooperation.

Lomé is essentially a post-colonial policy aimed at helping develop-
ment, securing supplies of raw materials and cementing EU influence
around the world (Winters, 2000, a). The first objective has largely
been a failure. With the exceptions of Botswana and Mauritius, none of
the initially poor ACP countries has been conspicuously successful in
development and several have been quite disastrous. Indeed, the record
is so disappointing that one might wonder whether development really
was the aim. Similarly, access to raw materials is much less of a
concern now than two decades ago. The last objective, on the other
hand, continues to be relevant, receiving several mentions in EU
documents dealing with the Convention’s successor (for example,
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Commission, 1997). Developing countries are becoming increasingly
important in the global economy both in terms of size, although the
ACP group is still tiny economically, and in terms of institutions;
hence a set of 71, albeit small, votes probably is a useful adjunct to EU
diplomacy.

The current Convention runs until 2000 and its successor – the
Cotonou Agreement – has been negotiated through an extremely fraught
process. Major changes were required, since the Lomé arrangements had
been ruled to be inconsistent with WTO obligations; however, to even
adjustment strains and give time for details to be developed the, EU and
ACP countries are seeking a waiver from WTO for something like the
current arrangements. The EU’s plans for renegotiation are to grant all
least-developed countries (not just those in ACP) non-reciprocal prefer-
ences, and to require other ACP countries to sign a series of region–EU
FTAs (so-called Regional Economic Partnership Agreements – REPAs), as is
permitted (at least implicitly) by WTO. There are no models for these, but
given the ACP countries’ lack of development, the nature of the EMAs
and the difficulties encountered in the non-traditional RTAs, one should
not expect anything too far-reaching.

I have argued in Winters (forthcoming) that the REPAs offer little to
either the EU or the ACP countries. A far better way of reconciling
WTO commitments with access for ACP exports would be to take the
issue to the next round of global trade talks and try to negotiate a mul-
tilateral deal. Acting only on a non-discriminatory basis and binding
the results at the WTO, this deal would reduce EU tariffs on goods of
the sort exported by ACP countries, significantly liberalize ACP imports
(which in virtually everyone’s view they desperately need), and seek
some tariff cuts from other major importers in recognition of the
increased access that they would receive to EU and ACP markets as a
result of replacing preferences by non-discriminatory policy.
Unfortunately, I do not predict success for these proposals unless the
non-EU/ACP members of WTO press very hard: despite its obvious
shortcomings, both parties to the Lomé Convention seem wedded to it
and would rather beg for an extension in the WTO than contemplate
radical solutions. Again EU policy seems more comfortable with
‘managed’ liberalization than the genuine article.

Conclusion

The EU makes the right noises for an effective international trade
policy both in goods and services. Unfortunately, while it has arguably
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achieved much in terms of liberalization over the last four decades, it
still has some way to go. The exceptions it has to liberal trade – agricul-
ture, simple manufactures and many services – and the instruments it
has to control trade – especially anti-dumping policy – are enough to
refute the view that it is fundamentally liberal. And this is not reversed
by the exceptions to the exceptions – that is, the many arrangements
to allow imports in with reduced tariffs. These tend to distort the
sourcing of imports and are, anyway, subject to many reservations.
Overall, the EU’s trade regime still entails a good deal of governmental
management.

Of course, EU policies are not set in stone and, in particular, the
process of enlargement could provide a stimulus to change. On the
whole, however, it does not seem to me that in this area one should
expect it to have a major impact. First, previous enlargements (for
example, to include the UK) have not obviously changed trade policy
much, although, of course, how it might have developed without
enlargement is unknown. Second, although most have transformed
themselves almost beyond recognition, the current candidates are not,
on average, a particularly open set. Moreover, they will face adjustment
strains from access for the foreseeable future and will not be anxious to
create more pressure by forcing the pace of liberalization; besides, at
least, at first they will be politically weak, supplicants rather than
leaders, and will probably choose to use their limited influence on
domestic and financial rather than trade issues. One of the major issues
to confront the enlarging (and enlarged) EU will be how to treat Russia
and the Ukraine, which are too large to ignore. The most likely
outcome, I suspect, is that they will eventually be offered FTAs with
the usual sectoral exceptions and strong reserve powers to restrict
imports if they boom or if there are political frictions.

It would be hyperbole to talk of a cross-roads in the early 2000s, but
there are important decisions to take about the future of trade policy.
The complex and clumsy institutions for taking these impart a bias
towards a residual protectionism, so taking the liberal option – living
up to the rhetoric – will require strong political commitment. A will-
ingness to remove the exceptions in the bilateral trading arrange-
ments, coupled with an imaginative approach to future relations with
the ACP countries would be a good start. Following that, non-
discriminatory liberalization – especially in agriculture and services,
and possibly in the context of the ongoing multilateral talks – would
stimulate the economy and ultimately boost efficiency and real
income.
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Notes

1. I am grateful to Béatrice Harrison and Shoshana Ormonde for logistical
assistance, and to Carl Hamilton, Christopher Stevens and Helen Wallace
for excellent comments on an earlier draft. None of them should be held
responsible for the chapter’s remaining short-comings.

2. If policy-makers took a dramatically protectionist turn, these constitutional
clauses may slow down their progress in that direction, but they do not
influence current debate because they are so vague.

3. Interestingly, since the ‘battle’ for trade policy has been won, anti-dumping
duties have become even easier to impose, being subject to simple majority
voting in Council. Also interesting is that in this area contested votes have
been quite common recently. Whether this reflects a passing attempt to
curb this element of protectionism or a more fundamental shift remains to
be seen.

4. Identifying market failure is not sufficient to justify intervention. One
needs also to be sure that intervention will not fail more seriously.

5. The nine are Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, New Zealand,
Singapore, Taiwan and the USA. North Korea is the exception.

6. This figure is only approximate because it relies on the conversion of many
specific duties (ECU per kilogram) to ad valorem equivalents.

7. My message here is that the EU be more radical in reforming agriculture,
not that it seek to get agriculture off the agenda.

8. There is, regrettably a covert practical link between these issues and the
CAP. Hormones and GMOs both ‘threaten’ large increases in yields, imme-
diately and directly in the case of beef hormones. If EU farmers adopted
them, their extra output would bankrupt the CAP.

9. My neighbour backed Red Rum in the Grand National, but I, with an equal
degree of (total) ignorance, did not. This must reflect different attitudes to
taking risk.

10. Messerlin warns that his list is not exhaustive.
11. Simple economic theory suggests that the cost of a trade restriction rises

with the square of its size: a 20 per cent tariff is four times more costly than
a 10 per cent tariff on the same good, (for example, Winters, 1991).

12. See Wang and Winters (1998) for a discussion of preferences in general.
Pelkmans (1997) discusses the EU’s GSP briefly.

13. There are about 1,250 four-digit headings in the EU’s trade classification.
14. In truth ‘depth’ is not single dimension: the EU’s customs unions (Andorra,

Cyprus, Malta and Turkey) are deeper in having a common external tariff,
but less deep in permitting other restrictions on trade and other inter-
course.

15. A customs union strictly requires all aspects of trade policy to be common.
16. The Israel FTA makes some progress in these areas.
17. There are cases of countries unilaterally adopting parts of the acquis, but

that is a different matter.
18. In this last case, however, development and stability are also significant.
19. The surge is not inevitable, however, because regional liberalization may

fall out of fashion as rapidly as multilateral liberalization.
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3
Pan-European Industrial Networks
as Factors of Convergence and
Divergence Within Europe
Slavo Radosevic1

Introduction

This chapter argues first, that the way in which central and east
European countries (CEECs) integrate into the wider European
economy will have important effects on the long-term growth of the
European Union (EU) and central and eastern Europe. Their integra-
tion through production networks, formed through linkages within
and between transnational corporations (TNCs), is an essential part of
the wider European integration, which includes market, as well as
institutional (or policy) integration. Next, I argue that micro-level inte-
gration in the wider Europe is neither automatic nor without its prob-
lems. Deep industrial integration is not the automatic outcome of deep
institutional integration. How far institutional integration is compat-
ible with micro-level integration is an issue that needs to be explicitly
addressed – the ways in which the two processes interact will deter-
mine the emerging industrial architecture of the wider Europe and thus
the growth prospects for Europe.

The beginnings of pan-European integration coincide with a period
characterized by trade liberalization and the expansion of international
financial markets. These processes are described in UNCTAD (1994: 118)
as shallow international integration, meaning the spread of market link-
ages through greater trade and factor flows, and government action to
reduce obstacles to these flows. In broader accounts of globalization 
the processes of financial and trade integration are closely linked to the
processes of producing goods and services, that is, what happens at the
micro-level of the individual enterprise. One of the features associated
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with globalization is that as a micro-phenomenon it facilitates produc-
tion integration and networking. In this sense it creates opportunities for
deep international integration at the firm level. Integration via interna-
tional production goes beyond arm’s length market exchanges by inter-
nalizing cross-border exchanges under the common governance of TNCs
or through different forms of sourcing or network relationships.

Interlinkages between macro- and micro-processes of integration
produce a specific economic and technological dynamic of globaliza-
tion (Radosevic, 1999a). Interlinking produces unbalanced outcomes,
with increasing integration of some geographic areas or dimensions
(competition, production, demand, finance) within the world
economy, while simultaneously leading to divergence or marginaliza-
tion of others.

Although market integration is a necessary objective of eastwards
enlargement of the EU, it is in no way a sufficient condition of dynam-
ically efficient outcomes. The CEECs are much more likely to converge
in terms of growth if market integration between the current EU and
the CEECs is reinforced by production and technology integration.
Otherwise, the CEECs could be integrated into the EU market, but
remain isolated and marginalized in terms of production and technol-
ogy linkages and excessively dependent on budgetary transfers. A
proper understanding of the conditions for ‘deep integration’ demands
a better understanding of supply-side phenomena and, in particular, of
the extent and nature of production and technology linkages between
the current EU and the CEECs.

The specificity of EU integration, when compared to other regional
groupings in the world, is the strong policy and institutional integra-
tion. Its integration process is ‘top-down’ and aims at ‘deep’ institu-
tional integration. However, the viability of political and institutional
integration of the wider Europe cannot be separated from the breadth
and depth of integration at the firm-level. Policy (macro) and produc-
tion (micro) integration are driven by different forces and can, to a
degree, be developed independently of each other. However, in the
long-term one might expect them to be compatible and to reinforce
each other. If the disparity between depth and breadth of micro/
production and macro/institutional integration is too great, this will
cause both economic and political costs for the EU and the accession
countries, and could thus undermine the enlargement process.

The need to ensure compatibility between policy and production
integration therefore raises a whole set of new policy and management
issues. Will the compatibility between these two levels of integration
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emerge automatically? Is the policy of integration sustainable if micro-
links are weak? Is the policy of integration necessary at all for micro-
integration?

The analysis of these issues should shed new light on the potential
and sustainability of ‘deep’ integration within the wider Europe. It
could also provide a basis for evaluating the current EU policy towards
the CEECs, which so far has had neither coherence nor any overarch-
ing strategy (Wallace, 1997).

Against this background this chapter explores the main issues posed
by the problem of (in)compatibility between micro/production and
macro/institutional integration of the wider Europe. In particular, it
sketches a framework for research on how East/West industrial net-
works are shaped by the policy integration processes. This locates the
problem within the discussion of growth as relevant to the conver-
gence and divergence perspective, then looks at the specific context of
industrial upgrading. This leads to the suggestion that an ‘alignment of
networks’ framework (Kim and von Tunzelmann, 1998) provides a
valuable conceptual approach for understanding the issues of indus-
trial integration in the central and east European situation.

Industrial networks in the wider Europe

The extent and nature of the linkages that emerge between the east
and west of Europe will strongly shape the competitive dynamics and
industrial development in not only central and eastern Europe, but
also in the EU. The prospect of the accession of the CEECs into the EU
raises the issue of whether East/West industrial networks will be a
factor in improving the growth prospects of the enlarged EU or
whether they will deepen the differences in levels of development and
undermine prospects for more balanced growth.

This requires some understanding about what central and eastern
Europe bring to European industry and economy. With eastern
enlargement, the heterogeneity of the EU in terms of output will
increase. In general, the enlargement will lead to a lowering of the
average GDP/per capita. Even the most developed CEE countries, like
the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia, are below southern
EU countries in terms of GDP per capita. In this respect, the enlarge-
ment would lead to more heterogeneity in the EU. Also, in terms of
trade competitiveness, other things being equal, the enlargement
would lead to a weakened trade balance and export competitiveness of
the EU. On the other hand, the variations in cost variables, such as
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wages, productivity levels, and labour unit costs, have also increased in
the wider Europe and are now approaching the range of Asian
economies (Landesmann, 1999: 5).

However, the enlargement would increase the coherence of the EU
economy in terms of economic (EBRD, 1999; Mickiewicz and Bell,
2000) and industrial (Urban, 1999) structures, and research and devel-
opment (R&D) (Radosevic and Auriol, 1998).2 CEECs are in an interme-
diate position between the EU north and the EU south in terms of
industrial structure, such as shares of labour-intensive and sophisti-
cated engineering industries (Urban, 1999). In terms of industrial spe-
cialization, the CEECs and the less prosperous countries in the current
EU are not targeting the same sectors. In this respect, they will not
compete against each other but could be complementary. As Weber
and Soete (1999: 8) point out, ‘the specialization profiles of first-round
eastern European enlargement countries and the main EU countries
with less favoured regions indicate that this [competition] is generally
not the case, with the exception of transport equipment’.

As a result of this intermediate position the opportunities in the
CEECs for intra-industry trade and intra-industry production networks
between the EU north and the future EU east are possibly greater than
with the current EU south countries. Heterogeneity in terms of
outputs, but increasing homogeneity in terms of structure and inputs,
suggest that the prospects for EU enlargement may be much better
than is commonly supposed. Significant cost differentials make more
attractive opportunities for further expanding intra-industry trade and
production networks.

Driven largely by integration into the supply chains of major
European industrial firms, the economies of the CEECs are already
showing signs of convergence to the industrial specialization profiles of
the EU north countries (OECD, 1998). This comes through an increase
in foreign direct investment (FDI) in CEECs, but also through comple-
mentary networks of non-equity links. Contrary to initial expectations,
there has been no significant diversion of FDI from the EU south to the
CEECs (Brenton et al., 1998). Nevertheless, countries like Hungary and
the Czech Republic seem to be already equally well, if not better, inte-
grated into global production networks than some regions in the
current EU (Weber and Soete, 1999).

So far, the increased heterogeneity in levels of development of a
would-be enlarged EU has been perceived as a problem. However,
based on the ‘East’ Asian experience, Zysman and Schwartz (1998: 17)
argue that the ‘heterogeneity of production functions’ within the wider

48 Pan-European Industrial Networks



Europe may offer a solution. East/West industrial networks could
operate as a mechanism for industrial upgrading. Increased differences
in levels of development are interpreted by Zysman et al. (1997) not as
a liability, but as an asset. The advantages of divergence come from the
opportunity to separate product development from production and to
minimize radically the capital requirements and the range of in-house
production skills needed for volume production and mass strategies
(Zysman and Schwartz 1998; Zysman et al., 1997).

Inspired to a great extent by the phenomenon of east Asian cross-
national production networks Zysman et al. (1997) posed the question
of whether East/West European production integration, if based on
cross-national production networks (CNPNs), would represent a poten-
tial growth opportunity, not only for central and eastern Europe, but
also for the developed EU economies. CNPNs are defined as ‘relation-
ships among firms that organize, across national borders, research and
development activities, procurement, distribution, production
definition and design, manufacturing and support services in a given
industry’ (Ernst, 1995, cited in Zysman et al., 1997: 57).

Traditional analysis would suggest that differences in wage and
development levels would structure the East/West relationship in terms
of relative comparative advantages and that it would be confined to
trade. However, the opportunity for the EU countries to incorporate
economies with such different ‘production functions’ could generate
technical dynamism through CNPNs. As Zysman et al. (1997: 59) point
out, ‘(i)nstead of essentially labour intensive low or middle skill prod-
ucts in a mature or at least declining sector, we are talking about pro-
duction arrangements in the core elements of the industrial economy,
consumer durables, and in the most rapidly expanding set of the
sector, electronics’.

Many of these observations are useful in generating hypotheses and
in defining a research agenda, but they should not be taken for
granted. The opportunities arising from differences between the CEECs
and EU as regions may be undermined in several ways: first, differences
between the European east and west may be similar to east Asian differ-
ences in terms of output (GDP per capita, wages, export unit prices, pro-
ductivity). However, differences in terms of economic and industrial
structure and of inputs (skills, R&D) have actually made Europe more
homogenous. Whether this is a favourable basis or not for CNPNs is
not yet clear. Second, the process of European integration and enlarge-
ment is also shaped by political integration. As Zysman and Schwartz
(1998: 13) point out, legal restrictions on labour reorganization and
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layoffs deter European companies from expanding networked produc-
tion arrangements. The institutional convergence and legal harmoniza-
tion are certainly not favourable to such production arrangements as
those that rest on technological and institutional diversity. Third, eco-
nomic conditions in Europe over the past decade have not been con-
ducive to rapid internationalization of production by EU firms, thereby
slowing their expansion into foreign locations (Linden, 1998: 4).
Finally, Zysman and Schwartz (1998) point out that the European
TNCs have, to date, been slow to explore the new strategies or to
exploit the possibilities for these CNPNs. Their limited involvement in
production in Asia, or in Asian production networks, means that they
have little experience in CNPNs. Those which have developed seem to
be organized as closed networks, which hinder the development of
contract manufacturing.3

International industrial networks and industrial upgrading

The crucial issue is thus whether the evolution of the wider European
economy will, through some mixture of trade and foreign direct invest-
ment (FDI) lead to the industrial upgrading in central and eastern
Europe as well as in the EU. More specifically, under what conditions
can policy, trade and production-based integration become a vehicle
for industrial upgrading. As Ernst (1999: 32) points out ‘the dynamic
coupling of domestic and international knowledge linkages is of criti-
cal importance for economic growth in a globalizing world’. Growth is
dependent on the way countries integrate into the global economy,
not only from national factors but also through the strategies of
foreign enterprises. An understanding of this process is essential to
gauge the prospects for ‘catching up’ in a globalized world economy. It
follows that the emerging policy issue is under what conditions can
international linkages be leveraged as carriers for industrial upgrading.

Participation in global commodity chains is a necessary step for
industrial upgrading, because this is what puts firms and economies on
a ‘potentially dynamic learning curve’ (Gereffi, 1999: 339) or generates
‘dynamic learning’ (Radosevic, 1999a). As Ernst (1999: 1) points out,
‘(i)nternational linkages can recharge domestic knowledge creation,
provided appropriate policies and firm strategies are in place’. Also,
‘under certain conditions, international linkages can compensate for
initially weak domestic linkages’ (1999: 32). However, there is nothing
automatic about the coupling of domestic and foreign networks.
Constraints on the knowledge flow and knowledge generation within
international production networks can be due to a variety of factors
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specific to firms, as well as to other factors related to the role of the
state or features of the market.

The economic and business literature on industrial networks is
mostly focused on modes of entry (full ownership versus arm’s length
relationships versus alliances). The emphasis is on transaction costs
and the theory examines the TNC as one of several possible ways of
organizing economic activity and explains why and when this particu-
lar form will be chosen in preference to its various alternatives. The
dominant explanation is the OLI-framework, or Eclectic Paradigm of
International Production (Dunning, 1993). This holds that TNCs have
a specific competitive advantage (O) that is better leveraged internally
(I) by physically setting up a number of assets in the host country (L).
Within this framework alliances are interpreted as cases of ‘incomplete
internalization’. TNCs are interpreted as economic institutions that
internalize the nonpecuniary externalities resulting from ‘natural’
market imperfections. The basic concern within this framework is to
understand when the markets for intermediate inputs will be subject to
such high transaction costs that hierarchical coordination becomes
more efficient than the market.

By focusing on markets and hierarchies as the fundamental modes of
organization, transaction cost analysts often do not consider the diver-
sity of organizational arrangements that are contained within the
alliances. By focusing on given transactions, transaction analysis over-
looks the dynamic interaction between organizations and transactions
and the ways in which established organizations can develop new
additional transactions (Meyer, 1998). The importance of the social
networks in which alliances operate provides a much richer explana-
tory framework for understanding the growth and the issues of strate-
gic management (Gulati, 1998).

The link between international industrial networks and growth has
been dealt with only partially with relation to FDI (Dunning and
Narula, 1996; Narula, 1996; Ozawa, 1992; Vernon, 1966). The problem
with these explanations is that their limited number of explanatory
variables especially neglect both broad political variables and the
variety of country- and sector-specific factors. The complexity of vari-
ables that are relevant to the framework explains in part why research
on these issues of global industrial trade and production networks and
their linkages to growth and industrial upgrading lacks a coherent
theory and is relatively under-developed.4 These limits to the research
so far are evident in accounts of both aspects of the problem: industrial
upgrading; and international linkages to the national innovation
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systems. An important weakness of innovation system theory is its
neglect of the international dimension (Ernst, 1999: 2), in particular
how much international industrial networks matter for the process of
national industrial upgrading and also which variables matter in this
process of interaction. Similarly, the notion of industrial upgrading as
such remains vague,5 although it is said to go beyond R&D in explain-
ing industrial progress.

It is usually assumed that, when integration takes place at the pro-
duction level via the establishment of subsidiaries and link-ups
through joint ventures, this will automatically bring some degree of
integration at the technological level. This is not necessarily the case.
The EU and central and eastern Europe are full of individual instances
where production integration is not followed by technological integra-
tion. Hence this is one of the key issues in the cohesion debate.

If we start from an international industrial networks perspective,
then our efforts to understand the industrial upgrading framework
needs to focus on the relative position of firms or countries in interna-
tional trade or supply networks. In order to apply this framework to
central and east Europe we must first establish empirically which posi-
tions producers from CEE occupy in international production chains
and how these positions can be explained. Only then can we attempt
to understand the dynamics of these networks. Being plugged into the
global production network and having access to world markets do not
guarantee that a ‘dynamic learning’ capability is acquired.6 Enterprises
may remain in the same technological positions within production
networks, because the structural barriers against moving upward are
too high to overcome. This suggests that the learning process through
international production networks is not a continuous, but a discon-
tinuous, process. In technology ‘catching up’ enterprises have to pass
through several distinct phases, each with specific learning and capa-
bility requirements.

Here two questions seem to be important for explaining the growth
aspects of East/West industrial networks. The first, is whether opportu-
nities and requirements for growth in central and eastern Europe via
trade and international industrial networks depend on the position that
domestic enterprises occupy in those networks. Are opportunities for
technology transfer and growth determined by the ‘club’ or network to
which the enterprise is attached? For example, are the opportunities for
moving up the ladder of technological complexity the same for a
central European component manufacturer as for one in western
Europe when supplying Nissan or Ford? Second, how can domestic
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enterprises move from lower to higher value-added positions within
production networks? For a domestic economy a higher value-added
position should, in principle, ensure more spillovers and more technol-
ogy inflows, as well as more opportunities for domestic clustering.

A better understanding of the nature of production networks in
central and eastern Europe should tell us more about their dynamic
potential. The discussion and research on this has already started. For
example, Ellingstadt (1997) argues that we are witnessing the emer-
gence of technologically stagnant East/West networks which resemble
Mexican maquilladora types of relationships. Radice (1995: 307) makes
a similar point in suggesting that the region will be a case of ‘depen-
dent national capitalism, integrated into the capitalist world economy
on the now standard liberal lines, yielding a tolerable living standard
for most of their citizens, but with the permanent high unemploy-
ment and inequalities typical of the semi-periphery’. In this version of
the story central and eastern Europe can operate only as a low cost
and low skilled labour base with limited possibilities for technological
integration.

In an alternative story, some suggest that central and eastern Europe
could complement western production in a different way. Zysman and
Schwartz (1998: 15) point to the example of German firms, which are
drawing on the low cost and low skilled labour, but in such a way as to
develop ‘distinctive complementary, production capacities’, which
enable them to develop ‘distinctive product and market strategies’.

The testing of these two propositions requires far more empirical
research, since it seems inappropriate to reduce the determinants of
central and eastern Europe as a location to either market access or cost
reductions. International production involves a much more complex
agenda where market access and cost reduction have to be reconciled
with other requirements, such as operational flexibility, services, deliv-
ery, quality and technology.

However, even when we get a rough picture of the factors behind the
individual positions of central and east European industries in interna-
tional production networks we may still miss the most important
aspect of the problem: the dynamic potential of the initial positions
and factors that influence industrial upgrading. Factors relevant to the
static requirements for efficiency in resources allocation (cf. make or
buy framework) tell us little about the dynamic requirements of learn-
ing and innovation.

A further issue relates to the mechanisms of interactive learning, or
diffusion of knowledge to domestic companies from foreign affiliates
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or from other domestic companies, which are plugged into inter-
national sourcing networks. The dynamic effects for the economy are
stronger when related domestic suppliers or buyers are involved. The
integration of sectoral technological flows with individual production
capability comes from the clustering of firms and from network exter-
nalities. Globalization may weaken this integration through different
forms of ‘enclaves’ (maquilla, export processing zones, subsidiaries
highly isolated from the host economy) unrelated to domestic sectors.
The gain of world market share through ‘enclaves’ is not necessarily
related to an improvement in productivity or to a structural change in
the pattern of industrialization.7 Finally, if the Canadian experience
can be of relevance to central and eastern Europe, then it shows that
there the positions of firms within international production chains are
changing, mainly due to the capabilities of local subsidiaries. On the
sample of Canadian world product mandates, (defined as any sub-
sidiary responsibility that extends beyond its own market) Birkinshaw
(1996) and Birkinshaw and Morrison (1995) come up with several
important conclusions. First, mandates are usually earned, not given.
Second, mandate development is fundamentally subsidiary driven.
Third, responsibility over several production or business management
functions gives a subsidiary more control over its destiny than manag-
ing a single function. Fourth, the sustainability of mandates depends
on the strength of a firm and country-specific advantages.

This brief overview of the conceptual understanding of the linkages
between industrial upgrading and international industrial networks
shows that we still lack a comprehensive conceptual framework.8

However, a range of concepts and theories can illuminate different
aspects of industrial networks.

Networks and their alignment: a framework for research

An approach that could take into account the diversity of factors that
shape industrial integration of the wider Europe would need to be
based on the three basic assumptions set out in the following sections.

Industrial organization and political economy perspectives merged

The internationalization of production networks cannot be explained
only through an economics or business economics perspective. In partic-
ular the understanding of alliances and more broadly of industrial net-
works cannot be framed within the purely economic ‘make or buy’
framework, which is rooted in the transaction cost perspective.9
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Variables that might be considered ‘political’, in the broadest sense of
the term, must be taken into account. These variables include institu-
tions, whether economic or political, systems of innovation, different
political and corporate governance regimes, and socio-political coalitions
(Hall, 1997).

The classical choice posed in the literature is between arranging to
produce some good or service ‘in house’ and acquiring it elsewhere
through the market. An increasingly common third option is to enter
an alliance or network. From an economic perspective these choices
are seen as being based on cost efficiency criteria. TNCs are very rarely
seen as agents with market power whose expansion can be explained
by collusion or monopoly power (Hymer, 1972). TNCs are too often
seen as organizations that take country factors as given, and that try to
internalize specific locational advantages or to avoid locational disad-
vantages. The mainstream interpretation of FDI is as an internalization
framework, following transaction costs theory. As Dunning (1991)
argues, internalization theory is a leading explanation of why a firm
should engage in FDI rather than the market.

However, we contend, this approach cannot explain the level, struc-
ture and location of international production as claimed. If we are to
understand the emerging industrial architecture of the wider Europe,
the internalization framework, with its ‘make or buy’ dichotomy seems
far from sufficient to explain country and sectoral differences in the
extent and structure of industrial networks. Even though the internal-
ization framework can illuminate the choices between make or buy, it
cannot say much about the growth of a particular firm or a group of
firms (Cantwell, 1991). The growth of the individual firm is to a great
extent a result of internally generated growth associated with firm-
specific advantages. Nevertheless, within a Coasian or transaction costs
framework ownership-or firm-specific advantages are not essential.
Firms basically adjust to external conditions and are not able them-
selves to shape the modes of entry. However, empirical research
anchored to a resources-based theory of firms suggests that firms can
actively shape their industry environment. This is indeed the case in
central European industries, where the entry of large investors has
changed the nature of competition in the sector.

All this points to the insufficiency of a ‘make or buy’ framework to
understand the changing emerging international industrial networks
in central and eastern Europe. As pointed out by Kim and von
Tunzelmann (1998: 4), ‘[t]he “make or buy” decision may however
be amalgamated with the political governance perspective, and the
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decision seen as one that may take place variously in firms, networks
or countries’. The variety of ‘make or buy’ decisions will be seen as
shaped not only through OLI (ownership–location–internalization)
variables, but also by a broader set of political variables. The point is
that TNC networks will be determined not only by the ‘make or buy’
decisions of foreign enterprises, but will also be formed in interac-
tion with a larger set of external variables in both the host country
and the world market. This suggests that we should merge the
approach based on industrial organization with a political economy
perspective.

Multi-level factors that shape industrial networks

The inclusion of political variables into the analytical framework
inevitably requires an understanding of different levels of analysis. In a
review of different theoretical approaches to FDI and TNCs, Cantwell
(1991) concluded that they addressed different questions and levels of
analysis, even though in addressing different aspects of the question
each approach – market power, internalization, macro and business
administration – claimed to be comprehensive. There is not as yet a
consensus on the full range of factors that shape industrial networks.
In what follows here we implicitly accept the contingency-based view
of alliances or industrial networks of Lorange and Roos (1992). This
assumes that no particular type of network is better, nor universally
more correct, than another (Britto, 1998). The choice of networks is
dependent on the particular conditions at hand. Furthermore, in con-
trast to the international business literature, which finds contingency
considerations only within the set of strategic features related to
partner firms, we propose a framework in which variables that influ-
ence the formation of networks are broader in scope and include state
actions by governments in central and eastern Europe, sectoral features
and EU policies. This need for the inclusion of different levels is neces-
sary because of the proliferation of actors, which influence how
international production networks are shaped.

As Strange (1996: 189) argues very persuasively we live in a world of
diffused power. ‘(T)he power had shifted upward from weak states to
stronger ones with global or regional reach beyond their frontiers, that
power had shifted sideways from states to markets and thus to non-
state authorities deriving power from their market shares, and some
power has “evaporated”, in that no one was exercising it’. Similarly,
Dunning (1997) argues that contemporary capitalism has changed
towards alliance capitalism, where the relationship between govern-
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ments and TNCs has turned from being hostile to more cooperative
and more interdependent. This requires us to take into account the
actions of many more actors (TNCs, international organizations,
national and local governments, non-governmental organizations), if
we are to understand the patterns of the international production and
knowledge linkages. Each level (national, global, local or firm) plays a
role in shaping global industrial networks. For example, country
factors in central and eastern Europe can explain functional types of
FDI, but not its extent, volume and structure (Lankes and Venables,
1996). Since there is not a smooth functional relationship between
levels of FDI and a country’s progress in economic transformation this
suggests that sectoral, firm and other institutional variables play a role.

The strategies of large firms, for instance, may often be more decisive
than country-specific variables in shaping the sectoral patterns of
international production networks. As von Tunzelmann (1995: 10)
points out, ‘by endogenously changing their circumstances through
technological accumulation, firms may ultimately alter the national
system itself’. New systems of innovation in central and eastern Europe
will be strongly shaped by the way enterprises develop and integrate
their business functions. Hence the analysis should extend to the level
of the individual firm, especially in those cases where large foreign
investors can change the entire structure of the industry.

Globalization is also relevant. As Chesnais (1995: 85) put it: ‘ “global
markets” are exclusively markets where purchasing power and interme-
diate inputs are effectively located’. This implies that the scope of
‘globality’ is relative to each specific case and differs across different
dimensions. Financial markets and competition are more globalized
than production and sourcing networks. An industry can be global in
the sense that the industrial competition is global, that is, a situation
of ‘mutual global market dependence’, although this does not imply
that production, let alone technology, in that industry is globalized.

Alignment of various networks

The pattern of industrial relationships can be seen as an alignment of
various networks. Ernst (1999: 32) points to the ‘co-evolution of
international and domestic knowledge linkages that explains Korea’s
extraordinary success in information industries’. Kim and von
Tunzelmann (1998) stress the alignment of networks as an explanation
for the Taiwanese success in information technology. Network align-
ment comes as a result of effective coupling between nationally specific
systems and the global (regional) production networks. The issue is not
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only ‘developing networks, but of integrating locally and nationally
emerging networks with global network structures’ (Kim and
Tunzelmann, 1998: 1). Hence we need to examine the ways in which
markets, firms, governments in central and eastern Europe and EU
actions can bring about the ‘alignment’ of these networks.

By plugging themselves into global supply networks domestic firms
in central and eastern Europe can externalize their disadvantages in
accessing markets, technology and finance by surrendering control to
foreign owners. Foreign investors then operate as compensatory mech-
anisms for weakened domestic firms. Weak national networks are likely
to have small growth potential if not aligned to foreign networks.

However, whether an alignment of networks will take place depends
not only on such linkages, but also on the nature of each individual
network. For example, robust industrial networks elsewhere have
developed political governance and corporate governance that match
each other, but this is not the case in central and eastern Europe. An
overview of corporate governance in the former Soviet Union by
Estrin and Wright (1999) shows that slow progress in transition arises
from weaknesses in implementing effective corporate governance, as
well as from weaknesses in the broader economic environment
(capital markets, banks, product markets). In this case, weakness 
of national industrial networks hampers their alignment with global
networks.

The more national and local networks are developed the more sus-
tainable will be their alignment with foreign firms and networks.
Following Kim and von Tunzelmann (1998) a comprehensive analyti-
cal framework should include all three dimensions – global, national
and local networks – as well as their interactions. The major problem
here is methodological – how to combine systematically and integrate
research on all three dimensions. A mechanical combination of sector,
country and micro studies is unlikely to be sufficient.

Network actors and linkages

From a business studies perspective global production networks are pri-
marily seen related to firms’ strategies and the role of cooperative
alliances (see, for example, Dussauge and Garrette, 1999). Indeed, cor-
porate behaviour and strategies are essential for understanding the
dynamics of production networks. However, if we are to understand
the role that networks play in growth then we should not ignore the
wider relationships within which corporate decisions are taken, for
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example government strategies, especially privatization, and EU policy
interventions.

Another very important element is to understand which the main
network organizers are, potentially or actually, that could undertake
the task of organizing cross-national production networks.

Foreign multinationals often act as focal points within networks as
the key actors controlling and directing other players. On other occa-
sions, a domestic player may emerge in that role. Sometimes, it is a
combination of the two. Where foreign firms take the lead role, there
are often immediate advantages in terms of finance and access to tech-
nology, but these may be offset by limited long-term growth potential;
the lack of endogenous R&D, for example, and implicit market-sharing
with existing European operations both set clear limitations. Domestic-
led modernization is likely to be slower, but promotes the develop-
ment of indigenous capabilities, which grow ‘from within’ and are,
therefore, deeply implanted into the process. However, lack of finance
and difficulties in accessing state-of-the-art technical skills (which have
to be learned from foreign firms) make such a process hazardous. This
explains why the modernization process often ends up being led by a
combinations of foreign and domestic players. A review of industry
studies in six industrial sectors across central and eastern Europe sug-
gests that the incidence of foreign-led modernization is much more fre-
quent in central Europe than in Russia and eastern Europe (Romania,
Bulgaria) (Radosevic, 1999b).

Another way of addressing this issue is through the notion of lead
firms, an idea developed in a different context. In a different context
but with similar concerns, this issues has been addressed through the
notion of lead or flagship firms. Rugman (2000) points out that the
flagship firm stands at the hub of an extensive business networks, or
cluster. The flagship has long-term relational contracts with the key
suppliers, key customers, key competitors and the non-business infra-
structure. The strategy of the lead company thus directly affects the
competitive position of other network participants. Ernst (1999: 15–16)
points out that ‘(t)he lead company derives its strength from its control
over critical resources and capabilities, and from its capacity to coordi-
nate transaction between different network nodes. Both are the sources
of its superior capacity for generating economic rents. Growth and
strategic direction of suppliers is heavily determined by the lead firm’.

Gereffi (1999) echoes our concerns about central and eastern Europe
in highlighting points to the key question of who will be the main
‘organizing agents’ in modernizing commodity chains in Mexico due
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to NAFTA.10 At the core of this are the problems of coordination
among, and complexity of, production networks. Thus it is mainly the
simple production networks, that is, woodworking, the garment indus-
try, or bulk commodities, that are re-orienting themselves relatively
easily to world markets. In foreign trade this shift is found in the
strong rise of labour-intensive, supplier-dominated and commodities-
based sectors (see Guerrieri, 1999a,b; Kubielas, 1999; Landesmann,
1997).11 Elsewhere (Radosevic, 1999c) we argue that the prospects for
rebuilding the economies of central and eastern Europe are not only
conditioned by (dis)economies in production, but can also result from
the inability of actors in production networks to self-organize due to
institutional uncertainty and coordination failures, which hinder the
self-organization of industry.12 This process affects whether or not
network organizers emerge to promote trade, production or innovation
linkages.

Who is likely to be a network organizer in the post-socialist context?
Limited and unsystematic evidence shows that there is a wide diversity
of network organizers. Network organizers are any actors with the neces-
sary capability and resources – a user or supplier firm, a bank, a holding
company or a financial-industrial group, a foreign trade organization, a
design institute, a foreign firm or, in some cases, even the state. Given
the management, finance and technology gaps in central and eastern
Europe described in Radosevic (1999b) it is foreign companies that, for
the time being, seem to be the most active network organizers.

However, network restructuring is not the result of the activities of
foreign investors alone. As Tulder and Ruigrok (1998: 36) show in the
case of car industry, a tiered structure of countries developed in the
region is triggered by an interaction of firms’ strategies and govern-
ments’ policies mediated by trade and industrial policies. In some
cases, for instance the case of Suzuki in Hungary, the network align-
ment is very weak and might be better defined as a network failure
(Swain, 1998).

Conclusions

With the reintegration of central and eastern European countries, the
European economy has become much more diverse and varied in
terms of production and technology structures. Also, the process of EU
enlargement is taking place at a time when trade patterns are being
strongly shaped by the complex integration strategies of TNCs, involv-
ing the construction of international production networks across
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national boundaries. This brings together issues relating to trade
policy, FDI and other forms of linkage in the production and technol-
ogy field. The chapter discussed the role of East/West industrial net-
works in reinforcing the competitive advantages of the EU and CEECs.
However, we also stressed that it is not inevitable that the process of
industrial integration will be positive, integration could also lead to the
erosion of the national, or even regional, bases of competitiveness.
This raises the question of what the requirements would be for a
‘win–win’ situation.

The literature on national systems of innovation shows that the roots
of technological competitiveness remain distinctly national (Lundvall,
1992; Nelson, 1993). What we may expect to see over the next period,
therefore, is a new emerging European economic architecture which
will be shaped by a multiplicity of corporate linkages and the interac-
tion of corporate and national competitive strategies. How this evolves
will depend on the modes and patterns of production and technology
integration of central and eastern Europe into the wider European
economy, phenomena that we still do not understand well enough.
Although market integration is a necessary objective of EU enlargement,
it is in no way a sufficient condition for dynamically efficient outcomes.
The chances of convergence by the economies of central and eastern
Europe in terms of growth are much more likely if market integration
(‘shallow integration’) between them and the current EU is reinforced
by production and technology integration (‘deep integration’).
Otherwise, these countries could end up politically integrated into the
EU, but isolated and marginalized in terms of production and technol-
ogy linkages and excessively dependent on budgetary transfers.

Given that the specificity of European integration, as defined by EU
membership, is ‘deep’ institutional integration, the issue of its links
with industrial integration warrant more attention. A proper account
of the conditions for deep integration demands a better understanding
of supply-side phenomena, in particular of the extent, factors, and
nature of production and technology linkages between the current EU
and the countries of central and eastern Europe. This chapter has
developed a line of analysis that could help to resolve some of the
‘blank spots’ indicated.

We examined how best to understand the role of global industrial
networks in central and eastern Europe and the way in which they are
contributing to growth in the region, as well as in the EU. The oppor-
tunities for, and constraints in, industrial upgrading are particularly
important. Our conclusion is that if we want to understand the emerg-

Slavo Radosevic 61



ing industrial architecture of the wider Europe, then perspectives
drawn from industrial organization have to be combined with political
economy perspectives. Different theoretical approaches to FDI, among
which the ‘make or buy’ perspective is dominant, have been distin-
guished from political economy approaches.

The basic difficulty with combining these different approaches is to
define which variables should be taken into account (Hall, 1997). Our
unit of analysis is industrial dynamics and this is necessarily an ‘open
system’. As Lundvall (1998) points out ‘(I)industrial dynamics is not
linked to one specific level of aggregation in terms of micro-, meso-, and
macro-analysis (b)ut present a specific perspective on the firm as an
open system that is affected by and affects wider systems’ (p. 2–3 cited
in Ernst, 1998). To get to grips with this requires both multi-level and
multi-dimensional investigation. The intersection between different
networks is either nationally or sectorally specific and involves a variety
of the governance factors that hinder or facilitate alignment of different
networks. Kim and von Tunzelmann (1998) offer a valuable framework
for analysing the (mis)alignment of networks. However, this does not
solve the problem of how to understand the nature and quality of net-
works that (mis)align. Differences in types and qualities of national,
global and local networks influence how this alignment will take place.
In the context of central and eastern Europe, even though governments
are not able to fully enforce property rights, this alignment does some-
times take place, although with important effects on the ways in which
firms from the region become integrated into global networks13. As the
formal processes of accession move forward, EU decisions on policy
alignment will increasingly impact on the economic processes.

Notes

1. This chapter draws on a project on ‘The Emerging Industrial Architecture of
the Wider Europe’ funded by the ESRC ‘One Europe or Several?’
Programme, award number L213252037.

2. According to EBRD (1999: 89) in the more advanced central European
countries, industrial employment as a share of the total had stabilized by
the mid-1990s at a level above that in comparable market economies.

3. While the first argument is valid, the second may not reflect what seems to
be happening. Research by Tulder and Ruigrok (1998) on strategies of EU
companies in the car industry of central and eastern Europe shows that the
majority operate as open networks.

4. For modelling of the backward and forward linkages through which domes-
tic firms can overtake and force out FDI, see Markusen and Venables (1997).
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5. Gereffi (1999: 51, 52) defines industrial upgrading as ‘a process of improv-
ing the ability of a firm or an economy to move to more profitable and/or
technologically sophisticated capital and skill-intensive economic niches’.

6. By this we understand learning through continuous access to markets and
technology which puts a firm on the path of technology accumulation and
enables its ‘catching-up’ or ‘forging ahead’. This is in contrast to the one-off
import of technology and subsequent learning behind the protective
barrier. The experience of developing countries suggests that the learning
behind the barrier is inferior in a dynamic sense to learning which is linked
to continuous access to foreign markets (Radosevic, 1999a).

7. For example, the Mexican maquilla specialization has not been followed by
changes in either the development of production capacity or technological
capabilities (Capdeville et al., 1996).

8. For example, Caves (1996: 237) concludes that ‘the relationship between an
LDC’s stock of foreign investment and its subsequent economic growth is a
matter on which we totally lack trustworthy conclusions’.

9. See Kay (1991) for the critique of this perspective in the case of TNCs.
10. Gerrefi (1999: 67) defines organizing agent as ‘those firms, foreign and

domestic, that could enhance the competitiveness of the apparel commod-
ity chains in Mexico through backward or forward linkages with major pro-
ducers and retailers’. ‘The lead firms in manufacture centered and retailer
centered networks in the North American apparel commodity chains are in
a position to play a direct role in upgrading Mexican domestic industry’
(68). He predicts that ‘sourcing intermediaries will emerge in Mexico to
perform the same kind ‘full package’ services that trading companies and
integrated manufacturers provided in ‘East’ Asia’ (68).

11. For evidence in the case of Baltic economies see Radosevic, 1997b.
12. The difficulty with the empirical testing of this argument is that in real life

self-organization ability may not be the only constraint; the state of
demand, domestic and foreign, may also be an influence. Also, strong
import competition or export restrictions from EU in ‘sensitive sectors’ like
agriculture may hinder self-organization of an industry.

13. For example the enforcement of property rights in Ukraine is much less
effective than in central Europe. Under the conditions of little property
rights security and third party enforcement Pivovarsky (1998: 33) concludes
that ‘MNEs that were successful in establishing production in Ukraine
utilised strategies that aligned their interests with those of the discretionary
government. They choose integration with the government bureaucracy by
sharing part of the cash flow rights on their assets with the government
agents. Joint ventures with local state owned enterprises were one avenue
for integration with the government agents and aligning their interests
with those of the MNE’s owners’.
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4
Functions, Levels and European
Governance
Ben Rosamond1

Introduction

The period since 1945 has seen the remarkable growth of a set of insti-
tutions associated with the processes of European integration. At one
level, the informal dynamics and formal decisions that have together
resulted in the contemporary European Union (EU) can be thought of
as the product of one of the most sustained attempts to ‘think other-
wise’ about one of the most perplexing problems of human gover-
nance. For the purposes of this chapter, this problem will be labelled
the ‘functions/levels dilemma’, though beneath that convenient term
sit many complex and contested issues.

In essence the functions/levels dilemma invites us to think about the
most appropriate way of delivering authoritative policy outputs. The
term ‘governance’ is useful here because it does not necessarily associ-
ate regulation, stabilization, distribution and other authoritative func-
tions with the formal institutions of government. Moreover, it is not
only the way in which authority is exercised that is at stake, but also
the level at which it is exercised. Thus, it may be that some areas of
economic and social activity are more effectively regulated beyond the
conventions of national territory.

That said, (western) Europe has gone further than any other region
in ‘thinking otherwise’ about the functions/levels problem. It is
perhaps the place where serious questions about governance are most
frequently posed. Is the nation-state the most effective capsule to
secure peaceful coexistence among states, and to what extent does the
nation-state, and the states system it spawns, contribute to efficient
and prosperous allocation of resources? The European Communities
(EC) emerged out of these impulses at a time – in the wake of World
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War II – when creative thinking about governance was decidedly plaus-
ible. What emerged was a developing system of supranational gover-
nance whose inspiration was the resolution of the first of these
imperatives, but which seemed to possess an in-built dynamic towards
further economic and political ‘enmeshment’ (or in French, engrenage).

Whether the architects of the European Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC) had these longer-term implications in mind is debatable. But as
the Communities evolved over five decades, west Europeans might
have been forgiven for thinking that they had arrived at a set of insti-
tutions with at least a fair chance of meeting the needs of advanced
industrial societies in the context of the international political
economy of the late twentieth century.

In this context the battle lines of the ‘European debate’ seemed to be
locked into a discussion about the continued efficacy of national econ-
omic management versus the utility of ‘Europeanizing’ governance func-
tions. This has always been a particularly crude antinomy, especially
when boiled down to the nation-state versus super-state dichotomy
favoured by many politicians and journalists. The emergence of debates
about globalization has added piquancy to the functions/levels dilemma,
not least because of the challenges globalization is said to pose for con-
ventional forms of authority. In addition, the theory, practice and
rhetoric surrounding globalization raise a series of intriguing puzzles for
students of European integration that tend to emphasize the complexity
of the nature of contemporary European governance.

In pursuit of this argument, this chapter begins with a deeper discus-
sion of the functions/levels issue and the way that this has fed into
thinking about the processes of European integration. The following
section inserts a discussion of globalization, especially in terms of its
relationship to forms of regionalization and to matters of authority.
The final section explores the significance of globalization for our
understanding of the EU and European integration.

Thinking about functions and levels

Serious thinking about the functions/levels question emerged in the
aftermath of the extreme violence of World War I. Politicians and
scholars alike began to question the extent to which governance based
on the conventions of the territorial nation-state was both necessarily
efficient and peaceful.

Such concerns drove writers like David Mitrany to reject the norm of
national, territorially based governance as dogma. In his classic book 
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A Working Peace System, first published in 1943, Mitrany argued that
the primary purpose of government should be the maximization of
human welfare and the fulfilment of human need. The organization of
human affairs should not be governed by the pursuit of a particular
ideological credo, but rather should be a matter for rational and tech-
nocratic insight. Mitrany’s functionalism refused to offer a blueprint
for the organization of authority. Indeed the functionalist mantra
became ‘form follows function’. Quite simply, human needs vary
across policy areas and will change over time. Understanding these
needs rationally would produce a flexible and variegated pattern of
organizations charged with supplying governance for identifiable
policy domains (Mitrany, 1966).

Mitrany’s key message for anyone thinking about European integra-
tion was that fixing territorial boundaries on any scheme of gover-
nance and bundling together functions within a single organizational
form amounted to a dangerous type of closure. It would have the effect
of reproducing the faults of the states system, albeit on a grander scale.
Mitrany’s critique of the EC (Mitrany, 1975) developed two lines of
criticism, which he labelled the ‘federal fallacy’ and the ‘regional
fallacy’. The latter described the tendency to predefine membership of
the regional organization, thereby doing violence to the functionalist
claim that some human needs transcend territory. Efficient and ra-
tional governance would not be possible in the EC, a tragedy rein-
forced by the ‘federal fallacy’ where Mitrany held that the
Communities arose out of ‘political’ impulses rather than a concern for
the real welfare dilemmas arising from World War II. ‘A political union
must be nationalistic’, he wrote, ‘as such it must impede, and it may
defeat, the great historic quest for a general system of peace and devel-
opment . . . it is bound to shape towards a centralized system . . .’
(Mitrany, 1975: 72). All-encompassing regional integration schemes
mimic processes of (nation) state-building, but in the absence of the
natural cohesiveness that enables the successful imagining of commu-
nity in nation-states. Finally, because they create a supra-territorial
community out of pre-existing national communities, entities such as
the EC leave the (erroneous) policy-making mechanisms of the nation-
state intact (if somewhat circumscribed).

These powerful criticisms aside, the discussion of Mitrany’s function-
alism is useful because of its relationship to some of the sentiments res-
ident in the minds of the architects of contemporary European unity.
Of course, there are persuasive arguments to suggest that the ECSC and
its successors arose from one of: (a) a classic series of international
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trade-offs; (b) a concerted attempt to rescue the policy capacities of
European governments; or (c) an expression of the interests of power-
ful elements of European and American capital. But it is clear that in
terms of both institutional design and integrative strategy, the
Communities owe a significant debt to functional and technocratic
impulses. The rationale for creating a ‘High Authority’ – what became
the European Commission – was precisely that a body of knowledge-
able technocrats operating at the European level (and thereby lacking
the baggage of national interests) would be best placed to initiate and
manage the integration of economic sectors across countries. Moreover
the Monnet – Schuman method of integration was designed to yield
long term political union out of inconspicuous economic beginnings.
Neofunctionalists – in many ways the ‘authorized theorists’ of
European integration – came to call this process ‘spillover’. Integration
in modest but strategically significant sectors would create the pres-
sures for the integration of cognate sectors, which – egged on by the
High Authority – would be accompanied by the shift in the loyalties of
key producer groups away from national authorities. Their instrumen-
tal rationality would ensure that shifts in the locus of authority quickly
became significant. As they came to operate within an integrating
transnational economy, so they would increasingly demand more
supranational rules – something that only supranational authorities
could supply effectively.

The neo-functionalist explanation for integration held that these
processes of ‘politicization’ could come into play in instances where
certain background conditions prevailed. Roughly these amounted to
the existence of pluralistic polities among putative member states with
a degree of elite complementarity and a significant rate of transactions
already in existence between the countries. The discussion of necessary
background conditions came to be used as an explanation for why the
west European model of integration had not been reproduced else-
where (Haas and Schmitter, 1964).

Globalization

The relationship between European integration and other forms of
regionalism is now once again a major preoccupation that feeds into
the long-standing functions/levels problem identified above. In a sense
this is a policy question: Does the EU as presently configured offer a
reasonable framework for the management of the types of problems
now confronting Europe? For those in extra-European regions, the
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status of the EU as a model of regional institution-building becomes a
matter of debate. But it is also an intellectual question: can we mean-
ingfully conceptualize the EU and the North American Free Trade Area
(NAFTA), Mercosur, or the Asia–Pacific Economic Community (APEC)
within the same intellectual breath? (Rosamond, 2000: ch 7).

These questions have been given added poignancy in light of recent
debates about the relationship between governance and globalization.
Globalization provides a compelling if sometimes confusing motif for
the present period. Apart from its status as a (rather slippery) analytic
category, the term has a real world policy presence given substance by
its regular appearance in the public discourses of politicians, journalists,
business executives and policy professionals. The invocation of ‘global-
ization’ conjures up a world without borders, where the economic fates
of distant localities are rendered radically interdependent. In much
public and academic discourse, the idea of globalization is reduced to
the discussion of intensified interaction along a series of economic cir-
cuits, notably finance, production and trade with the image of a world-
wide convergence of policy priorities around a neoliberal agenda.

This is not the place for a full-scale engagement with the many
debates about globalization (for which see Scholte, 2000). But if
nothing else, the vigorous discussions that have accompanied the
entry of the concept of ‘globalization’ into the academic, policy and
journalistic lexicons have forced us to think carefully about cherished
and seemingly immutable concepts. Whether or not we accept that
‘globalization’ is bringing about radical transformations, it is certainly
the case that there has been a widespread expansion in the capacity to
once more ‘think otherwise’ about world order and the bases of econ-
omic, political, cultural and social life (Immerfall, 1998). At the heart
of these deliberations again lies the question of the integrity and sus-
tainability of the international system of sovereign states. Rather than
the avoidance of war, the dilemma now revolves around the knotty
question of how to govern globalization and how to capture its
benefits and/or how to resist its debilitating consequences. In particu-
lar, much of the literature on globalization sees the executive capacities
of the modern state becoming chronically constrained or at the very
least refined, ‘residualized’ or ‘hollowed out’ (Cerny, 1995; Jessop,
1994; Strange, 1996). Moreover, the literature invites us to think in
terms of the increasing irrelevance of borders, the dissolution of terri-
torial ties and the growth of transnational transactions.

The alleged incapacitation of the state ‘from the outside’ inevitably
raises questions about the internal dimensions of authority. The more
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extravagant claims about ‘globalization’ present an image of the pro-
gressive marginalization of virtually all aspects of national, territorially
based governance. In its keynote report Our Global Neighbourhood, the
Commission on Global Governance (1995) identified a series of dis-
tinct changes to the fabric of the global political economy of the late
twentieth century and raised questions about how these complex chal-
lenges (such as economic globalization, rapid technological change,
environmental degradation, altered security structures and the like)
had undermined the guiding logics of the UN system. The new world
defined in such policy-oriented work resonates with many academic
studies. James Rosenau defines governance as ‘[encompassing] the
activities of governments, but it also includes any actors who resort to
command mechanisms to make demands, frame goals, issue directives
and pursue policies’ (1997: 145). In Rosenau’s view the fragmented and
turbulent world we inhabit has spawned a multiplicity of such actors
that, in turn, contribute to both the dispersal and privatization of
authority. Moreover, patterns of authoritative governance – hitherto
routinized in the authority structures of the nation-state – have
become dynamic, evolving and elusive.

In this context the rebirth of the ‘region’ as a feature of a globalizing
world presents a powerful contribution to the image of a ‘neomedieval’
image of world order favoured by some analysts of globalization (Cerny,
2000). To an extent, this intellectual move ‘anticipates a return to the
region as the basic unit of economic, cultural and political organization,
as a result of the crisis of the national state-based system of capital accu-
mulation, identity formation, institutional representation and political
governance which dominated the post-war era’ (Amin and Thrift, 1994:
7). Hyperbole aside, it has become commonplace to identify the increased
salience of regional economies and (thus) to ask questions about the rela-
tionship between regionalization and globalization. The debate has two
dimensions. The first concerns the rebirth or increasing salience of subna-
tional or local regions (which may indeed cross formal national borders).
The second is connected to the wider discussions about the growth of
super-regions, such as the EU, where questions of institutionalization and
identity formation are equally pertinent (Storper, 1999).

Europe, multi-level governance and globalization

Contemporary Europe provides particularly fertile ground for such
debates. The processes of European integration and the growth of EU-
level governance capacities offer some of the starkest examples of the
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drift from national modes of authority. Yet there remains serious
debate about the extent to which this represents a significant diminu-
tion of national executive autonomy. Moreover, the nature of the rela-
tionship between ‘Europeanization’ and ‘globalization’ is at best
ambiguous and for the most part downright confusing. Finally, the
(sub) regional dimensions of European integration have come to
increasing prominence. So-called ‘cohesion policy’ has become the
second largest line item in the EU budget and the powerful discourse of
‘Europe of the Regions’ (emanating from both supranational institu-
tions and subnational actors) has shown how the image of a radical
reconfiguration of territory can become a discernible political project
serving particular strategic ends.

There are multiple questions here, all worthy of extensive investiga-
tion. The extent to which ‘Europe’ is ‘re-territorializing’ on a post-
national regional basis with meaningful forms of emergent regional
governance is much discussed (Harvie, 1994; Hooghe, 1996; Keating,
1998; Le Galès and Lequesne, 1998), as is the importance of EU cohe-
sion policy and structural funding for the consolidation of sub-regional
identities (Amin and Tomaney, 1995; Hooghe, 1996). But we are still
some distance from a full understanding of how this connects with a
series of concerns to do with globalization and governance. There is an
impressive range of literature on the economic geography of local
economic development in Europe (Amin and Thrift, 1994a; Hudson
and Williams, 1999), but this often ‘brackets’ European integration and
the growth of the EU. One of the core problems is that there is – as yet
– no serious attempt to account for the complex relationship between
the global, European, national and local/regional levels of action.

The complexity of the task is heightened by the fact that each level
can be thought of in terms of both structure and agency. In other
words, all four levels are populated by forms of collective agency, but all
four constrain and structure the capacities for human agency through
the operation of – among other things – economic imperatives, institu-
tional logics and prevailing discourses of the politically possible.
Perhaps a more modest – but still daunting – task is to think about the
connections between Europeanization and globalization where the
former is treated in terms of the compelling and increasingly pervasive
metaphor of ‘multi-level governance’ (Marks, Hooghe and Blank, 1996).

The recent literature dealing with multi-level governance (MLG) is
designed to avoid two prominent analytical traps: state-centrism and
the treatment of the EU polity as only operating at the European level
in the formal institutional arenas of Brussels and Strasbourg:

74 Functions, Levels and European Governance



The point of departure for [the] multi-level governance (MLG)
approach is the existence of overlapping competencies among multi-
ple levels of governments and the interaction of political actors across
those levels. Member state executives, while powerful, are only one
set among a variety of actors in the European polity. States are not an
exclusive link between domestic politics and intergovernmental bar-
gaining in the EU. Instead of the two level game assumptions adopted
by state-centrists, MLG theorists posit a set of overarching, multi-level
policy networks. The structure of political control is variable, not con-
stant, across policy areas (Marks, Nielsen et al., 1996: 41).

MLG analysis amounts to the claim that the EU has become a polity
where authority is dispersed between levels of governance and among
actors, and where there are significant sectoral variations in gover-
nance patterns. The MLG metaphor refuses to deal with the politics of
endpoints, where ‘integration’ or the ‘drift of governance capacity’ is
leading to the transformation of authority structures in a particular
direction. Moreover, debates about authority and sovereignty cannot
be zero-sum. Intergovernmentalists may capture certain truths about
the operation of particular segments of the EU policy process, but these
insights cannot be generalized.

The appearance of MLG as a defining metaphor for the EU polity
takes us away from thinking about the EU as simply the product of a
formal act of institutional design or the deliberate creation of sets of
decision rules. Rather it is re-imagined as the complex consequence of
the actions of multiple political and economic agents within the
formal confines of the EU’s institutions and the changing fabric of
national policy-making processes. In a sense MLG could be read as the
latest policy-making pattern to have arisen in the EU context. Yet, the
emergence of MLG seems to reflect a qualitatively different set of
processes from the trade-offs between broadly intergovernmentalist
and supranationalist forces that characterized the transition from the
Monnet partnership method to the so-called Gaullist method in the
1960s (Wallace, 1996).

Expressed in radical language, the MLG literature could even give
substance to John Ruggie’s claim that ‘the EU may constitute nothing
less than the emergence of the first truly postmodern international
political form’ (Ruggie, 1998: 173). Territoriality, rule-bound closures
and tight definitions of authority characterize modernist forms of poli-
tics. This means that the evolution of transnational political space
takes a new and distinctive form. For Ruggie it is limiting to talk about
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the EU solely in terms of the familiar (modernist) vocabulary of politi-
cal organization. So while there may appear to be echoes of a federalist
vocabulary in MLG language about tiers of authority, MLG does not
denote a polity governed by clear constitutional rules about the loca-
tion(s) of power (Warleigh, 1998: 11).

MLG writers have suggested that the configuration of the Euro-polity
in this way will have particular effects. For example, Gary Marks and
his colleagues note substantial variation in the representation of sub-
national governments within the EU policy process, and treat this as a
consequence of the playing out of the logic of multi-level governance
rather than a product of the differential resource capacities of local and
regional authorities (Marks, Nielsen et al., 1996). Indeed, they argue
that the mobilization of subnational representation has virtually
nothing to do with the availability of EU-level financing – partly
because the EU has much more purchase as a regulatory state than as a
traditional interventionist/redistributive state (Majone, 1996). Rather
‘[w]e find that the broader the competencies of a subnational govern-
ment and the more intense its conflicts of interest or identity with the
national state, the more likely it will be to mobilize in Brussels’ (Marks,
Nielsen et al., 1996: 62). This is facilitated by the multiple points of
access afforded by the multi-level polity. This makes admission to the
EU game easier for those authorities (such as German Länder) that have
considerable authoritative capacity, or for authorities in significant dis-
agreement with their national governments.

Research such as this shows the value of MLG as an organizing
metaphor, but there is no necessary explanation of how ‘multi-
levelness’ and the fluidity implied therein came to replace (or at least
supplement) more hierarchical versions of governance structure. One
answer might be to see MLG as the evolutionary or path-dependent
consequence of the particular institutionalized form taken by the
European Communities. Yet it is not difficult to make connections
with the broader literature on the transformation of governance in the
international system (Jachtenfuchs, 1997). Here the issue again
becomes how patterns of governance evolve in the light of globaliza-
tion. This does not necessarily mean that the state is redundant, but
there is often recognition that formal government is constrained and
limited. What emerges is a depiction of diverse sites of intergovern-
mental cooperation, networks of exchange, the increased use of regula-
tory modes of enforcement, the growth of functionally specific
institutions and the widespread dispersion of authority to various state
and non-state bodies (Rosenau and Czempiel, 1992). The tempting
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conclusion, therefore, is to relate the emergence of MLG to the impact
of globalization upon Europe (or at least the EU).

However, a simple assertion will not do, because there are various
ways in which the link can be made. One argument might be that the
crisis of the Fordist/Keynesian welfare state forced the withdrawal of
government from several spheres of action. The moves towards
regional empowerment and devolution apparent throughout the 1970s
in Europe could be seen as an attempt to re-order the functions of gov-
ernment in the light of global challenges (Mény, 1982). Regions would
become a crucial site of regulation and the regional/meso level would
become an important level of authoritative action. However, most
regional specialists seem to agree that this scenario has failed to tran-
spire (Keating, 1998). This is not necessarily because regions have ‘false
started’. Globalization can be read as inducing not just a crisis of
formal state authority but also a radical alteration in the way in which
governance is delivered. Formal projects of regionalization and devolu-
tion seek to reallocate (rather than transform) the functions of hierar-
chical, territorially based governance. Therefore, the ‘second sweep’ of
globalizing logic could be seen as undermining the ability of regions to
grasp formal authoritative competence: ‘[t]here is no level of regional
government in Europe because such a level is not conceivable in a
world where the link between . . . territory and political power has
been so attenuated’ (Keating, 1998: 28). However, the ‘failure’ of
formal regionalization does not indicate a return to the status quo ante.
As Keating argues, old territorial hierarchies may be dissolving, but
new territorial forms of action are emerging.

The question then becomes, how does this happen? And what place
does European integration have in the process? If MLG represents the
(perhaps unintended) product of the (west) European attempt to grapple
with globalization, then this raises issues about the extent to which
MLG will become widespread as a governance form. It might be that the
crises of the capitalist state and the reordering of the territorial bases of
political action are generic phenomena. But MLG ‘European style’ may
owe much to the intervening variable of EU institutionalization.

Governing globalization?

At least one thing is clear from the foregoing. The thrust of the current
literature makes clear that the appearance of a system of multi-level
governance in Europe cannot be explained as a formal attempt to
tussle in a rational way with the functions/levels dilemma. It is also
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evident that many of the themes that emerge in these discussions
about MLG replicate ideas raised by discussants of the dilemmas of
governance under conditions of globalization. The significance of
private (non-state) action, the problematization of territory, the
redefinition of political space, the recalibration of the tools of national
governance and the sheer multiplicity of significant actors are
common themes. This begs the obvious question (raised above) about
the relationship between globalization and the emerging regime of
European governance. The argument here is that we could read MLG as
the complex product of the exertions of multiple actors, operating
within institutional limits, to come to terms with globalization. This
may manifest itself in at least three ways: (a) efforts to capture or
extract the benefits of globalization; (b) efforts to resist the costs of
globalization; and (c) efforts to develop particular discourses about
globalization.

An immediate rider is necessary. It would be foolish to attribute too
much explanatory power to globalization. As recent literature in EU
studies has been at pains to show, much of the politics taking place
within the EU begins with nothing less than the traditional ‘who gets
what, when, how?’ question. Actors participate within the EU polity,
neither to influence the trajectory of integration nor to make claims
about the appropriate levels at which authority should reside. Rather
they are there because of they are pursuing their perceived interests in
often heavily circumscribed policy domains (Hix, 1999). The intention
here is to speculate about the reasons for the emergence of the EU
polity in the particular form of MLG – and it is here that the connec-
tion to globalization is important. Also, it should be understood that
‘globalization’ is not just an ‘exogenous variable’ in discussions about
governance dilemmas. The resultant reconfiguration of authority is
also part and parcel of many definitions of globalization. So globaliza-
tion is not just something ‘out there’ to which actors respond; it is also
something that arises out of their actions.

In the context of the EU, it is clear that different actors position
themselves differently in relation to globalization. Even within the
European Commission, it is clear that there is some variance between
Directorates General (DGs). For some, notably in the core economic
DGs, globalization is presented both as an external challenge to the
European political economy and as a set of largely desirable neoliberal
economic practices that the EU should position itself to enable.
Elsewhere, in DGs dealing with social policy, environmental policy and
energy policy for example, the presentation of globalization shifts to
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‘external threat’, contained ‘out there’ in the impersonal logic of
markets. In both cases the deployment of the concept is used to justify
the furtherance of European-level action (Rosamond, 1999). Thus ‘glob-
alization talk’ is a convenient way of resolving the functions/levels
question in favour of the Europeanizing claims of the Commission.

But there are some deeper points about globalization and the usage
of the term within European policy circles. For one thing, there are
quite different claims about the extent to which globalization amounts
to a process within the control of policy actors. In EU terms this trans-
lates quite neatly into the issue of the relationship between globaliza-
tion and both (a) European economic integration and (b) the
Europeanization of governance functions as represented by the EU.
Does European integration represent resistance to or facilitation of
globalization? Does economic globalization move outwards from
intensive regional integration? Alternatively do the regionalizing
actions of private economic actors represent large scale corporate repo-
sitioning in an increasingly globalized economy? On the governance
front, does the form of authority structure developed in the EU repre-
sent an engagement with globalization?

These questions are not easily dealt with, but they are some of the
most important intellectual and policy questions of the present period
in Europe. The extent to which authoritative political actors control or
influence the broad behavioural patterns of private economic actors
cuts to the heart of many debates about the EU. Writers like Andrew
Moravcsik (1998) have argued consistently that the key to understand-
ing the trajectory of the EU is through an analysis of the inter-state
bargains occurring at key nodal points in the EU’s history (such as
Treaty revisions). Thus, to use terms coined by William Wallace (1990),
‘formal’ integration precedes ‘informal’ integration. Decisions made by
governments create the space for cross-border activity to occur. Of
course, it may be that governments are pressurized into the pursuit of
such bargains by the demands of powerful domestic economic con-
stituencies which, for example, perceive material gain from operating
in transnational space (finance capital is the obvious example). A corol-
lary might be the demand for transnational regulatory structures, not
as a form of ‘state intervention’, but as a necessary prerequisite for a
viable, rule-bound field of action (Sandholtz and Stone Sweet, 1998).
The extent to which national governments remain in control there-
after is also a serious matter for debate. For many, governmental actors
then find themselves locked into a two-level game where there is an
intimate relationship between the strategies pursued in international
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bargaining situations (such as those provided by the EU) and the
regular affairs of domestic politics (from which authority continues to
derive) (Milner, 1998). Comparative work suggests that region-building
elsewhere might derive from the growth of de facto regional economies
(Higgott, 1997), but the fact remains that the EU experiences these
recent regionalizing and globalizing tendencies quite distinctively
through the framework of a set of pre-existing institutions.

A popular argument is that the EU’s present set of institutions
derives from a set of bodies constructed in the context of the particu-
lar problems faced by a small group of west European states in the
1950s. The inevitable bureaucratic ‘lock-in’ of institutions means that
the mechanisms for intercepting contemporary challenges remain
wedded to institutional choices made by policy-makers half a century
ago. Change and adaptation is thus ‘path dependent’ (Pierson, 1998),
so that the choices of current authoritative actors are – to an extent –
constrained by their predecessors, who in turn were largely unaware
of the long-run implications of their acts of institutional architecture.
This powerful argument goes some way to explaining the variance
between European and other regional responses to globalization. We
might extrapolate further and identify multi-level governance as a
path-dependent consequence of institutional and policy trajectories
set long ago.

Alternatively, the negative effects of lock-in can be offset by the pos-
itive effects of institutionalization. Institutions, defined here as both
formal venues and routinized practices, are often read as facilitators of
effective dialogue between policy actors and therefore as the basis for
effective positive-sum policy outputs. Read in rational choice terms,
this means that the institutionalization of the EU lowers transaction
costs and (potentially) enables actors to produce the trade-offs neces-
sary to govern globalization. Put more sociologically, institutions act as
venues for socialization where common interests vis-à-vis identifiable
external challenges can be formulated.

None of this is to suggest that the EU lacks formal efforts to ‘consti-
tutionalize’ globalization (Elazar, 1998), or at least to capture formally
the evolving multi-level polity. The gleaming example is ‘subsidiarity’.
John Peterson and Elizabeth Bomberg (1999) identify subsidiarity as a
norm of EU decision-making. They recognize that the term is deeply
contested, but note that understandings seem to have converged so
that it means that decisions should be taken wherever possible at the
national or subnational levels (1999: 57). Subsidiarity limits the capac-
ity of the Community to act. As clarified at the Edinburgh European
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Council in 1992 the doctrine states that ‘national powers are the rule
and the Community’s the exception’, and that ‘this has always been a
basic feature of the Community legal order’ (cited in Church and
Phinnemore, 1994: 538) and that action should take place only within
the established corpus of the acquis communautaire.

However, the enactment of the formal idea of subsidiarity as an
attempt to resolve the functions/levels question leaves space for a lot of
politics. In particular, it is often a matter for the inventiveness of the
Commission to define an area as appropriate for Community compe-
tence. With or without ‘subsidiarity’ as a guide, the evolution of
Community policy competence into new areas has frequently relied
more upon the definitional dexterity of the Commission as much as
the formal sanction of treaties. Also, understandings of ‘subsidiarity’
vary widely. For some it is a doctrine which has the effect of preserving
national governments at the centre of the EU system; for others is a
route to a decentralist federal polity.

Conclusions

The creation of the doctrine of subsidiarity may have given constitu-
tional purchase to the multi-level polity, but this does not mean that
the EU system has evolved into a system characterized by rigid layers
of authority. As we have seen, writers on multi-level governance high-
light the fluidity and non-hierarchical aspects of this layer cake.
Authority is dispersed rather than concentrated. Therefore, the stretch-
ing of the polity over several layers of action has been accompanied by
the disappearance of identifiable sites of absolute authority. For many,
in turn, this has been an accompaniment to the widespread displace-
ment of traditional/hierarchical authority configurations to non-
state/non-traditional forms of authority.

While these processes may be evolving largely beyond the wit of
deliberate human design, this does not stop widespread creative think-
ing about the extent to, and the ways in which, authority structures can
and should be adapted. The argument here is that we can gain access to
these contemporary problems through the functions/levels dilemma
that perplexed policy-makers and academics alike throughout much of
the twentieth century. The distinct take on this issue now is the
problem of how to govern globalization. With globalization meaning
not only the growth of a single global economic space, but also the
radical alteration of patterns of governance, the dilemma of how to
‘capture’ and manage this phenomenon becomes all the more acute.
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This is amplified by the fact that different actors experience globaliza-
tion differently and thus appear to have alternative conceptions of the
possibilities for agency in this context. If the functions/levels dilemma
has a problem, it is that it is usually phrased in largely technocratic
terms. Where the complex processes identified here leave concerns
about democracy is, of course, another matter altogether.

Note

1. Elements of this chapter first appeared as ‘Globalization and Multi-Level
Governance in Europe’, a paper presented to the EU Center of Georgia con-
ference on ‘Globalization and its Implications for Europe and the United
States’, Sheraton Buckhead Hotel, Atlanta, 12 March 1999. I am grateful to
the European Union Center of New York, where I was Marshall-Monnet
Visiting Professor, for logistical support in the early stages of writing. The
present version is written with the financial support of the ESRC ‘One
Europe or Several Programme’ (award number L213 252 024).
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5
‘You No Longer Believe in Us and
We No Longer Believe in You’:
Russian Attitudes Towards Europe
John Löwenhardt, Margot Light and Stephen White

Introduction

Ten years after Hungarian border troops started cutting the Iron
Curtain, new borders are emerging that threaten to create dividing lines
almost as forbidding as the old. For several decades, barbed wire pre-
vented the citizens of communist states from leaving for the ‘capitalist
abroad’. The Curtain was the ultimate frontier, a ‘territorial based code
of obedience in a binary form’.1 Now freshly installed barbed wire and
‘Schengen’ borders again prevent them from entering our prosperous
Europe. With central and east European states at various stages of tran-
sition, three groups are emerging in relation to the entry to NATO and
the EU: the ‘ins’, the ‘pre- or perhaps ins’ and the ‘definitely outs’. For
the third category, the prospect is that a prosperous and impregnable
‘Fortress Europe’ will rise up with steep, unassailable walls at the
western frontiers of Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova’s inhospitable
wastelands.

The Iron Curtain and the Berlin Wall were intended to ‘protect’
people from democracy. With few exceptions, in Soviet times Russians
were allowed to travel to the West only in carefully supervised tourist
groups. In a sense they did not cross the frontier, for while on ‘enemy
territory’ the Soviet state with its informers still surrounded them. The
new fortress that we are building is to keep them from harming our
democracies and our economies. It encapsulates the inherent tension
between the concepts of democracy and borders. Democracy is a set of
rules of the game operated by the government of a state. The state, by
definition, has borders, and where they coincide with the dividing
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lines between different types of political–economic systems they are
invested with a powerful symbolism. Democracy assumes a free society
– and a free society, in the words of Didier Bigo, has ‘open borders,
open minds and plural identities’.2 Crossing a boundary, the anthro-
pologist Anthony Cohen has stated, ‘stimulates the awareness of a
person as an individual, as someone who can step back and reflect on
his or her position with respect to society’.3 Russians can now travel on
their own – if they have the money – and, in pursuit of a visa, they are
prepared to endure what they consider degrading treatment by the
embassy officials representing our democracies in Moscow.

Partnership across new borders?

In an effort to soften the blow of exclusion, western governments and
international institutions are indulging in new ‘post-wall’ vocabulary.
‘Partnership’ has become, in the words of one of our interviewees in
Moscow, the ‘diplomatic cliché’ of the day. From 1995 NATO has
offered Partnerships for Peace to those waiting for, or excluded from,
its membership, and in their ‘Founding Act’ of 1997 NATO and the
Russian government promised each other to work ‘on the basis of
common interest, reciprocity and transparency’ towards a ‘strong,
stable and enduring’ or even ‘enduring and equal partnership’.4 The
European Union has offered Partnership and Cooperation Agreements5

and, in its Common Strategy on Russia of June 1999, it presents a
‘Vision of the EU for its partnership with Russia’.6 The document refers
to a ‘strategic partnership’ twice.

The invocation of partnership is clearly meant as a remedy against
feelings of international exclusion. But can it work? And does it work
in Russia? Going by NATO and EU usage, and by definitions in
common dictionaries (including Russian), one would assume that
parties see each other as at least potential partners who are in a
common business and ‘share the profits and losses, esp. equally’.7 They
need not consider each other as partners for life, but the use of the
word ‘partnership’ evokes at the very least a commitment to work with
(and not against) each other towards common goals. In the context of
EU enlargement, the Russian scholar Yuri Borko has stated that, in
contrast to cooperation (limited to a set of pragmatic interests and
aims),

Partnership is based on three prerequisites: respect for and the full
implementation of all basic principles as defined in the Helsinki
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Final Act and the Charter of Paris for a New Europe; a broad spec-
trum of common long-term interests that can only be secured
through cooperation and, if necessary, joint action; and a very high
degree of mutual understanding and confidence.8

It was doubtful that by the year 2000 public opinion in EU member
states would display such a degree of understanding and confidence
towards the Russians and their state. In sharp contrast to the
Gorbachev period, in recent years Russia has become ‘bad news’.
Observers sometimes wonder whether organized crime has not become
a convenient ersatz for the now obsolete ‘enemy image’ of the cold war
period.9 One of our interviewees, a leading journalist dealing with
Russia’s image abroad, said that ‘Russia used to have the face of an
enemy. Now it is that of a criminal.’ Can we have partnership with
criminals?

But what we are interested in is not how west or central European
publics feel about Russia. Our subject is Russian attitudes towards and
perceptions of NATO and the EU in a period when, partnership declar-
ations notwithstanding, Russia is being more and more excluded from
mainstream European developments. We draw, in this connection,
upon the first phase of a two-year project funded by the British
Economic and Social Research Council under its One Europe or Several?
programme.10 This chapter is based on 25 elite interviews and two
focus group discussions, all of which took place during the first two
weeks of September 1999 at a time when the war in the northern
Caucasus was increasing in intensity and Moscow was in the grip of a
terror campaign directed indiscriminately at the population in which
nearly 300 people died.11 Soon after, Moscow started its campaign in
Chechnya. Faced with criticism from European governments and insti-
tutions such as the EU and the OSCE, the Russian leaders were insis-
tent that they were engaged in a domestic struggle against ‘terrorism’
in which the intervention of outside powers would not be welcome.
Another issue dominating Russian public debate during the period of
our interviews concerned Western allegations of money laundering
and the diversion of IMF credits to Russia through the Bank of New
York and several European banks.

These 25 elite interviews were organized by our partner institution in
Moscow, the Department of Elite Studies at the Institute of Sociology
of the Russian Academy of Sciences, and were conducted by us under
Chatham House rules. The interviewees were assured that they would
not be identifiable from published texts. With the exception of an
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anonymous colonel from the Federal Security Bureau (FSB), however,
none of the interviewees objected to our taping the conversation and it
was our impression that none of them would, in practice, have
objected to having their names published, as well.

Through these interviews we hoped to get an impression of the
diversity of opinions on foreign and security policy among members of
the Russian political elite in Moscow. Among our interviewees were
members of the State Duma; representatives of Duma committees and
their apparatus; advisors to the Federation Council; a member and a
former member of the Presidential Administration; department heads
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; representatives of the security appa-
ratus (FSB) and the military; businessmen; journalists; and academics
affiliated with various research institutions. Several of these were policy
advisory bodies attached to state institutions. The chapter also makes
use of the transcribed results of the first two focus groups conducted
for our project in Moscow and in the town of Dolgoprudnyi in
Moscow region;12 and we have drawn, in addition, upon surveys con-
ducted by the Public Opinion Fund and the Russian Centre for the
Study of Public Opinion.

Official statements of the Russian position on a ‘wider Europe’ are, of
course, not difficult to find. But they can give little impression of the
extent to which positions of this kind are shared – or contested –
between the government and Duma, or across the wider foreign policy
community. Our interviews targeted key elite groups and we asked
similar questions in each case – about Russia’s ‘identity’, about its per-
ceptions of the outside world, and about perceptions of the current
and likely future expansion of the EU and NATO in particular. As well
as oral testimony we made every effort to obtain in-house documents
and statements of policy; and we sought, working at these various
levels, to achieve a ‘triangulation’ of evidence that would be more reli-
able than any single source, and certainly more reliable than a series of
casual discussions.

Struggling with exclusion

When dealing with Russian views and expectations of the external
world one has to keep in mind that most of the population displays a
deep distrust of – and lack of confidence in – the officials who act on
their behalf on the world stage. In February 1999 (when Primakov was
still Prime Minister), 49 per cent said they did not trust the govern-
ment (66 per cent in June 1997 when Chernomyrdin was Prime
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Minister; 62 per cent in August 1998 when Kirienko was Prime
Minister) and 61 per cent said they did not trust the State Duma.13 As
far as President Yeltsin was concerned, during our interviews and focus
group discussions we did not hear anybody say anything positive
about him. During one of the focus group discussions the following
exchange took place:

‘I have been all over the world. Russian people are respected, we just
don’t have the right kind of leaders and so it has always been. And
so now, too, he is not in charge, there are other rulers over him . . .’
Moderator: ‘It’s the President who rules over us. And if I understand
you correctly, there is someone else above him? God – or who?’
‘He has the Mafia in mind.’
‘The government is corrupted.’
‘The President is a puppet.’

Several members of the elite sample were so filled with anger at the
criminal nature of the current Russian executive that no matter what
question we put to them, we soon heard them fulminating against
their ‘kleptocracy’.

Perhaps the strongest impression we gained both from the interviews
and the focus group discussions was the high degree of realism dis-
played by our interviewees regarding Russia’s current situation. With
almost no exception, they had few illusions concerning the state of the
Russian economy and its impact on the capabilities of the Russian
state. They saw their state as a weak state. And their time-perspective
for recovery ranged from five to twenty-five years.

Related to this realism, an overarching theme was their acute preoc-
cupation with the fact that internationally Russia no longer counts.
Some of the more perceptive members of the elite felt that the
country had not yet emerged from the ‘post-traumatic syndrome’ that
followed the collapse of the USSR. Whereas people did not have any
‘imperial nostalgia’, some claimed that they suffered greatly from the
sense of having been a great power. The perception of Russia as a great
power ‘is a basic element of the self-perception of high bureaucrats’, a
former member of the Presidential Administration told us. The per-
ception ‘continues to exist’ and if any political leader were to behave
as if Russia was no longer a great power, there would be ‘a 
deeply rooted emotional reaction’. But many of our interviewees felt
themselves that their country was a great power in potential only.
Only a few sounded confused, like the Communist Duma deputy
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whose office was decorated with the map and flag of the USSR. He
claimed that ‘Russia is a great power’, but at the same time that it
would ‘sooner or later take its rightful place as a great power’ and that
‘Russians still have a Soviet mentality and are not used to occupying
this weakened position’.

Most Russians are painfully aware that their country is no longer a
great power, whatever the rhetoric of some of their leaders whom
many see as corrupted anyway. They also know that this is closely
related to the country’s economic problems. In a January 1999 poll,
49 per cent did not expect the country to recover to such an extent
that there would be ‘a normal, stable life’ within five to ten years, and
58 per cent did not expect it to regain great power status within that
period. More important perhaps was the fact that when asked to
choose between these two goals, almost three out of every four (73 per
cent) felt that a normal, stable life was the more important goal. 
Only 18 per cent felt that the goal of regaining great power status was
pre-eminent.14

Nevertheless, particularly ‘after Kosovo’, Russians feel an acute sense
of abandonment; and they are struggling to find new grounds for
recognition. In the focus groups we heard from ordinary people that
since the USSR has collapsed and Russia’s economy is in such dreadful
state, ‘they have come to listen less to Russia’, ‘the weight of Russia at
the international level is much less’, and ‘we are no longer one of the
poles’. But how about the neighbouring countries of the CIS? Relations
with them are ‘very bad’ and ‘nobody loves us’. In the Kosovo conflict
the West ‘didn’t listen to Russia since in the world community Russia
doesn’t count any longer’. Because politicians have made a mess of the
economy, the outside world ‘has no respect for us, we are fools to
them. We are alone’. And so the litany goes on and on and on.

Not surprisingly, the overwhelming majority of Russians are strongly
opposed to the use of force abroad. In particular, they want no more
Afghanistans. A week after NATO started bombing Yugoslavia, 79 per
cent disapproved of campaigns to send Russian volunteers to help
Yugoslavia and only 5 per cent confirmed that someone in their family
might be willing to go and fight for Milosevic.15 As we have seen,
Russians do not care too much whether Russia is considered a big
power. However, this does not mean that they do not mind the ruin of
the Russian army. ‘They will not respect our country as long as the
army is in disorder’, said Svetlana, a 33-year-old housewife. They recog-
nize that only economic recovery together with genuine military
reform will make a difference. And yet they do not want their country
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to be feared. In the words of Anton, a 21-year-old student: ‘I don’t
want anybody to fear us and I would want us not to have to be afraid
of anybody.’

NATO and NATO expansion

In May 1998, less than a year before Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic were admitted to the NATO alliance, only 28 per cent of the
Russian population expressed themselves against NATO expansion
and 63 per cent were still undecided.16 In February 1999, in a differ-
ently worded question on the ‘probable’ admission to NATO of
former Soviet republics such as the Baltic countries and Ukraine,
42 per cent expressed themselves fairly (25 per cent) or strongly (17
per cent) against, and 45 per cent were indifferent or didn’t know.17

But then NATO intervened in Yugoslavia, bypassing the UN Security
Council – and for many Russians that made a big difference. In late
March 1999, 90 per cent of Russian adults felt that NATO had no
right to start bombing Yugoslavia without the approval of the
Security Council.18 When asked who was more to blame for the
conflict, Yugoslavia or NATO, six per cent named ‘Yugoslavia’, 13 per
cent ‘both parties equally’ and 63 per cent ‘NATO’.19 By mid-May
1999, 64 per cent of the population (72 per cent of those aged
between 36 and 50 years) felt that the admission of Poland, Hungary
and the Czech Republic one month earlier had increased the military
threat to Russia.20

Among the elite members that we interviewed, reactions to NATO
expansion differed considerably, although all agreed that perceptions
of NATO had been seriously affected by the combination of the
bombing and the Washington summit at which the new members
were welcomed and a new strategy document was adopted. The popu-
lation, they said, felt that Russia had deliberately been ignored during
the Kosovo conflict. They warned that the result will be costly for the
West because of the enormous effect on Russians. It ‘made them sud-
denly realize how weak they had become’. The relentless accumulation
of frustrations has made Russians an angry people. They feel powerless
and degraded. But only a few extremist politicians will turn this anger
into aggressiveness.

At one extreme of the spectrum one finds academics or businessmen
who state that NATO expansion is not a real threat to Russia and that,
however strong the rhetoric of their military and politicians, there is
very little that they can do: ‘Until Russia defines itself, resolves its exist-
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ential problem, it can’t really answer the question of whether NATO
expansion is dangerous or not’, observed a well-known political scien-
tist. Even a former KGB general, now employed by an oil company,
was laconic. If the Baltic countries join NATO, he said, ‘it will be bad in
terms of political rhetoric, but in concrete terms it won’t really matter
to Russia’. Ukraine, however, was different. But why should Russia feel
threatened if an ‘insignificant country’ like Hungary becomes a NATO
member? After all, the key role in NATO, as he explained, is played by
only a few states. ‘I can’t see what the threat of NATO expansion is as
long as we create order in our own house.’ Somewhat to our surprise,
our interlocutor announced that he intended to run for the
Communist Party in the December 1999 Duma elections.

At the other extreme we find officers of the military and security
forces and communist or nationalist politicians who speak strong lan-
guage, claiming for example that NATO expansion poses the threat of
liquidation of Russians as a people: the ‘liquidation of the Russian
genotype’. The West, they believe, has taken advantage of Russian
weakness; the bombing of Yugoslavia was ‘a testing ground’ for
NATO’s new strategic concept. The bombing, they say, hardly suggests
that NATO is a peacekeeping organization; and it showed the Russians
that it is not a defence organization. If it had not taken place, the
expansion of NATO would have had less impact among the popula-
tion. But now the ‘sense of having been deceived’, of ‘being pushed to
the periphery’, is very strong. Some expect the ‘moral discomfort’
created by the NATO action to evaporate quickly, but many in the elite
believe that the bombing has dealt a severe blow to those politicians
and opinion leaders who were in favour of Russia ‘going into Europe’
or becoming more European.

For many Russians and for some in the elite the NATO bombs on
Yugoslavia have brought old Soviet stereotypes back to their mind and
have forced questions such as the likelihood and the consequences of
further NATO expansion to the background. NATO, one respondent
said, ‘was created right after the war in 1947, when the western coun-
tries declared the Cold War against the USSR with the well-known
speech by Churchill . . . In response the Warsaw Pact was signed and
the military balance lasted for many years.’ NATO was seen as an
‘aggressive bloc’, ‘a puppet in the hands of the American government’,
a ‘gun that of necessity will fire’ as indeed it had in Yugoslavia. Some
of the participants in focus groups were even more bellicose than the
elite and felt that Russia’s leaders had not reacted in a sufficiently ‘res-
olute way’. Since the Warsaw Pact has been dissolved, they could see
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no reason for NATO’s continued existence. ‘NATO is a military organi-
zation and must simply be dispersed’, said Vladimir, a male pensioner
with a higher education: ‘In their statute they speak soft words but as
the latest events have shown, their business is very bad. NATO is an
instrument of America, no doubt about it.’

The campaign manager of one of the centre parties was one of
several in the elite who expected Russian foreign policy to become
tougher as a result of NATO’s expansion and the bombing of
Yugoslavia. He referred to ‘the strange, ideological style of American
foreign policy that smells of a gang of youngsters without responsibil-
ity’. After ‘Kosovo’ ‘any normal country has to protect itself’ from the
US-dominated NATO threat. The intervention in Yugoslavia had been
particularly shocking to the elite because it showed that the problems
of a Slavic country in Europe could be dealt with without the participa-
tion of Russia. As a result, some felt, Russian military leaders now have
to take into account the possibility of NATO interference in, for
instance, the northern Caucasus.

The European Union and its enlargement

The basic question to be asked prior to that of EU enlargement is that
of Russian identity. Do Russians see their country as European, Asian
or perhaps Eurasian? Do they feel themselves to be European at all? We
will not enter the long historical debate on Russia’s place and destiny
between Europe and Asia. Neither will we deal with the multitude of
political theories, some of them bordering on the absurd, currently en
vogue in Russia.21 Suffice it to summarize the remarks of some of our
interviewees who stressed that Russia, like the eagle in its coat of arms,
is two-headed, looking both East and West; that it is a multicultural
society with a high degree of intermarriage; that most of Russia’s popu-
lation lives in Europe whereas most of its land mass is in Asia; but that
its entrée to the external world is Europe and its chief trading partners
are Western, not Asian. We should add to this the simple geographical
fact that although Russia has had a (short) common border with NATO
member Norway for a long time, it is only since 1995 that it has had a
(more than 1300 kilometres long) common border with the European
Union.

When in early 1999 Russians were asked directly, ‘Do you feel
European? Do you feel your affiliation with the culture and history of
the European community?’, only 27 per cent answered in the
affirmative. More than half (56 per cent) answered ‘no’ and 17 per cent

John Löwenhardt, Margot Light and Stephen White 95



did not know.22 But when (in a different survey) presented with a
choice, the answers were different. When asked whether they thought
that in terms of traditions, culture and history Russia was closer to
Europe or to Asia, 45 per cent of the respondents (53 per cent of
respondents between the age of 18 and 35) opted for Europe, and only
16 per cent for Asia.23 It is significant, however, that 38 per cent of
respondents could not provide an answer to this question. The per-
centage of ‘don’t knows’ was far lower (17 per cent) when asked
whether ‘Russia has characteristics of both Europe and Asia’ or whether
it was ‘a special country, similar neither to Europe nor to Asia’. Now 60
per cent chose the second option and only 23 per cent saw their
country as Eurasian. Five months later, when asked to choose between
two different ways in which Russia should develop, 69 per cent felt
that their country should follow ‘its own, special course of develop-
ment’, whereas 23 per cent stated that the country should orient
towards world trends of development.

The participants in our focus groups seemed to agree. They were
asked specifically what they thought the outcome of a survey question
would be. ‘As you know, we do survey research’, the (Russian) modera-
tor said. ‘We asked what kind of country is Russia, Asian or European,
or does it have her own, special path of development. How do you
think people replied?’ The answer came quick: ‘Mainly, of course, our
own special path’; ‘I agree’; ‘Our own special path, Asiatic and
European in the third place.’ Others felt that Russia was some sort of
complex synthesis between Europe and Asia, but that its European
aspects were perhaps dominant. Alexander, 47 years old and unem-
ployed, who had been foreman at a defence plant, testified to this in a
personal way: ‘I am conversant with eastern culture since I was born in
Tashkent [in Uzbekistan]. My godparents were Armenian. Since my six-
teenth birthday I have lived in Dolgoprudnyi [in Russia, near Moscow],
but I always feel the influence of three cultures. And still we are more
Europeans.’

What then makes Russia special – if not unique? Some of the charac-
teristics suggested by our interviewees and respondents were its enor-
mous distances; the dispersed nature of its population and the variety
in local traditions (including various forms of political rule); the special
character of its main religion, Orthodoxy; and the spiritual strength of
its people (dukhovnost’) which is in their genes (‘for Russians, spiritual
interests were always of more importance than economic ones’, an
acting FSB colonel told us). Some referred to the mystical concept of
sobornost’ or ‘community’ that only Russians seem able to understand
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but that is always opposed to the detested individualism of western
societies. A former employee of the Presidential Administration, now
campaign manager for one of the centre parties, had a more sober
view. He pointed to the widespread feeling during Soviet times that a
new type of society was being built, a new civilization that was differ-
ent from all other societies. This optimism led to a high degree of toler-
ance for their many negative experiences, such as during the Brezhnev
period, when a deeply rooted and emotionally rich mythology had
taken hold. During Gorbachev’s perestroika a new myth engulfed the
general public and the new elite: ‘It is possible for us to realize a
miracle.’ The disillusion came in the early 1990s and ‘right now’, he
felt, ‘Russia is the most atomized society I have ever seen.’

If many Russians believe they are at least partly European, there are
profound problems with this orientation because, seen from Russia,
Europe is the West. Due to heavy borrowing by its corrupted leadership
from what are perceived as western institutions, Russia is bankrupt.
The western model for transition to a market economy has failed. This
has resulted in a loss of international status and power to such extent
that ‘the West’ – the USA, using Nato and the IMF – can easily expand
its geopolitical position at the expense of Russia. The hopeful attempts
of the early postcommunist years to have friendly relations with the
West ‘backfired’ and led to a negative reaction in Russia itself, the FSB
colonel told us: ‘You no longer believe in us and we no longer believe
in you.’ Great numbers of Russians feel that they have become far too
dependent on western countries (75 per cent) and that financial and
economic cooperation with these countries does Russia more harm
than good (60 per cent).24 Related to this are survey results showing
that three out of every four Russians feel that their country should not
opt exclusively for strengthening ties with either European or Asian
countries, but with both types of countries equally.25

It was therefore quite surprising that, with few exceptions, our inter-
viewees and respondents had a very positive attitude towards the
European Union, and its enlargement. This may well be related to the
fact that they were ill informed about the EU, its institutions, proce-
dures and policies. This was particularly – and somewhat shockingly –
the case with a significant proportion of the elite members interviewed
by us. A Communist Duma deputy, deputy chairman of one of its com-
mittees, displayed his ignorance by saying that ‘we want to enter the
EU but we have 120 nationalities and we can’t live in a system with
only one set of rules’. The FSB colonel had not the faintest idea what
we meant by the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy. When
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asked the same question, a recently retired colonel-general with
42 years of service started his answer with the words ‘If there is to be a
European Union, then . . .’

It may also be that their positive view of the EU is related to their
dislike of NATO. With few exceptions, NATO (including its bombing of
Yugoslavia) was strongly identified with the USA and it seemed to us
that a high proportion of anti-NATO feeling was directed against the
US.26 Only a few were aware of the belligerent role played by the British
government, or the dissenting voices from Germany and Greece.
‘Europe’ benefited from this anti-Americanism, and so did the EU.

This was illustrated graphically by a game played in one of the
focus groups. The group was asked to order a number of cards with
country names in any way they liked. After prolonged confusion and
heated discussion, the criterion the group agreed for ordering the
countries was whether they considered them Russia’s friends or foes.
Later, with the cards still on the table, a discussion ensued on Russian
relations with the EU and one of the participants pointed out that ‘we
placed the countries that are members of the EU in the group of
enemies. The USA is the enemy. But now we in Russia have the
chance of helping our enemies. They are enemies but we will relate to
them in a good way.’ Many in the group felt that European countries
were under severe pressure from the US. We heard that ‘their euro
now is completely crushed and of course their vitality will depend on
their relations with the US. They want to create their own future but
the USA won’t let them.’ And that ‘the dollar is doing all it can to
destroy the euro . . .’ ‘And for the same reason they bombed
Yugoslavia.’ A high official of a Duma committee said the same thing
in different words: NATO expansion is a ‘diktat’ to the Europeans. The
US is a relatively young country that has a strong need to expand. But
‘Europe is not their home. We have to live in Europe, together, you
and us!’

Nevertheless, the positive view of EU enlargement displayed by
common Russians and many in the elite should be put in perspective.
All of them feel quite strongly that Russia cannot and must not ignore
its Asian neighbours and other important powers in the world. They
see Russia as a potentially significant power in several regions of
Europe and Asia. They reject the ‘unipolar’ world of the Americans and
hope for a multipolar world in which Russia has a strong voice. They
also reject the thought that their country should have only one strate-
gic partner. ‘We have to have well developed, balanced relationships
with all major countries, in a multipolar world.’
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Conclusion

The demise of the Soviet empire has triggered a geopolitical reorganiza-
tion of the Eurasian continent. As a result, in the words of one of the
most westernized of the academics in Moscow to whom we spoke,
‘Russians will have to learn to look at integration in a wholly new way:
not integrating others in Russia but integrating Russia into bigger struc-
tures. If they cannot do that, Russia will indeed remain an outsider.’
Some – but we need to stress: only some – of these structures are
European, and the European Union is one of them. In its great major-
ity, the Moscow elite has a positive attitude towards the EU and its
enlargement, provided this process is not used to further marginalize
Russia. Many accept that Russia will never be a member of the EU and
that its enlargement to include central European and Baltic states will
not necessarily harm Russian interests. But they are unanimous in
pointing out that if European institutions want stability and prosperity
for Europe, they should involve Russia in major decisions concerning
the continent’s future. Russian interests should not be wilfully ignored.
‘I do understand that the West does not want a strong Russia’, said a
KGB general, now advisor to the Federation Council’s Security and
Defence Committee. ‘But you should understand that neither is it in
the West’s interest to have a weak Russia.’

The NATO action in Yugoslavia has made the general population
face the simple but uncomfortable truth that in the international arena
Russia no longer plays a role of the same significance as before. NATO
bombs destroyed the myth of make-believe partnership and Russian
leaders speaking in terms of partnership with the West have lost credi-
bility.27 But as we have seen, there is a wide perception gap in Russia
between NATO and Europe. ‘Europe’ and the EU are seen in a positive
light. There is, therefore, considerable scope for an imaginative
Common Foreign and Security Policy provided it is developed in an
open dialogue with Russian leaders and, perhaps even more important,
explained to the country’s citizens.

Although the empirical base of this contribution is narrow, we found
certain other constants that allow us to make one or two tentative
policy recommendations. The interviews and focus group discussions
left us with the impression that both NATO and the EU are failing in
their public relations vis-à-vis the population of Russia. Most Russians
have a biased view of the Kosovo conflict and members of the elite in
Moscow felt that NATO could have done a far better job in terms of
‘damage limitation’ by trying to explain the complexity of the situation.
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By not engaging in some straightforward and relatively cheap public
relations aimed at the Russian population, NATO gave a signal that they
really did not matter and harmed its own interests. There is room for
improvement of the EU’s public relations as well. Both the European
Commission and EU member states have made significant investments
in the Russian transition, but overall these are invisible to the popula-
tion. There is ample room for improvement of information on the EU,
its structures, aims, policies and its programmes in Russia in particular.
The battered people of this country need to receive a strong signal from
the European Commission saying simply that they matter to us. Only
then will the word ‘partnership’ have any meaning.
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6
New Forms of International
Migration: In Search of Which
Europe?
Allan M. Williams

Introduction

International migration has provided one of the important pre-
conditions for economic growth in post-1945 Europe. Yet a regulatory
system based on the implicit assumption that migration would be tem-
porary, legal and for work purposes has largely failed to address
changes in the meanings of boundaries and citizenship in Europe and,
moreover, in the very nature of international mobility. In the mid
1990s there were an estimated 15 million immigrants in Europe who
are foreigners, without legal citizenship, in their countries of residence
(Soysal, 1996). The majority do have permanent resident status which
provides most of the same rights as national citizens in terms of social
and welfare provision, and access to legal justice, but only limited elec-
toral rights. However, across Europe, the pattern of national provision
has produced a bricolage of territories with differentiated rights for dif-
ferent migrant groups.

European Union (EU) measures have provided limited harmoniza-
tion of rights within the EU but in reality there are a number of differ-
ent European spaces – defined by membership of the Schengen group,
of the EU, or candidature for membership. Moreover, these are overlain
on diverse national approaches to immigration, asylum, citizenship
and trans-border mobility (Castles and Miller, 1993). In addition, there
are substantial groups of illegal and temporary labour and consump-
tion migrants who have no claims to the rights attached to even per-
manent residence, and face increasingly exclusive and
non-integrationist national migration and settlement policies.
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Despite the aspirations expressed in the Treaty on European Union
of 1992 to construct a European citizenship, and in the Treaty of
Amsterdam of 1997 to create ‘an area of freedom, security and justice’,
the EU remains a highly fragmented migration space. Its constituent
territories exhibit differential migration relationships with each other
and with extra-EU territories, and operate through borders of varying
degrees of permeability and closure. There are also differences among
the increasingly diverse sets of migrants in their access to labour
markets, and to the rights of residence and citizenship; these are gen-
dered, racialized and dependent on both the countries of origin and of
entry into the EU space. The mosaic of migration spaces, created by
this social and territorial differentiation, has significant economic, dis-
tributional and political consequences for both the individual migrants
and the destination countries and territories. For the migrants the key
question is which (of the many) Europes they have accessed. For the
EU and the member states, the key question is whether and how to rec-
oncile the competing European models of borders, territorial
definitions and social integration. How, if at all, can the different
Europes be unified, or at least harmonized, so as to create the single
space demanded by the concept of European citizenship? These issues
are especially germane as the Union seeks to extend its membership
further into the Mediterranean region and to central and eastern
Europe, especially after the decision of the European Council in
Helsinki in December 1999, which extended accession negotiations
from 6 to 12 applicants, as well as adding Turkey to the list of active
candidates.

This chapter seeks to explore three aspects of the European migration
space: its fragmentation, the shifting location of the frontier of ‘fortress
Europe’ and how that conflicts with the political and social construc-
tion of national borders, and the attempts to Europeanize this space.

A fragmented European migration space

For international migrants moving into or within Europe, the region
represents a blurred map of disjointed spaces, of uneven and differenti-
ated rights, punctuated by borders of variable porosity. The freedom of
movement of labour provisions of the Treaty of Rome, later widened to
freedom of movement of persons in the Treaty on European Union,
has had a limited impact on this politicized landscape of migration
rights, in terms of either imposing a second tier ‘European mobility
space’, or of harmonizing the national systems of regulation. The
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‘eastern enlargement’ negotiations will potentially create new barriers
to mobility, and differentiated rights, in central and eastern Europe,
even while it creates some new oppotunities. Even though the Helsinki
agreement, which opened negotiations with five additional CEE coun-
tries (plus Malta), has diminished the potential for creating disruptive
new barriers to mobility within the region, it has not eliminated this. If
there are major time lags in the accession dates of the applicants, these
could be sufficient to allow at least some temporary distortion of long-
established forms of temporary and permanent trans-border popula-
tion flows, based on economic and ethnic relationships (as, say,
between Hungary and Romania). Moreover, the political re-definition
of borders as a result of the enlargement will have a major impact on
migration flows into the applicant countries, from the former Soviet
Union or from parts of the former Yugoslavia.

The starting point for this analysis is an appreciation that the EU pro-
visions for freedom of movement have been almost entirely constructed
around the myth that international mobility is predominantly the pre-
serve of permanent labour migrants who are citizens of member states.
In other words, it is based on the notion of freedom of movement of
workers within a single market, and implicitly this is of course a gen-
dered construction. The pervading myth gives scant recognition to the
realities of globalization, ‘systemic turbulence’ (Wallace, 1999), non-
labour migration, and the increasing and diverse forms of clandestine
and short-term movements. Consequently, there are a series of dis-
jointed, and overlapping European spaces, where increasingly diverse
international migrants experience variable entry barriers to individual
territories and to what some call ‘fortress Europe’. Similar differentiation
also exists in their circulation across borders within the EU space, and to
their access to national, let alone putative European, citizenship rights.

The EU has been constructed from member states with very differ-
ent colonial histories, relationships with neighbouring states, and
positions in the international divisions of labour (especially the con-
trast between net labour exporters and importers which was evident
even among the original members). These differences have been ren-
dered even more complex by the way that myths and caricatures have
been created, or used by national policy makers, in the realm of
migration. The initial approach of the then European Economic
Community to this was informed by market-making concerns, which
some described as a predominant neo-liberal agenda (Holland, 1980).
This focused on negative measures to remove barriers to internal
labour movement for citizens of member states, as a precondition for
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the creation of a functioning and larger market which would promote
growth and economic balance. Moreover, there was an underlying
assumption that integration would lead to substitution of trade for
migration in the longer term (Straubhaar, 1988), if not in the shorter
term. Migration was therefore largely reduced to the role of an equili-
brating mechanism. In practice, the provisions of freedom of labour
movement largely applied to non-professional workers. Yet, with the
exception of Italy, the other founder member states were of limited
importance as sources of unskilled labour. Moreover, over time
international skilled labour migration – especially due to intra-
company transfers (Findlay and Garrick, 1990) – has been integral to
the globalizing economy, especially among the triad (US, EU, Japan)
and particularly the world cities within this. The mutual recognition
and harmonization of qualifications within the EU lagged behind this
shift, so that professional and technical labour markets tended to
remain nationally segmented. Their harmonization was given
momentum only by the single European market programme, and con-
stituted a belated (if, in practice, still partial) fulfilment of the market-
driven vision of Europe. An increasingly powerful version of this
neo-liberal perspective was also evident in the debate on economic
and monetary union (EMU), in so far as internal labour mobility (in
all its forms) is posited as being critical to the successful transition to a
single currency.

The EU approach was, at best, truncated for it failed to recognize the
significance of the concurrence of escalation, globalization and region-
alization (Collinson, 1994). International migration can only be under-
stood in a global perspective (Castles and Miller, 1993). Even in the
1950s and 1960s it was evident that extra-EU migrants provided most
of the international labour which contributed to the ‘surplus labour’
conditions that Kindleberger (1967) held to be critical to the post-war
boom in western Europe. Yet, while the freedom of movement of
member state workers has been subject to increasing EU regulation,
that of extra-EU workers has been almost entirely the preserve of
national regulation. This has meant that ‘fortress Europe’ has presented
different national legal and political gateways to workers from beyond
its frontier. In consequence, the European space remained fragmented
into national segments for extra-EU migrants. Entry into one of these
national spaces also restricted their mobility (to varying degrees)
between these bounded territories. The meaning of Europe for
migrants, then, is dependent not only on citizenship, but on the
nationality of their rights as permanent residents.
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The lack of full citizenship also implies constraints in respect of elec-
toral rights and access to welfare provision (Bauböck, 1994). Some of
these are transferable within the EU for citizens, although they are con-
strained, but they are almost entirely nationally grounded for non-
citizens. Migrants therefore are subject to the vagaries of different
national models of citizenship qualification (Kofman and Sales, 1998),
even though this is the gateway through which to access the collective
rights of European citizenship. Therefore, for the migrants, the ques-
tion of which Europe they have entered has fundamental political,
social and economic consequences. The rights of European citizenship
remain a lottery determined by national practices and interests territo-
rially assigned by their original gateway into the EU space.

The disjuncture between extra- and intra-EU legal labour migration
provides only one of the axes whereby the rights of residents and citi-
zens within the Union are differentiated (Koser and Lutz, 1998). These
are also differentiated in terms of the specific countries of origin, age
and gender (Kofman and Sales, 1998). Men and women, children and
adults all have different rights, which also vary depending on whether
or not they come from countries from which visas are required for
entry. There are also differences emanating from the legality, perma-
nence, and labour/non-labour status of the migrants. Moreover, migra-
tion policy remains highly politicized and populated by myths about
and caricatures of the migrants, many of which are explicitly or implic-
itly racialized. The remainder of this section focuses on four issues
related to this.

First, illegal immigration by its nature is difficult to monitor and quan-
tify, but there is broad agreement (Burgers and Engbersen, 1996) that
clandestine international mobility has increased in recent years. The
figure of 200–400 000 illegal migrants residing in the EU member states
was suggested at the EU–Russia seminar on migration organized by the
Finnish EU Council Presidency in July 1999; this illustrates both the
scale of the phenomenon and its imprecise nature.1 As will be seen in
the next section, this is in part a consequence of the changing geopoliti-
cal configuration of Europe. It is also the outcome of the attempt to
define a frontier for ‘fortress Europe’ from diverse national border
constructions and practices, in the face of intense emigration pressures
in the South, particularly in Africa and parts of Asia. Such migrants are
excluded from most of the rights afforded to permanent residents, let
alone citizens. In employment terms, they tend to be concentrated in
sectors such as construction, and small firm industrial and service pro-
duction which are dependent on relatively low cost and flexible labour.
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This tendency is supported by the relative decline of Fordist production
and the shift to more flexible forms of production, including small firms
and the informal sector (Blotevogel and King, 1996). The status of such
migrants is not, however, immutable, and there are opportunities
afforded by periodic amnesties and other procedures, whereby they can
apply for legal migrant status (Montanari and Cortese, 1993). Differences
in national approaches to this inevitably politicized process only serve to
fragment further the European migration space, and to highlight the
importance of which of the many Europes they have entered.

Second, Europe’s borders are increasingly porous, in terms of some
forms of mobility, notably as regards clandestine migration. Even
where barriers exist to legal labour immigration, there are alternative
forms of transnational mobility. Whether in respect of tourism, shop-
ping (Williams and Balaz, 2000; Williams and Shaw, 1998), or seasonal
or daily pendular labour migration (King, 1998), there are many differ-
ent routeways across borders that functionally link and divide territo-
ries within and without the EU. Progressive enlargements of the EU
have redistributed rather than eliminated such movements, through
the convergence of prices and wages (but not taxation) and changes in
rights of residence and migration. The post–1989 shifts in central and
eastern Europe have also increased the flows of temporary migrants,
sometimes with spectacular economic effects for national economies
such as Albania (Çuka et al., 1996), and for border regions such as that
between Germany and Poland (Krätke, 1998).

Whatever the economic effects for such countries, and especially for
potentially dynamic border regions (such as Vienna–Bratislava), the
socio-political outcome has been to fragment further the European
mobility space. Daily and seasonal labour migrants are denied most of
the rights of permanent residents, let alone citizens. Tourists and shop-
pers – despite an embryo EU consumer rights  policy – are subject to
the vagaries of national legislation, which rarely recognize the particu-
lar needs of international visitors. These types of movement also high-
light another feature of recent migration trends – their multi-faceted
nature. A combination of changing lifestyles, and reactions to barriers
to legal labour migration and permanent residence, has meant a
growth of multi-purpose international mobility. For example, a tourist
trip may be combined with casual employment or petty trading. This
highlights the inadequacy of existing regulatory frameworks for migra-
tion and mobility, and undermines the objectives ascribed to bound-
aries by states. It also adds to the fragmentation of Europe into
different spaces for different types of migrants.
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Third, there is increasing evidence that consumption-led migration is
important. This encompasses both lifestyle migration and retirement
migration (Buller and Hoggart, 1994). Both have grown in conse-
quences of changes in life expectancy, effective retirement ages, life-
time flows of income, and the internationalization of tourism and
labour markets (Williams et al., 1997). For example, for most of the
second half of the twentieth century, growing numbers of British older
people have been retiring abroad for reasons of return, family re-
unification or amenity-seeking. By 1997 8 per cent of British pension-
ers received their state benefits abroad (Friedrich and Warnes, 1999).
Research by Rodríguez et al. (1998) has shown that such retirement
migration, in this case for amenity reasons, is generalized among
northern Europeans. While many are permanent migrants, and acquire
permanent residence status, others lead peripatetic lifestyles, which are
extended across national borders and encompass two or more resi-
dences in different countries (King et al., 1998). For various reasons,
including taxation avoidance and evasion of taxes, as well as the barri-
ers of cumbersome national administrative procedures, there is a high
degree of under-registration among such migrants. More generally, this
can be seen as a failure to create a single European space in terms of
the practices that govern everyday life and residence. This has implica-
tions in terms of electoral rights (extended to all locally registered citi-
zens of members states in respect of local and European Parliament
elections) and access to health and welfare. This again contributes to
fragmentation of the single European space that was implied by provi-
sions of the Single European Act to facilitate the freedom of movement
of persons.

Fourth, migration is also the mechanism by which, what Wallace
(1999) terms, ‘systemic turbulence in Europe’ is transmitted between
territories and across boundaries. This was most dramatically illustrated
by the 1989 Hungarian decision to open its border with Austria,
thereby allowing East Germans to move to West Germany, contribut-
ing to the chain of events that led to the transition in central and
eastern Europe. More recent examples include the population move-
ments triggered in the Balkans by the conflicts attending the break up
of the former Yugoslavia, and the chaos in Albania. This is part of the
global expansion of refugee movements in the 1980s and 1990s
(Collinson, 1994). The number of asylum-seekers in Europe increased
from 73 700 in 1983 to 693 700 in 1992, before declining to 283 400 in
1995 (Joly et al., 1997). By 1999 numbers had increased to 437 400
excluding Italy (data not available) and including only the Baltic states
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among the territories of the former Soviet Union (UNHCR, 2000: 1).
For refugees, as for labour migrants, their reception, rights and access
to welfare support have depended on their initial point of entry to
Europe, whether within or outside of the European Union. The EU
attempt to harmonize national policies with respect to asylum-seekers
and refugees has had relatively limited impact on this mosaic of
national spaces. However, the meeting of the European Council
accompanied by ministers of justice and home affairs, at Tampere in
October 1999 signalled an intention to move to ‘a single European
asylum system’, as heralded in the Treaty of Amsterdam.

Changing borders and frontiers

European integration has contributed to the reconfiguration of
European boundaries in respect of migration, or at least to the overlap-
ping sets of European spaces that have emerged in the course of deep-
ening and widening. Thus boundary issues and migration have also
shaped the enlargement process. There are two related issues. On the
one hand, the granting of access to the European single space for the
free movement of labour (and later persons) is implied for the new
member states. On the other hand, this has increasingly been condi-
tional on partial closure of access between these countries and those
territories outside of this potential form of fortress Europe. These issues
have been given added importance by the Schengen Agreement which
implies a reduction, although not an elimination, of borders to inter-
nal mobility among the signatories. In reality, the reframing of rela-
tionships between the new members and non-member states is less
absolute than is implied by the term fortress Europe. As has already
been noted, European borders are relatively permeable because of the
economic forces governing global migration, the recognition of special
relationships with adjoining territories (for example, Norway and
Iceland have association agreements with Schengen), and the realities
of the various forms of legal and illegal migration.

The classic ‘frontier’ of the EU, in terms of an interface with a poten-
tial zone of large-scale immigration, was to the South. While Italy (or
more precisely southern Italy in migration terms), was placed inside this
boundary by the Treaty of Rome, the rest of southern Europe as well as
adjoining regions of Africa and Asia were beyond the EU boundary. This
had little impact on migration flows in the late 1950s and 1960s, with
the growth of extra-EC migration outstripping that of intra-EC inter-
national migration. As Holland (1980: 58) argued, ‘it was not the logic
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of economic integration as such but accumulation of capital and its
demand for labour which attracted migrants from less to more devel-
oped countries’. Hence the zenith of Greek and Iberian migration to the
EU was in the 1960s and the early 1970s, more than a decade before the
southern enlargement of the Community. Iberian emigration was an
issue in the southern enlargement negotiations leading the then
European Community to impose a long transitional period for extend-
ing free movement of labour to Portugal and Spain. In practice this had
relatively limited significance by the time of the accession of Spain and
Portugal, for the migration frontier had shifted as net out-migration
became net in-migration in these countries.

From the 1970s, and perhaps earlier in particular instances, the
nature, meaning and the location of the southern frontier was recon-
stituted by new labour market dynamics (King and Donati, 1999). The
demand for labour in Northern Europe had declined as their
economies faced increased uncertainty and reduced growth, which
contributed to more racialized and exclusionary national immigration
policies for non-EU nationals. At the same time, economic growth and
west European economic convergence led to reduced emigration from
the new member states. Instead, they increasingly became targets for
immigration from outside the Community. Countries such as Spain,
Greece and Italy became net importers of people (as in a different
context did Ireland, which had been one of the leading countries of
emigration before the 1990s). To some extent, this reflected the
increased closure of most northern European boundaries, the
dynamism of the economies of the four southern member states, and
the porousness of the long and open sea borders which constituted a
‘vulnerable underbelly’ to fortress Europe (King and Donati, 1999:
140). The extent of immigration is not known, given the scale of clan-
destine moves, but current stocks may be around 3.5 million. Slovenia
has also effectively come inside the southern migration frontier leaving
Albania, the remainder of the former-Yugoslavia and Turkey beyond,
from among the adjacent Mediterranean states. Refugee flows from the
Balkans have challenged the viability of the southern frontier. Hence
we can observe the difficulties of constructing fortress Europe in the
face of increasingly global patterns of migration and refugee flows,
especially where there are language ties and socio-cultural networks
that extend across the incorporated boundaries.

In contrast to the south, the boundaries between western and eastern
Europe, although not constituting an absolute barrier, did represent a
relatively effective eastern frontier for much of the post–1945 period.
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After 1989, the boundary became increasingly permeable, with the
relaxation of controls on the eastern side, and the hesitant willingness
of the West not to close off the freedom of movement it had long
advocated for the region. There were well-publicized fears in western
Europe of a mass exodus for both economic and political reasons, the
latter being linked to the revival of nationalism and xenophobia
(Iglicka and Sword, 1998). The anticipated mass flows never material-
ized. Although they reached about 1.2 m in 1990 (Salt, 1993), by 1992
the peak had been passed (Papademetriou, 1994). The result has been
that central and eastern Europe has become effectively a buffer zone,
but a fragmented one, which faces further differentiation as the result
of the multi-speed nature of EU enlargement negotiations. On the one
hand the eastern borders of these states (with the former Soviet Union)
are relatively porous, and their relative prosperity compared to the
latter, has made them attractive to immigration from further east. In
this case, they function as being within the eastern migration frontier.
However, the western border remains partially closed, especially for
migrants from further afield who are in transit through these countries.
The western border is, however, semi-porous for the citizens of central
and eastern Europe. Even if legal labour migration is still strictly con-
trolled, there are sufficient opportunities as contract, seasonal or com-
muter labour migrants, or as illegal workers using tourist visas, to allow
substantial flows into western Europe. Overall, however, central and
eastern Europe has become a net destination rather than a sending
region. For example, in Poland, between 1989 and 1997, there was an
increase in the number of foreign arrivals from 5 to 90 million
(Okolski, 1996), with many of the immigrants being from Ukraine and
Byelorussia.

For the migrants from central and eastern Europe, as well as those
from the former Soviet Union and elsewhere, the key question is to
which Europe they have secured access. That question will assume
even greater importance as the accession negotiations reach their con-
clusion. Membership of Schengen is not a condition of EU accession,
but full application of the Schengen acquis is a condition of access to
the Schengen Agreement. This means that there is a distinct possibility
that the real limits to the European single mobility space will be
redrawn in the near future, even assuming that a lengthy transition
period is imposed on free movement of labour. Before the Helsinki
European Council, there was a real probability that the negotiations
with only some favoured applicants would result in the frontier of
fortress Europe dissecting central and eastern Europe. The opening of
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membership discussions with five other east European candidates
diminished this possibility. Nevertheless, the multi-speed nature of the
negotiations mean that the frontier will shift over time and may, if
only temporarily, impact on flows within the region. Not only will the
EU enlargement process redefine the roles of different territories in the
international chains of labour migration and refugee flows, but it could
transect long established trans-border flows, such as those between
friends and families across the Slovakia–Hungary border, the
Hungary–Romania border, and between Czechs and Slovaks across
what had once been an internal division within the former
Czechoslovakia. In this case the process of European integration could
serve to fragment, while appearing to unify the larger European migra-
tion space. Whether this will happen remains to be tested, and will
depend on the aggregate outcome of the separate negotiations, which
have now been set in train with all the central and eastern European
countries, excepting parts of the Balkans. If some of the early new
‘eastern’ members do become party to the Schengen Agreement, this
need not automatically imply a disruption to existing flows to and
from neighbouring countries, but only if the Schengen Agreement
could be made sufficiently flexible to incorporate associate eastern
members. Whether the existing Schengen members would be willing
and able to accept this, however, depends on who those neighbours
are, and the estimated prospective flows of migration which would
result, not to mention the ebb and flow of the domestic politics of
immigration. Beyond this, there are important issues of freedom of
movement, for example relating to the Roma peoples, which may well
add another twist to the racialized nature of immigration policy and of
borders.

The Europeanization of migration space: access to which
Europe?

European integration has brought together a group of countries with
contrasting approaches to international migration, seen in terms of
both barriers to entry and policies for integration within their territo-
ries. Different colonial legacies and roles in the international division
of labour, as well as varied relations with neighbouring countries,
meant that the member states evolved different policies in terms of
both border permeability and the integration of migrants, including
access to citizenship rights. For example, the UK has freedom of move-
ment provisions with the Republic of Ireland (including the extension
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of electoral rights to resident Irish citizens) since long before accession
to the EU. It also did and does exercize preferential migrant status for
its former colonies, although the meaning of this in terms of barriers to
entry has been dictated by economic circumstances and domestic poli-
tics (Hudson and Williams, 1995: ch 6). Norway and Iceland have long
established freedom of movement agreements with the other Nordic
states, which are members of the EU.

Further differences are evident in social integration within the
national territories. Within Europe, immigrants, especially from racial
minorities, have been subject to four main types of social exclusion
(White, 1999). These are, first, legal restraint whereby, for example,
non-citizens are excluded from state bureaucracy jobs, and from the
full rights of personal mobility to other European countries. Second,
there are ideologies of ‘othering’, whereby various forms of discrimina-
tory practices, and sometimes outright racism, are justified in terms
usually of stereotyped myths. Most European countries provide exam-
ples of such ‘othering’ processes, but they have been given particular
prominence in recent years by the growth in support for new right
parties in Italy, Germany, Austria and France, among others. Third,
there has been a failure to provide specific services for particular groups
and, in the case of housing for example, this has contributed to racial-
ized housing segregation. Only the Scandinavian countries have rela-
tively inclusive welfare policies which largely recognize the needs of
minority groups. Finally, racial characteristics often influence the
labour market positions of individuals, and relegate them to the under-
class in terms of labour mobility and exclusion from consumption. For
example, King (1998) reports that the unemployment rates of foreign-
ers have been about double those of the indigenous workforce in most
major European economies. There are considerable differences in the
experiences of different types of migrants in different states. In broad
terms, Castles (1995) argues that there have been three main responses
in the major destination countries, which he typifies as differential
exclusion (Germany), assimilation (France), and pluralism (Netherlands).
This commentary underlines the deeply rooted nature of territorial dif-
ferences in the approaches to immigrants and the fact that citizenship
does not automatically significantly reduce, let alone eliminate,
disadvantage.

EU intervention in respect of the rights of international migrants has
been limited, despite citizenship having become in recent years a
central tenet of a strategy to build a sense of European identity. The
Treaty on European Union stated that political union was to be a
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‘union amongst peoples’ and not just a set of agreements among states,
while the Treaty of Amsterdam emphasized the promotion of an ‘area
of justice, freedom and security’. In practice, however, EU provisions
on freedom of movement still relate almost entirely to the rights of cit-
izens of member states. The Schengen Agreement does provide for free
circulation of third country nationals, for visits for up to three months,
but does not provide full, free movement, which would imply estab-
lishment rights. Citizenship therefore remains an important gateway to
the freedom of movement rights enshrined in this agreement. In
summary, the Europeanization of immigration policies has mostly
been imposed on, rather than substituted for, this bricolage of national
arrangements. This applies to both the boundary and internal policies
applied to migrants.

Moreover, EU social measures to assist immigrants have been limited.
While the Treaty of Rome prohibited discrimination on the basis of
nationality, this also applied only to citizens of the member states.
Therefore, the emphasis mostly has been on negative measures and
there have been only a few positive measures to assist integration or to
reduce racism (Cesarini and Fulbrook, 1996). For example, there are no
special provisions in the social chapter for the EU to tackle ethnic or
racial issues, whether for citizens or non-citizens of member states. In
consequence, there has been little Europeanization of human rights and
citizenship policies. Waudrach and Hofinger (1997) examined the dis-
parities among countries in their treatment of migrants – measured in
terms of regulations governing residence, access to the labour market,
family reunification, naturalization, and the rights of second genera-
tions, and concluded that there are still major differences in approaches
to incorporation. Against this rather bleak assessment, however, these
has been a string of cases in the European Court of Justice where plain-
tiffs used EU law to establish the rights of third country nationals.

The EU has been more active in seeking to harmonize policies at its
external boundaries. Interest in an EU level response dates from the econ-
omic crisis of the 1970s and the shift to greater control in immigration
policies (Collinson, 1994: 122). In practice, the main focus has been on
refugees and asylum-seekers. This is consistent with EU overall priorities
to strengthen controls at its external borders and increase security,
rather than address issues of inclusion and rights. Indeed, it is this
emphasis that has provoked critics to coin the phrase ‘fortress Europe’.
EU actions, such as the 1990 Dublin Convention, have essentially been
based on intergovernmental cooperation. This was recognized in the
commitment in the Treaty on European Union to harmonize asylum
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procedures on the basis that the issue was considered to be of ‘common
interest’, and therefore to be determined by agreements between EU
governments. This choice of method reflected the hesitations of some
EU governments about handing over their national powers to full EU
competence. The Treaty of Amsterdam, however, revealed an increasing
willingness to develop a more harmonized EU regime.

The Tampere European Council was convened to put flesh on these
bones. Monar (1999: 1) considers that the ‘area of freedom, security
and justice’ has shown ‘an extraordinary growth dynamic as a special
regime of European governance’. This is evident in the fact that the
member states proposed more than 200 legislative measures in respect
of this policy arena during the preparation for the Tampere European
Council. Perhaps even more significantly, the governance structures in
respect of justice and home affairs are a highly flexible mixture of
Community and intergovernmental structures (Monar, 1999). There
are areas that are still strongly the preserves of intergovenmentalism,
such as asylum and external border controls. But there are also areas of
police and judicial cooperation which are now open to a greater role by
the European Court of Justice, and to obligatory consultation with the
European Parliament. Moreover, a host of new cooperative measures
are emerging between member states and other bodies, which some
commentators consider presage an important institutional shift.

The still largely intergovernmentalist approach to the highly politi-
cized issue of refugees and asylum seeking means that there is not a
uniform policy within the EU. This is problematic since there is a lack of
effective international governance in this area. It is now recognized that
the Geneva Convention, which defined refugees on the basis of ‘fear of
being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership
of a particular social group or political opinion’, is inadequate to meet
the challenges of the large numbers of refugees displaced by wars and
famine, whether in the Balkans or in Africa. One of the results of EU
intervention has been to displace some of the pressures to just beyond
its present borders. It reclassified many points of central and eastern
Europe as ‘safe countries’, once the individual states had signed the
Geneva Convention. At the same time individual member states,
notably Germany, refused to accept refugees who had been in transit
through the now ‘safe’ eastern buffer states (Collinson, 1996). Some
progress has been made in respect of collective actions in the field of
positive intervention in the countries of migration origin. The Barcelona
Agreement 1995 and the Euro–Mediterranean partnership, in particular,
has been developed partly to promote prosperity and stability outside of
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the EU, not only for security reasons but also to diffuse the pressures on
emigration. The main means for achieving this has been to encourage
various forms of cooperation, backed by the incentive of an EU funding
programme. While the scale of the transfer of resources is limited, this
does at least recognize the global framework within which international
migration operates. The Tampere European Council also recognized the
need to integrate foreign policy and immigration policy, and did result
in some important advances in respect of creating common procedures
and minimum guarantees for a common asylum system.

Conclusions

As one of the triad of global economic powers, the EU has long been a
major destination of migration flows, and these have contributed to its
economic growth, whether in the age of mass migration and Fordist
production, or in the later shift to more flexible accumulation.
Differences in national approaches and limited EU intervention have
meant that EU-Europe has been reconstituted, however, as a set of
overlapping and fragmented migration spaces. Not only does this con-
tradict the goals of creating a single market, but it also means that the
‘many Europes’ have varied meanings for increasingly diverse groups
of immigrants. At one extreme there are highly mobile professional
and other skilled workers in internationally competitive labour
markets, who constitute core workers, and have relatively privileged
access to permanent resident status. At the other extreme are various
forms of temporary and illegal workers who in economic terms form
part of the underclass in European societies, without even the basic if
limited citizenship rights to social provision and democratic participa-
tion that are ascribed to the indigenous members of that class. In
between are a variety of other types of migrants, differentiated by their
skills, their permanence, and whether or not they are citizens of EU
member states. While the EU has generally not intervened directly in
respect of the rights of non-EU citizens, EU enlargement has played an
important role in defining the southern migration frontier of the
Union (King, 1998). It is playing and will play a similarly important
role in respect of asylum and the free movement of non-EU citizens in
eastern Europe, as the eastern migration frontier is repositioned in the
course of the eastern enlargement negotiations.

One of the keys to interpreting the approaches of both the EU and of
individual states to international (non-EU) migration is the relationship
between those policies that determine the permeability of external fron-
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tiers and those that affect internal mobility. While the EU is concerned
with the creation of a single European migration space, it has not been
able to extend this in any meaningful way to third country nationals. For
example, the Schengen Implementation Convention was long delayed
because of the resistance of member states concerned with balancing
security and free movement. Even now, the rights of freedom of move-
ment of persons are extended only to citizens of the EU, and the criteria
of citizenship are determined by national governments rather than by
the EU. For non-citizens, therefore, the EU remains a series of disjointed
and fragmented territories, and the notion of European citizenship has
little significance. Different approaches to incorporation serve further to
underline this picture of nationally segmented spaces.

This version of EU-Europe in practice does not have a commonly
defined set of national borders, nor is it actually an area without inter-
nal borders. The importance of borders lies not only in the obstacles
that they present to mobility but also in the opportunities that they
provide. Whether within or without the EU, there are differences in
prices, taxation and labour market regulation which stimulate trans-
border mobility, whether temporary or permanent, and whether of
shoppers or workers. These not only facilitate inter-regional income
transfers, but can be significant in determining where production is
located and even for the competitiveness of individual regions.
Boundaries are also given significance by the very process of enlarge-
ment. In the case of Turkey, there is little doubt that migration has
been one of the latent, if not always articulated, reasons for that
country’s troubled attempt to open accession negotiations (Kadioglu,
1993). Now that the Helsinki European Council has accorded ‘candi-
date status’ to Turkey, there is increasing likelihood that such migra-
tion issues will have to be addressed, even if Helsinki has deferred
‘accession negotiations’ until such time as Turkey meets certain pre-
conditions in areas such as human rights. Migration is also likely to
figure large in the current round of negotiations with the central and
eastern European applicants.

One important point to note here is that much of the public debate
about migration policy is conducted in terms of stereotypes and car-
icatures. The real diversity among migrants, which has been empha-
sized in this chapter, is often brushed aside by single, stereotypical
images. A related point is the time lag between shifts in migration and
political recognition of these. Thus the South of Europe was seen as a
potential source of mass migration to northern Europe, long after the
former had become a macro-region of immigration. Similarly, much
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of the popular political debate about a possible ‘flood’ of immigration
from eastern to western Europe, mirrors – at best – a short term rise in
emigration in the difficult early transition years after 1989, which
ignores the fact that this region has become one of net immigration.
How that will change after the accession of one or more of these
countries to the EU remains open to debate, but there is no historic
precedent that EU accession will be followed by a sustained increase
in emigration from the new member state.

Finally, it can be argued that any attempt to construct a European
migration policy or a European migration space has to be seen in terms
of globalization. Europe and the EU are key components of, rather
than isolated from, the global migration system. This is evident in the
case of refugee movements, which have increased sharply in the 1980s
and 1990s, but with Europe being the destination of only a small part
of these. Similarly, the implications of EU asylum and migration poli-
cies for central and eastern Europe can be understood only in the
context of those countries’ relationships with the former Soviet Union
territories, and their roles as destinations for other migrants and
refugees seeking to access the EU. The EU–Mediterranean partnership
implicitly acknowledges such globalization, but the Union does not
attach significant priority and resources to this so as to make a major
impact on the position of the EU in respect of the global flux of
international migration. However, it does serve to underline the view
that migration has to be considered not only in terms of economic and
demographic issues, but in terms of how the Union evolves, its priori-
ties, and its political relationships with both the member states and
with countries outside its boundaries.

Note

1. Estimates seem to be based on the rough assumption that the illegal
migrants found are about 10 per cent of the total.
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7
Regional Trajectories and Uneven
Development in the 'New Europe’:
Rethinking Territorial Success and
Inequality
Adrian Smith, Al Rainnie and Michael Dunford1

Introduction: globalization, Europe and territorial
inequality

At the start of the twenty-first century the ‘new Europe’ is characterized
by significant and enduring territorial inequalities. Within Europe,
much as in North America, the debate over such disparities revolves
around two main issues. First, some researchers envisage the emer-
gence of economies that are at the same time globalized and regionally
integrated, and of a world in which sub-national regional economic
life assumes increased significance in a global economy (Scott, 1998;
Storper, 1998). Second, others offer a more sober analysis of contempor-
ary trends, insisting that development is associated with a continued
reproduction of inequality, and stressing the wide variation in the roles
of global and local factors in shaping the trajectories of different
regional economies (Dunford, 1994; Hudson and Williams, 1999).

This chapter assesses the dimensions of territorial inequalities in an
increasingly integrated Europe, and examines how we might under-
stand the mosaic of uneven development. In particular, the chapter
engages critically with a debate on west European regional develop-
ment, which focuses on ‘successful’ experiences of regional transforma-
tion – what Lovering (1999) has called ‘the new regionalism’. We argue
that this focus does not help us in explaining the divergence and differ-
entiation of territorial development in Europe. We also argue that the
focus upon the putative conditions of ‘success’ in ‘successful’ regions
limits our understanding of regional economic performance in Europe.
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We start with a discussion of the dimensions and trajectories of terri-
torial disparities in the ‘new Europe’. Then we examine the limits of
much of the existing literature on the subject. We suggest, following
Lovering (1999), that the ‘new regionalist’ orthodoxy fails to capture
the variegated map of territorial inequality in Europe. Finally, we point
to some possible ways of reconceptualizing regional dynamics in a
more integrated Europe.

Globalization and regional transformations

One of the leading proponents of globalization, Kenichi Ohmae
(1995), identifies three paramount tendencies in the global political
economy that provide a starting point for us. The first is the growing
and unstoppable dominance of transnational corporations (TNCs); the
second is the increasing redundancy of the nation state; and the third
is the emergence of regions as the major new sites for economic activ-
ity (cf. Scott, 1998). Globalization, it is argued, is being driven by the
unimpeded flow across national borders of the ‘four I’s – industry,
investment, individuals and information. Investment is no longer geo-
graphically constrained. Industry is far more global in orientation with
the strategies of modern TNCs no longer shaped or conditioned by
reasons of state. Location is driven by the desire for access to markets
and/or resources, and subsidies have become irrelevant as location cri-
teria. Information technology now makes it possible for a company to
operate in various parts of the world without having to build up an
entire business system in each country and facilitates cross-border par-
ticipation and strategic alliances. Finally, individual consumers have
become more global in orientation, with better access to information
about lifestyles around the globe. For Ohmae, the implications of this
analysis are startling. The nation state is seen as a meaningless territor-
ial unit. In the now borderless economy, all meaningful operational
autonomy is ceded to what Ohmae calls ‘region states’ (Ohmae, 1995).
These emergent regions tend to have between five million and 20
million people. Furthermore, the powerlessness of the nation state is
taken to herald the death of Keynesian style state intervention. Indeed
some analysts have gone further, arguing that globalization represents
the greatest ever threat to the social democratic agenda (Richards,
1997).

These claims have their echoes in Europe – one of Ohmae’s emerging
regional worlds of the global economy, itself made up of a mosaic of
regional economies that others have baptized a ‘Europe of the regions’.
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Increasing integration and future enlargement of the European Union
(EU) are seen as forces enhancing the position of Europe in the global
economy. At the same time Europe is seen as comprising a series of ter-
ritorial units of successful regional economies centred around areas
such as the ‘Third Italy’ or Baden-Württemburg and economically
strong, large metropolitan regions in the EU core (Dunford and Smith,
1998, 2000). Such sub-national regions have been seen either as
Marshallian industrial districts, which owe their competitiveness and
capacity for innovation to local clustering (Sabel, 1994; Sengenberger,
1993), or as diverse global-city regions, in which financial- and pro-
ducer-service functions dominate. Clustering, it is argued, allows for
savings to be made by joint procurement and use of resources and by
pooling labour, financial and physical capital and infrastructure. At the
same time, there are, it is argued, strong relations of cooperation and
trust, which are vital to technological improvement. These districts or
cities are also characterized by proactive regional strategies, facilitated
by the emergence of post Fordist flexible technologies and associated
forms of firm and work organization. Agglomeration therefore privi-
leges the local over the national in the global economy in ‘regional
worlds of production’ (Storper, 1998) or in ‘networked learning
regions’ (Morgan, 1997). The result is a discursive rendering of sub-
national regional success representing what Lovering (1999) has called
a ‘new regionalist’ orthodoxy. The nation state in particular is seen to
be receding in importance, as the local and regional levels emerge as
the motors of the global economy.

At the start of the twenty-first century, however, the ‘new Europe’ is
characterized by enormous and enduring territorial inequalities, and
this focus upon ‘success’ overlooks instances of relative failure and
overstates selected parts of individual regional economies. Just how
wide are these inequalities? Using per capita income measured in pur-
chasing-power-parities (PPP) for 1996 relative to the EU average,
Luxembourg the wealthiest EU member state, was located at 168 per
cent of the average.2 Slovenia, the wealthiest central European state,
was positioned at only 59 per cent of the EU average and Russia (prior
to the collapse of the rouble in 1998) was positioned at only 23 per
cent (see Dunford and Smith, 2000). The prospect of some countries
from the former ‘communist’ world becoming EU members, therefore,
raises concerns over the cohesiveness of this ‘new Europe’. As Iain Begg
(1996: 13) has argued, the addition of approximately 105 million
people in the candidate countries from central and eastern Europe
would increase the EU population by 28 per cent, while simultaneously
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adding only between 3.4 per cent and 8.5 per cent to EU GDP (depend-
ing upon whether one uses nominal exchange rates or PPP estimates).
Consequently, average EU per capita GDP would be likely to drop by
around 15 per cent. In other words, under current EU criteria, all of
these candidate countries would be eligible for support from both the
Cohesion Fund and the Structural Funds. This could cost something in
the range of 42 billion euro. Such transfers would account for between
7 per cent of Slovenia’s GDP and 51 per cent of Lithuania’s (Grabbe
and Hughes, quoted in Begg, 1996: 12).

The contemporary map of economic inequality in Europe reflects
three important historical considerations. The first is that wide territor-
ial inequalities are a product of the last 200 years. In 1820 the distance
between the richest and poorest country in the world was of the order
of three to one. This ratio stood at about 11 to one in 1913, 35 to one
in 1950, 44 to one in 1973 and 72 to one in 1992 (UNDP, 1999: 38).
The second is that Europe in particular has also been characterized by
wide disparities. In the late nineteenth century there was a standard
salient contrast between an industrialized west, on the one hand, and
on the other hand, much of central and eastern Europe and Russia,
where a version of capitalism was only just emerging in the ‘first transi-
tion’ (from late feudalism to emergent capitalist industrialization). At
that stage territorial disparities in Europe (as in the world as a whole)
were much lower than those found today: Russian per capita national
product in 1870 stood at some 50 per cent of the European average and
that of the Hungarian kingdom stood at 73 per cent (elaborated from
Good, 1991: 228).3 Significantly, however, as the economic historian
Alexander Gerschenkron and others have taught us (Gerschenkron,
1962; Berend and Ránki, 1982; see also Dunford, 1998a), the European
economy has included historically enduring forms of ‘relative back-
wardness’ in the East. Disparities were characterized by different forms
of economic governance, which might be conceptualized as ‘varieties
of capitalism’ (Hollingsworth, 1998). Forms of capitalist industrializa-
tion were found in large parts of western Europe, while the eastern part
contained limited pockets of industrialization, alongside enduring ‘late
feudal’ features and the dominance of agriculture (which in 1910
accounted for 80 per cent of the gainfully employed population in
Russia and 64 per cent in Hungary). The third consideration is that the
variegated territorial differences in the economy of the ‘new Europe’
are a major dimension of division across the continent as it enters the
twenty-first century. The paradox of change since 1989 is that the tran-
sition to capitalism and the move towards economic and political inte-
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gration between East and West have so far brought with them increas-
ing economic divergence (Dunford and Smith, 2000). The various
attempts to build and establish forms of capitalism and market
economy in the former ‘communist’ world during the ‘second transi-
tion’ (since 1989) have had enormously uneven impacts at both
national and subnational levels (Dunford, 1998b; Pickles and Smith,
1998; Smith, 1998).

Dimensions and dynamics of territorial trajectories in the
‘New Europe’

Measuring disparities in territorial development in Europe is a compli-
cated and problematic task. The various multilateral agencies (such as
the World Bank, the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe
and the EU) use estimates of economic development derived from
national accounts collected by national statistical offices, increasingly
on the basis of common principles. However, data of a consistent and
comparable quality are difficult to obtain. They often do not capture
the role of the informal or shadow economies, which can be of quite
sizeable proportions (up to 40 per cent of Russian GDP for example) in
both central and eastern Europe and EU countries (Altvater, 1998;
Clarke, 1999; COM(98) 219 fin.). Consequently, any firm conclusions
about relative wealth should be treated with some caution and the
measures reported here should be regarded as orders of magnitude
rather than precise estimates.

National economic disparities in Europe

Examination of national disparities in GDP per head (measured in
PPP), relative to the EU average in 1996, indicates persistently wide dis-
parities among the 15 EU member states (ranging from 66 per cent of
the EU average in Greece to 168 per cent in Luxembourg). The coun-
tries of central and eastern Europe that have embarked on accession
negotiations to the EU4 lie well below even the poorest EU member
states.5

Within the EU, four main clusters of countries are identifiable.
Luxembourg performed strongest in terms of per capita income, as a rel-
atively prosperous city that happens to also be a country. A second
group comprises (in descending rank order) Belgium, Denmark,
Austria, Germany, the Netherlands, France, Italy, and Sweden with 
per capita GDP ranging from just above average (101 per cent in the
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case of Sweden) to 114 per cent (Belgium). This core of strong national
economies lies at the heart of EU-wealth generation. A third group lies
just below the EU average; it includes Finland, the UK, and Ireland.
Over the last ten years Ireland has significantly improved its GDP per-
formance, though the incomes of Irish residents have increased much
less quickly, since a substantial share of GDP is translated into profits
repatriated by inward investors. There also has been a decline in the
position of the UK. A final group which now comprises three countries
are the poorer so-called ‘cohesion countries’ – Spain at 77 per cent,
Portugal at 74 per cent, and Greece at 66 per cent of the average.

All the ten candidate countries from central and eastern Europe
recorded per capita GDP levels in 1996 below 60 per cent of the EU
average; that is, below the lowest level for any of the 15 member states.
Slovenia, the wealthiest, stood at 59 per cent of the average and the
Czech Republic at 54 per cent, while Romania stood at 23 per cent. Of
those that had been part of the former Soviet Union, Estonia recorded
a GDP per capita at 23 per cent of the EU average, while Latvia, the
poorest, recorded a level of 18 per cent. Russia, not an applicant,
recorded a score of 23 per cent in 1996, although its position is likely
to have been significantly worsened as a result of the 1998 financial
crisis and the further devaluation of the rouble.

Regional economic disparities in Europe

In addition to very significant territorial disparities between countries,
there are also wide disparities in economic development between
regions across the continent. These differences stand in the way of
greater cohesion in a more integrated Europe. Strict comparisons
between central and eastern Europe and the EU are not possible
because of the different size of regional accounting units. Countries in
central and eastern Europe are only beginning to implement a system
of territorial organization which enables comparisons to be made
across diverse national contexts (see, for example, recent GDP esti-
mates for Slovak regions in comparison to the EU average ( S̆ÚSR,
2000). However, it is possible to identify the scale of disparities in 1995
by using PPP estimates of regional per capita GDP, relative to the EU
average for the so-called ‘NUTS III’ regions,6 in fifteen EU member
states and for Hungary, Slovakia and Russia, the three other countries
for which data are available (see Dunford and Smith, 2000).7 Output
per head in regions in these countries varied enormously from 353 per
cent of the EU average in Frankfurt-am-Main to four per cent in the
Ingush Republic in the North Caucasus of Russia. A large number of
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Russian regions lie in the poorest income range and Slovakia has both
poorer regions and greater internal disparities than Hungary. Within
the EU, 19 per cent of the population lived in ‘NUTS III’ regions with a
per capita GDP of less than 75 per cent of the EU average. In many of
these areas unemployment levels are high, often the share of income
from low-productivity agricultural sectors is large, and some  have
experienced high levels of industrial decline in mining, steel, textiles
and shipbuilding.

In the three central and east European countries by far the majority of
regions for which we have data fall below three-quarters of EU 
per capita GDP. No Hungarian region appears above 66 per cent of 
the average, not even the capital city region of Budapest. In Slovakia,
the capital region of Bratislava8 (144 per cent of the EU average) and the
industrialized region of Kos̆ice in the east (78 per cent) lie above the 
75 per cent threshold, but the distribution of regional per capita GDP is
significantly more polarized than in Hungary. The relative strength of
these richer Slovak regions is in part due to the concentration of com-
paratively high value-added industrial activity, with Bratislava and
Kos̆ice alone accounting for 35 per cent of Slovak industrial output
(Smith, 1998). Another factor contributing to the high per capita wealth
of Bratislava and other city regions is the role of significant net in-
commuting, such that large numbers of people who contribute to
output do not reside in the area. As in most other countries of central
and eastern Europe, there is also a large divide in terms of development
between the capital city region and the rest of the country in Hungary
and Slovakia (Smith, 1998). In Russia, no region lies above 75 per cent
of the EU average per capita income. The two wealthiest regions,
(Tyumen’ in West Siberia [72 per cent of the EU average] and the Sakha
Republic in the Russian Far East [42 per cent]) derive their status from
major resource extraction industries – oil and gas in Tyumen’ and dia-
monds in the Sakha Republic. Together these accounted for approx-
imately 47 per cent of Russia’s exports in 1995 (Bradshaw et al., 1998).

At the opposite extreme, within the EU a significant number of
German regions and two French regions were located above 200 per
cent of the average EU per capita income. In both countries several
regions had their per capita GDP scores inflated by the scale of net
inward commuting: Frankfurt-am-Main, Munich, Darmstadt and
Wolfsburg in Germany, and Paris and Hauts de Seine in France. More
generally, a large share of the regions located at 125 per cent above the
EU average were West German. Most were city economies clustered
around an axis (the so-called ‘blue banana’) that extended from
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Greater London through Belgium and the Netherlands along the Rhine
and into Lombardy and Emilia Romagna in the north of Italy.

Dynamics over time

A clear development divide characterizes, then, the contemporary eco-
nomic geography of an increasingly integrated Europe. How have these
territorial disparities changed over time? Is there any evidence of a
longer-run convergence of differentials in Europe?9 The Cohesion Report,
produced by the European Commission in 1996, argued that within the
EU between the early 1980s and the 1990s national disparities narrowed
significantly, while those between the constituent regions of the EU
remained largely unchanged, and within each member state regional
income disparities widened (European Commission, 1996).

Taking a more long-run view of national trends in income inequality
between European countries there is evidence of a significant conver-
gence of economic outcomes in the period immediately following
World War II, in contrast to the 130 years from 1820 to 1950 when
divergence predominated. During this latter period, rapid industrializa-
tion and growth in parts of western Europe were accompanied by slug-
gish growth in peripheral areas of western and eastern Europe
(Dunford and Smith, 2000). Convergence, however, then increased
until the mid-1970s, when the trend was reversed and divergence set in
again. In 1989 to 1992 the divergence trend intensified in Europe,
largely as a result of the economic collapse of countries in central and
eastern Europe.

An important factor influencing convergence and divergence stems
from differences in the models of economic growth in different parts of
Europe: a Keynesian, or Fordist, development model in western Europe;
and a model of state socialist industrialization in central and eastern
Europe (Smith, 1998). The first countries to narrow the gap with
western Europe were the Soviet Union in the 1930s and the state
socialist countries of central and eastern Europe in the 1950s and
1960s. Extensive industrialization programmes put in place by govern-
ments in the former communist world produced a significant increase
in economic growth in the early post-war period. By the late 1980s,
however, growth had slowed down, if not ended, with sharp declines
in output in the early 1990s. It was the associated profound shedding
of economic capacity that explains the overall divergence that has
occurred since 1989.

How are these disparities likely to change in the future? Calculations
undertaken by researchers at the World Bank (Barbone and Zalduendo,
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1997) suggest that the likelihood of convergence of economic perform-
ance in the near future in ‘the new Europe’ is doubtful. Analyses of the
relative situation and of development tendencies in the two parts of
Europe reinforce this conclusion. There are obvious and significant
east–west technological gaps that will be difficult to close. More impor-
tant, perhaps, is the evidence within central and eastern Europe of
uneven development at the sub-national level. On the one hand,
capital accumulation is increasingly centred in core areas, such as
capital city regions and western border areas (Dunford and Smith,
1998; Pavlínek, 1998; Smith, 1998). On the other hand, capitalist
development strategies and marketization are leading to the peripher-
alization of more marginal regions that are increasingly ‘left behind’
(Smith, 2000). While disparities in economic performance also charac-
terized state socialism, forced industrialization did have some effect on
reducing sub-national territorial disparities (even if it created rather
unsustainable local economies, often dominated by relatively few,
large enterprises) (Smith, 1997, 1998). Indeed, since 1989 we have wit-
nessed the emergence of complex patterns of uneven development,
both within and between countries in central and eastern Europe, and
between them and the EU and former Communist countries. The
recent positive growth in central Europe has been accompanied by
continued decline in much of the former Soviet Union, as well as most
of the former Yugoslavia, and by sharp fluctuations in economic for-
tunes in countries such as Bulgaria. Indeed, so marked are these differ-
entials that they may well recreate the ‘old’ east–west division of
labour and development divide that never fully disappeared in the
post-war period.

Theoretical challenges: Beyond ‘the new regionalism’

Much of the theoretical work on territorial development has focused
not on uneven development, but on those places and regions that are
considered ‘successful’ regions in the global economy. Lovering (1999)
termed this the ‘new regionalist’ orthodoxy: a set of theoretical frame-
works that concentrate upon success stories, rather than considering
the political economy of divergent interests in ‘successful’ regions
(‘winners’ and ‘losers’) and the broader mosaic of uneven development.
We argue that the ‘new regionalism’ does not help to explain the
divergence and differentiation of territorial development in Europe.
Nor does it provide us with the policy tools from which to develop sen-
sible scenarios for the ‘emerging economies’ of central and eastern
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Europe. We argue, that the continual focus upon identifying the puta-
tive conditions of ‘success’ in only ‘successful’ regional economies
limits our understanding of regional economic performance in Europe.
Furthermore, such claims limit the scope for considering alternative
scenarios.

Among the large body of research on regional development in
Europe two main themes are identifiable: one dealing with the role of
firms; and another dealing with the relationship between firms and
regional institutions. The research on the role of firms in regional eco-
nomic change has two main strands. The first has focused on the role
of large, externally owned manufacturing plants in regional develop-
ment (see, for example, Amin and Tomaney, 1995; Dicken et al., 1994;
Grabher, 1997; Turok, 1993; Young and Hood, 1995). Focusing largely
upon inward investment projects, this research has attempted to iden-
tify the conditions under which foreign-owned plants become the basis
for the creation of ‘embedded’ regional development in which an
upgrading of domestic supply networks occurs. The major concern of
this research has been to examine the ways in which branch plant
‘outposts’ can become ‘performance’ plants and to assess the relative
importance of sectors being locked into, or excluded from, the interna-
tional and European economy through inward investment.

A second strand of research has examined small and medium enter-
prises and endogenous development trajectories in industrial districts.
Much of this work has concentrated upon explaining the seemingly
enduring strength of localized agglomerations in an increasingly glob-
alized and interconnected world (Storper, 1998), and the respective
roles of particular sectoral structures in promoting regional growth. It
has been argued that dense networks of flexibly specialized inter-firm
cooperation found in industrial districts help to explain the enduring
‘success’ of local agglomeration economies (Asheim, 1996; Scott, 1988).
However, a problem found in both of these bodies of work is the
assumption that there is one best way (lean production, the learning
firm, the learning region, and so on) for restructuring to occur. We
argue that the continuous restructuring of economic practices under
capitalist social relations means that a variety of solutions underpin the
outcomes of regional and corporate organization and linkages.

A second, more recent, line of work has examined the governance of
relations between firms and regional institutions. Storper (1998), for
example, has suggested that dense local tissues of corporate and insti-
tutional interaction – not only those between firms through ‘traded’
supply networks – are important in explaining the ‘success’ of indus-
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trial agglomerations. These firm–institution relations have been
identified as ‘untraded interdependencies’ – conventions and norms of
interaction that foster collective and localized learning – and promote
‘trust’ between economic actors. This literature has focused upon the
governance of regional economies by institutions and the role of learn-
ing across institutional formations in promoting innovation and the
strategic upgrading of local economies (Maskell et al., 1998; Morgan,
1997). This work argues that regional success is rooted in the way in
which local resources and institutions are mobilized to enhance com-
petitiveness, trust and innovation (see also Humphrey and Schmitz,
1998).

However, both Lovering (1999), in his critique of the Welsh experi-
ence of ‘the new regionalism’ and Phelps et al. (1998) in their treat-
ment of the politics of inward investment, suggest that institutional
interactions favour particular interests (such as multinational capital)
over others. An additional criticism is that the ‘social’ dimensions of
regional economic development, such as increasing income inequality
and poverty are often ignored.

Furthermore, workers as conscious active beings are almost entirely
absent from the analysis. Sadler and Thompson (1999) have emphasized
that a shortcoming in explanations of regional uneven development has
been the limited attention paid to the role of organized labour. Writers
on industrial restructuring in central Europe have also stressed the
importance of including labour at the heart of the analysis. Thirkell et al.
(1994: 85) argue that analyses of patterns of transformation have tended
to ignore the importance of labour relations; they stress the importance
of trade unions as agents in strategy formulation, at both enterprise and
national level, as well as their key role in interest representation. While
not disagreeing, Hardy and Rainnie (1996) argue the point more theo-
retically in emphasizing not only the extraction of economic surplus,
but also the realization of wealth in determining organizational devel-
opment and change. Sadler and Thompson (1999), in their discussion of
steel trade unions in the north-east of the UK, argue that organized
workers have had three main roles in shaping a ‘regional industrial
culture’. First, they argue that unions in the region have played upon
the social construction of work activities in the steel sector (in particular
the hierarchical and seniority-dependent job pattern). This has meant
that the main union has had a ‘separatist attitude towards other unions
organizing workers in this industry and more generally within the
region’ (Sadler and Thompson, 1999: 28). Second, they argue that trade
unionists in this sector have developed deep affiliations between work
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and region and this creates cleavages between union branches operating
in different places. This may affect the capacity of unions to organize
across sectors and across territories, although the full implications of this
are not discussed by Sadler and Thompson. Finally, the increasing frag-
mentation of tasks within steel plants has led to a fragmentation of
union politics and worker representation. Workers have found it
difficult to contest management strategies to increase productivity at the
expense of worker conditions, a classic example of the value of a com-
modity being enhanced by reducing the price of labour inputs.

‘New regionalist’ accounts of regional performance confine them-
selves to putative ‘success stories’ of firms, sectors and regions. They
fail to indicate the relative importance of the firms, sectors and regions
within the wider processes of uneven development, which we observe
in the variegated map of ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ in Europe. In this sense
they fail to explain the mechanisms by which wealth is distributed
across the territories of Europe or who gets access to that wealth. The
reconfiguration of the regional economies of central and eastern
Europe since 1989, against the background of the enlargement of the
EU, raises important issues about the potential for real convergence of
economic outcomes. Too much of the literature fails to explain the
determinants of overall regional economic performance. It leads too
easily to the implication that development programmes formulated in
one time-space context can be transferred to other sites, without con-
sidering the specificity of regional trajectories underpinning the
identified ‘success’ (Hudson, 1998).

Furthermore, the research on the role of firms in regional perfor-
mance has tended to polarize debate on the relative merits of endoge-
nous vis-à-vis exogenous factors in promoting development, rather
than the relations between the two types of regional dynamics. This
debate has largely ignored parallel work in economic sociology, that
focuses upon the flows of value through commodity chains at various
geographical scales and with variant structures of firm and regional
governance (Gereffi, 1994, see also Smith et al., 2000, 2002). Much of
the analysis of value chains suggests that we should shift the focus
away from the issue of whether multinational corporations benefit or
limit the capacity for local development towards examining varieties of
firm organization. These seem to have differing impacts on where firms
are located and hence deserve more attention as a means of tracing the
dynamics of a chain of value. In this reading, there is no one best way
(flexibility, learning and so forth) contrary to the widespread assump-
tion of much of the literature on regional development.
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In addition, recent research on industrial ‘learning’ also inadequately
specifies the links between mechanisms of firm-level governance and
change and the institutional contexts of regional development (Hudson,
1999). Moreover, and perhaps paradoxically, the focus upon the
specifically regional dimensions of economic dynamism and institu-
tional governance tends to sideline the importance of national frame-
works of economic governance in accounting for localized change
(Gertler, 1997).

A key concern of the ‘new regionalism’ has been on how best to
transfer ‘success’ from one environment to another. This immediately
raises issues of central importance for dealing with the divergence of
regional economies in the ‘new Europe’. Many writers emphasize
‘building the wealth of regions (not the individual firm), with upgrad-
ing of the economic, institutional, and social base as the prerequisite
for entrepreneurial success’ (Amin, 1999: 370; see also Scott, 1998;
Storper, 1998). This can be achieved, it is argued, through a variety of
mechanisms that might include the development of clusters of inter-
related industries, with long roots in a local skill or capabilities base, so
as to enhance international competitive advantage. Such clusters may
be linked to the construction of economies of association by encouraging
‘social dialogue and learning based on shared knowledge and informa-
tion exchange’, through inter-firm exchange and reciprocity (Amin,
1999: 370–1). Enhanced regional performance might also be achieved
by learning to learn and adapt to changing external firm and sectoral
environments, and thus becoming able to predict and shape future
trajectories of growth, and to evolve in order to adapt. The broadening
and mobilizing of the local institutional base enhances locally democratic
and interactive associations between state and non-state actors to
unlock local potentials. Finally, the creation of socially inclusive entre-
preneurship and employment is also important as a means to nurture
skills, expertise and capabilities, rather than solely to increase the
overall volume of jobs.

Together, then, such claims represent the basis for constructing alter-
natives to market-dominated regional economies. This might promote
the establishment of forms of what Amin and Thrift (1995: 150) have
called ‘regionally-based associative democracy’, or a ‘third way’
between state and markets organized by large (often multinational)
corporations.

The third way is an attempt to set up networks of intermediate insti-
tutions in between market and state that can act as a counter to such
decisions and outcomes (arising from large corporations and dominant
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state institutions). The third way is also an attempt to build networks
of institutions democratically, at local, national and international levels,
so that they can be used to give a region ‘voice’. The third way is an
attempt to avoid simply reproducing local statism. Its emphasis is on
forms of governance which integrally involve institutions in civil
society, especially those without hegemonic power.

There is much to be welcomed in this alternative to the neo-liberal
renderings of liberalized markets and regions in competition. However,
a number of concerns remain. In particular, it draws on a specific inter-
pretation of ‘internationalization’; it makes some questionable assump-
tions about the role of labour; and it provides models that may not
transfer well to central and eastern Europe.

One problem of ‘new regionalism’ is that it rests on a rather pluralist
analysis of the state, and is tied to a particular view of the impact of
‘internationalization’ (Burnham, 1999). This internationalization
involves both internal and external restructuring of the state, rather
than its destruction, in contrast to the more extreme forms of global-
ization analysis. States have historically acted as buffers and bulwarks,
protecting national economies from disruptive external forces in order
to sustain domestic welfare and employment. Since the economic
crises of the mid–1970s this priority shifted to one of adapting domes-
tic economies to the perceived exigencies of the world economy. The
structures of national governments have changed, as agencies that act
as conduits for the world economy have become pre-eminent. A
transnational process of consensus formation (through the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development [OECD],
the International Monetary Fund [IMF] and G7) transmits, it is argued,
guidelines to pre-dominant state agencies, which in turn enact
national policies. The state’s role, from this internationalization per-
spective therefore becomes one of helping to adjust the domestic
economy to the requirements of the world economy. The state is seen
as a ‘transmission belt’ from the world to the domestic economy, it is
‘internationalized’ from the outside in. Analysis along these lines
resembles much of the literature on new regionalism except that now
the regional governments’ role is limited to making its soft and hard
infrastructure as attractive as possible to mobile international capital.

Burnham, however, argues that this form of analysis and its ‘new
regionalist’ variant underplay the role of labour. Organized labour and
the state are depicted as powerless, passively responding to the
demands of the post-Fordist economy. The approach does not address
the extent to which globalization may be authored by states and be
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regarded by state agents (both liberal and social-democratic) as one of
the most efficient means of restructuring labour-capital relations in a
time of economic crisis. Hudson (1998), for example, has warned
against the uncritical embracing of a perspective (apparent in both the
literature on internationalization and the new regionalism) based
around localized learning and supply-side improvements. He argues
that this has been suggested as a model for enhanced regional perform-
ance in central and eastern Europe, even though it has been derived
from a small set of largely west European examples. As Hudson (1999:
10) indicates, learning in an internationalized economy and a more
integrated Europe ‘is by no means a universal panacea to the problems
of socio-spatial inequality and in some respects is used as a cloak
behind which some of the harsher realities of capitalism can be
hidden. Addressing the problems of uneven development and inequal-
ity . . . poses very hard policy and political choices for those who seek
to devise progressive development trajectories.’

In particular, Hudson argues, first, that the production of knowledge
and learning may be less important facets of corporate success than
aspects of corporate practice, such as rationalizing and increasing the
production efficiency of existing commodities or devising new com-
modities for profitable production. Second, new forms of ‘inclusive’
work practices and management techniques, based around re-skilling
and team work, may be less significant than an intensification of 
the labour process under contemporary capitalism. ‘[W]orkers are
enmeshed within disempowering regimes of subordination, character-
ized by control, exploitation, and surveillance, accepting arrangements
through which they discipline themselves and their fellow workers,
while bound together through the rhetoric of team working’ (Hudson,
1999: 7). There is strong evidence that this has been the case of new
work practices implemented in many foreign investment projects
throughout central and eastern Europe (Hardy, 1998; Pavlínek and
Smith, 1998). Third, new work practices are increasingly concerned
with no-union and one-union agreements, such that the basis for
inclusion and negotiation of democratic work places is eroded further.
Fourth, the proposed role for increased network relations between
firms may be based less upon equal exchange and reciprocity than
upon ‘sharp asymmetries in power between companies, and . . . subtle
coercion if companies wish to keep their customers or suppliers’
(Hudson, 1999: 8). Finally, ‘institutional thickness’ and dense mosaics
of state and non-state interaction may be no guarantee for long-term
innovation, learning and competitiveness as institutional lock-in can
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also constrain change, a point discussed by Smith and Swain (1998) in
relation to the experience of lock-in in central and eastern Europe.

To what extent then is there a potential for the implementation
and development of such ‘wealth of regions’ policies in an increas-
ingly interdependent European economy? We suggest that the scope
is limited for three main reasons. First, there are limits to the extent
to which inward direct investment, one of the major forces for
regional economic restructuring in ‘the new Europe’, can provide the
basis for the enhanced wealth of regions. The corporate strategies of
multinational companies investing in central and eastern Europe are
typically not conducive to the enhancing of regional economic per-
formance. Strategies tend to capitalize on the low wage, low cost loca-
tional advantages of the region and upon gaining access to new
markets (Hardy, 1998; Pavlínek and Smith, 1998). It therefore seems
unlikely that the significant development divide between East and
West in Europe will be overcome simply by enhancing the role of
western corporations.

Second, regional capacities within central and eastern Europe have
been starkly eroded as a result of two main processes. The first has been
the deindustrialization of large parts of the region in the early 1990s
(Smith, 1998; Dunford, 1998) and the second has been the continued
adherence to neo-liberal policies and macroeconomic prudence under
a regime of global governance (Gowan, 1995; Smith, 1997, 1998). The
latter in particular has constrained the options that are open to policy
makers in the region.

Third, the regional institutional structures of central and eastern
Europe under state socialism could be characterized as ‘thin’. This legacy
remains an important impediment to enhanced regional performance,
in both the state and non-state sectors. In the state sector there are few
actors to build on, aside from those attached to the former hegemony
of the Communist Party. In the non-state sector there were few firms
(with limited subcontracting linkages between them), and a stress
upon local autarky, although the case of Volkswagen-Škoda in the
Czech Republic may be different (Pavlínek, 1998; Pavlínek and Smith,
1998). Outside the enterprize sphere, there is little basis for enhancing
civic involvement and ‘local voice’, factors generally seen as important
for growth in, for example, parts of Italy.

Overall, we argue that ‘the new regionalism’ literature largely fails to
provide the conceptual tools necessary to understand the changing
divisions of labour across space or the differentiation of regional
economies in an increasingly integrated Europe. On the contrary, it is
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the changing functional and sectoral patterning of the geography of
economic activities that is, we would argue, fundamental to under-
standing the performance of regional economies. This needs to be
understood alongside the mechanisms of wealth creation and (re)dis-
tribution to give us a better handle on the variegated map of uneven
development in Europe.

A focus on the geography of these activities is one way of thinking
about inequalities in the creation and appropriation of value and the
(unequal) flows of value between places that underpin the mosaic of
regional inequality in Europe (Smith et al., 2000, 2002). A key starting
point rests on the role of the production and flow of value associated
with different forms of economic activities in different locales. Gereffi
(1994) argued that commodity, or (in our terms) value-chains, have
three main dimensions. First, commodity chains have a specific
input–output structure that links various nodes of production, distrib-
ution and consumption into a chain of economic activity through
which value-added is produced. Second, commodity chains have a
territoriality in the sense that the various activities, nodes and flows
within a chain are geographically situated, with implications for
levels and processes of development depending upon where a locale is
within a chain. To the extent that Europe has since 1989 become a
thoroughly internationalized ‘space-economy’, we need to under-
stand the extension of value chains across European territory. Finally,
commodity chains imply a structure of governance that Gereffi (1994:
97) defines as ‘authority and power relationships that determine how
financial, material, and human resources are allocated and flow
within a chain’. This approach provides the basis for understanding
the geographies of power and control across different sites (locations,
territories) within chains of commodity and value-producing systems.
For us it is more convincing than an approach based around forms of
largely localized associationalism. This latter stresses the importance
of developing democratically formed local systems of governance, but
largely neglects issues of power and control within and across space
(Allen et al., 1998).

Conclusions

At the start of the twenty-first century, then, regional economies in
Europe are faced with a momentous task. The collapse of state social-
ism revealed the enormous disparities between territorial economies
within central and eastern Europe, as well as in comparison with the
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EU, at both the national and sub-national scales. The implementation
of transition policies has, in many ways, further eroded the economic
capacities of these territories. Furthermore, within the EU, while there
have been some notable successes, significant territorial disparities
remain. Indeed, the evidence suggests that within EU countries the
divide between rich and poor territories has been growing over the past
decade. The challenges to analysts of territorial development take two
main forms. First, we need frameworks that enable us to understand
the enormously variegated map of uneven development in Europe. A
crucial issue is whether or not we can rely upon models and frame-
works based on the putative success stories of industrial districts and
learning economies from western Europe, given that these are chal-
lenged within the west (Lovering, 1999). Second, we need to bring
together approaches that more thoroughly deal with economic perfor-
mance and the governance mechanisms that underpin different terri-
torial outcomes. One such approach might derive from understanding
how flows of value, across chains of economic activities located in dif-
ferent territories, affect territorial divisions of labour (Smith et al.,
2000; Gereffi, 1994). Governance is a crucial element, in that these
flows of value are shaped by the mechanisms of organization within
the chains: buyers or suppliers, capital or labour. A governance per-
spective raises immediately the question of differential power: who
controls? and who wins and loses? (Allen et al., 1998: 132–5). This, we
would argue, should be the starting point for understanding the nature
of territorial uneven development within ‘the new Europe’.

Notes

1. This chapter is based on research for a project on ‘Regional Economic
Performance, Governance and Cohesion in an Enlarged Europe’, funded
under the Economic and Social Research Council’s ‘One Europe or Several?’
Research Programme (grant no: L213 25 2028). We are grateful to our fellow
collaborators on this project (Jane Hardy, Ray Hudson, David Sadler and 
Bill Haywood). A different version of part of this chapter appears in
Dunford and Smith (2000).

2. Luxembourg is an economically successful city that happens also to be a
country. Its position is somewhat at variance from the norm of larger terri-
torial units.

3. The data for 1996 and 1870 are not strictly comparable, but used for illus-
trative purposes only. The 1870 data are in US dollar equivalents, based on
a comparison with 16 European countries (Good, 1991). The data for 1996
are in PPP equivalent units and comparisons are made with the average of
the 15 EU member states.
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4. Ten central and eastern European states have applied to join the EU:
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. Five opened negotiations in 1999: Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland and Slovenia. The Helsinki European
Council in December 1999 agreed to open negotiations with the other five.

5. The data set used in this national level analysis is the World Bank’s ‘World
Development Indicators’.

6. EU member states are divided territorially into five levels of aggregation, or
NUTS (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics). NUTS II regions are
called Basic Administrative Units and NUTS III regions are subdivisions of
these Units. NUTS II data are used for Italy, though Valle d’Aosta is also a
NUTS III area.

7. The regional divisions adopted for central and eastern European countries are
not NUTS III equivalent. At present a system for regional statistical analysis in
CEE countries is being implemented. The regions used here are: Slovakia – 38
districts; Hungary – 20 counties; Russia – 89 regions. The sources of data are
national statistical offices and various other estimates, which are not stan-
dardized. Sources: Slovakia – estimates produced by Kárász et al., 1996;
Hungary – Hungarian Central Statistical Office, 1996; Russia – Goskomstat
Rossii, 1997.

8. The figure for Bratislava should be treated with some caution. The capital
city region dominates the rest of the Slovak space economy (Smith, 1998),
and the level of per capita GDP recorded places the city on roughly the same
level as Greater London. This is due largely to the relatively small resident
population of Bratislava as well as significant in-commuting.

9. Here we are concerned with convergence of outcomes that give rise to terri-
torial inequalities measured in per capita GDP terms. Convergence can also
be seen as a process involving characteristics of regions, firms or economies,
not examined in any depth here. Convergence and divergence are not
exclusive categories and can be found alongside each other at different
spatial scales (Dunford and Smith, 2000).
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8
Enlargement and Regionalization:
The Europeanization of Local and
Regional Governance in CEE States
James Hughes, Gwendolyn Sasse and Claire Gordon

Introduction

In building any home location is key. Geography is widely regarded as
the single most important reason why the post-communist countries
of central and eastern Europe (CEECs) can realistically aspire to inclu-
sion in a common European home that is democratic and prosperous
(Przeworski, 1991: 190–1). This hypothesis may have sound structural
foundations in that those transition states that are most proximate to
the vibrant democratic market economies of central and western
Europe are most likely to benefit from ‘spillover’ and contagion pres-
sures for Europeanization. Moreover, some of the CEECs contiguous
with the European Union (EU) share a pre-communist historical legacy
of close relations with their EU neighbouring states dating from their
interwar era of independent statehood. In the immediate period after
the fall of commmunism there existed a widely held perception in
many of the CEECs that post-communism equated with a ‘return to
Europe’, and that swift European integration would follow. In the
decade after the fall of communism, however, the concept of Europe-
building has been stretched by the pull of two policy agendas: first, a
process of ‘deep integration’ among a historical core-group of EU states
driven by a distilled notion of European exceptionalism; and, second, a
process of eastward enlargement of EU membership driven by the
diluted notion of a ‘wider Europe’. Thus far, the inherent tension
between these alternative grand projects has been analysed, on the
whole, as a macro-level problem between supranational, transnational
and national institutions and elites (Wallace, 1999: 1–13).1
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Generally, then, the existing studies of post-communist Europe-
building tend to focus on ‘high-level’ governance issues and develop-
ments, and tend to overlook the fundamental sub-national arena of
regional and local politics within and across states. One of the most
important mechanisms by which the CEECs will benefit from EU
membership is through regional and cohesion policies. The effective
implementation of these policies requires local and regional gover-
nance systems that are compatible with EU practice and regulatory
norms. If the deep integration of a wider Europe is to become a reality
it must involve the penetration of the Europe-building project to ‘low-
level’ governance and to sub-national elites in particular. While there
is an immense research literature on regional and local governance in
western Europe and the term ‘Europe of the Regions’ has penetrated
EU rhetoric and institutions alike, much less has been written about
this dimension in the CEECs. Most importantly, the link between
Europeanization and regionalization has remained underexplored in
the context of EU enlargement. Not only is there a dearth of research
into the structure of regional and local governance in the CEECs, but
we also know very little about the institutional capacity, practices and
attitudes of the elites at this level.2 EU enlargement is reconfiguring
Europe at large, but one of the most hotly contested zones of engage-
ment over jurisdictions and boundaries is how the pressures for
Europeanization as a conditionality of enlargement ‘from without’,
imposed by the European Commission, are operationalized in the can-
didate CEECs. Two divergent trends are evident: a Europeanized regio-
nalization is being pursued ‘from above’ by national governments
anxious to meet the EU conditionalities, while on the other hand, the
Europeanization of regionalization has received a mixed reception
‘from below’ by local elites within the CEECs. It is this triadic engage-
ment between the EU, the national and the sub-national level that is
forging a radical transformation in regional and local governance in
post-communist Europe.

Bifurcated models of regional governance

Studies of regional and local governance are often based on a path-
dependent bifurcated model that divides Europe into western-democra-
tic and eastern-post-communist domains. Consequently, top-down
and bottom-up pressures for democratic change are generally under-
stood to be bifurcated along a western–eastern cleavage. Post-commu-
nist reform of local and regional governance is viewed as a process of
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‘catching up with the West’. As Bennett (1993: 28) observed: ‘The
1990s are seeing the overcoming of that democratic deficit by a rapid
catching up in the East by borrowing concepts from the West and by
developing entirely new concepts.’ The West–East system cleavage may
be characterized by two opposing models. The first is the asymmetric
model that exists in the EU member states. Here the diversity of regional
and local governance has evolved largely on the basis of country-
specific historical path dependencies and the interaction of national
and regional and local politics (Goldsmith and Klausen, 1997).3 The
second is the symmetric model that has originated as a supranational
formula in the EU Commission as part of the conditionalities of the
eastward enlargement process. This symmetric model aims to
reconfigure regional and local governance in the new member states
under the guise of the enlargement criterion for enhancing ‘regional
capacity’. Discussion of a conditional symmetric EU model of regional-
ization and its implications has been noticeably absent from analyses
of eastward enlargement (Senior Nello and Smith, 1998).4

The distribution of power between central, regional and local author-
ities varies widely in western Europe. As a general rule, this distribution
of power should be viewed organically, as it is subject to periodic nego-
tiation between central and regional/local elites whose interests and
strategies may coalesce or diverge over time. These elite negotiations
are transacted through a complex institutional framework of networks,
parties, bureaucracies, agencies, private sector companies and interest
groups. Since the 1970s states in western Europe have undergone
major rationalizing reforms of regional and local governance that have
reduced the number of territorial authorities, in many cases endowing
them with new responsibilities, and in some cases devolving new
powers. This process was partly driven by rationalizing strategies for
modernizing service provision, and partly by New Right ideology that
favoured ‘shrinking the state’ through privatization and the use of
private sector agencies. Recent studies suggest that the responsiveness
of local and regional governance units to EU processes have been
highly particularistic and can be categorized by a fourfold matrix of
proactive, reactive, passive, and counteractive responses. Why one
region in a particular country falls into one category or another is
largely determined by two main factors: first, the EU-shaped priorities
for regional development, and second, the attitudes of local or regional
elites towards Europe (Goldsmith and Klausen, 1997: 239 et seq). This
is, in essence, an interest-based explanation that views the upward
redistribution of power from central states to the EU through deep
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integration as having created opportunities for regional and local elites
to carve out new functional areas and responsibilities for themselves.
The paradox of supranational integration, as with globalization, is that
it revitalizes territorial politics and the politics of the locale.5

Regionalization in western Europe, consequently, has been enhanced
by processes at the national and supranational (EU) level. While the
power of the nation-state is weakened or subordinated in specific areas,
both the sub-national and the supranational level are steadily gaining
in importance.

Despite the absence of uniformity in regional and local governance
in western Europe the emergence of regions as significant political and
economic actors has been contingent on domestic political traditions
and developments (Bennett, 1993). These historic path dependencies
make for a high degree of evolutionary diversity and are, arguably, an
obstacle to uniform Europeanization of sub-national governance in the
EU. There is, at the same time, a post-Maastricht trend for increased
regionalization through the development of ‘meso-governance’ in the
EU member states (Keating, 1993: 302–7). The gradual entrenchment
of diversity is most evident in the strengthening of the EU institutional
arrangements for regional and local governance, beginning with the
Consultative Council of Regional and Local Authorities set up by the
Commission in 1988 and reinforced in the Treaty of European Union
at Maastricht and by the concept of ‘subsidiarity’ and the new
Committee of the Regions (CoR). Although the regional and municipal
governments represented on the CoR enjoy limited consultative rights
within the EU hierarchy of institutions, the expectation is that over
time this will change as regional government is strengthened
(Loughlin, 1996: 147–8). Although EU regional policy is closely tied to
the dispersion of structural funds, the implementation procedures for
structural funds are not universalized; rather they vary according to the
institutional arrangements for regional and local governance in each
member state. Thus, the dispersement of regional funds may not neces-
sarily connect regional elites with the EU, in particular when overseen
by the national government.6 Regional authorities that are most
deeply embedded in EU regional policy-making are those from states
that are federal or have strong regional government, such as Germany,
Spain and Italy. The obstacles to a uniform EU model for regional and
local governance in the historic core-member states are also evident
from the fact that the funding criteria for EU regional funds in them-
selves are an obstacle to deep regionalization, since they are deter-
mined by measures of economic deprivation that tend to cross-cut

148 Enlargement and Regionalization



regional administrative boundaries, and are increasingly urban-
focused. On the other hand, EU policy aspirations in key activities such
as transport and economic development (in particular via the
Initiatives) are creating a dynamic toward a territorial functional spe-
cialization in policy implementation that is logically most effectively
coordinated at the regional level.

A similar pattern of evolutionary diversity in regional and local gov-
ernance was apparent in the CEECs in the immediate aftermath of the
breakdown of communist regimes. While regional and local gover-
nance under communism was relatively uniformly structured, it was
heavily depoliticized and strictly functionalist, with sub-national units
acting as an organizational pillar of the one-party state and central
planning. Two main contradictory trends were evident in the post-
communist era: decentralization versus recentralization. The first trend
was characterized by a decentralizing impetus in those states which
experienced a fragmentation of state authority leading to a prolifera-
tion of local governance units (Hungary, Czech Republic, Slovenia).
This trend was driven by a combination of five main factors: first, new
local government self-financing regulations provided an incentive for
fragmentation in local government that led to the proliferation of
municipalities and communes; second, it was partly an opportunistic
reaction by sub-national elites to the weakness of central states in the
early phase of transition; third, the competition between central and
local elites over distributive issues, in particular the rush into ‘nomen-
klatura privatization’ was reflected in institutional struggles between
central and regional/local authorities; and fourth, this trend was partly
driven by a democratizing counter-reaction to the overly centralized
and functionalist ‘command–administrative’ communist system. This
counter-reaction abolished or decreased the role of regional govern-
ment, a level which had represented the direct link to the centre in the
communist era. The fifth factor is the incentive structure provided by
EU accession criteria, specifically the EU demand for regional ‘adminis-
trative capacity’ (see below). Significantly, in many states post-commu-
nism led to a revival of local identities with historically bounded
sub-national government, as in the counties of Hungary. Elsewhere,
functionalist criteria were abandoned in the organization and orienta-
tion of regional and local governance, as in the new regions of Poland,
or diluted as in Slovenia.

The second trend involved a reconcentration of power to the centre,
though the reasons for this varied. The reimposition of strong central
governance was driven by authoritarian reactions by central elites to
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democratic transition (Slovakia), or was impelled by the need for
strong central government in states where sovereignty was perceived to
be threatened by territorialized internal minorities or an external
power (as in the Baltic states). In some states it was motivated by a
combination of authoritarian reaction and fear of territorialized inter-
nal minorities (as in Romania). Consequently, by 1993 when the
Copenhagen European Council meeting transformed the eastward
enlargement question into a major agenda for the EU, regional and
local governance in the CEECs was not uniform but mirrored the
asymmetric model of the EU, with a wide diversity of institutional
forms and practices. The CEECs shared, however, a common starting-
point: the two trends of decentralization and fragmentation of local
government on the one hand and the reconcentration of central power
on the other hand had temporarily deflated the importance of regional
policy and regional governance.

Europeanization as conditionality

Despite the fact that enlargement has been a recurrent phenomenon in
the history of the EU, it is a poorly conceptualized process and remains
so four years after Schmitter noted that ‘the discussion about deepen-
ing and widening is taking place in a theoretical vacuum’ (Schmitter,
1996b: 14). The current wave of enlargement to the CEECs involves an
even more complex set of issues compared with previous enlargements,
primarily because of the simultaneity with post-communist political
and economic transition and state-building. The literature on post-
communist transition and democratization generally analyses these as
national-level phenomena, as embodied by national institutional
engineering and national elite pacts (O’Donnell et al., 1986). Recently,
while more attention has been paid to analysing the international
dimension of transition, transition processes at the sub-national level
continue to be thoroughly unexplored territory.7 The evolution of
Europeanization and regionalization as intrinsically linked processes
during EU enlargement to the CEECs forms a convenient bridge allow-
ing us a three dimensional analysis of the roles of the European
Commission, state-level governments and the sub-national level.

Conditionality as an international pressure exerted on regime
change has been analysed as a factor related to the institutional prefer-
ences of international institutional lenders (IMF, World Bank, EBRD) in
the pursuit of neoliberal fiscal policy (Schmitter, 1996a). In the case of
EU enlargement a qualitatively different kind of conditionality is being
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applied. When we examine how the EU has addressed the issue of
regional and local governance during the enlargement process we find
a steady consolidation of a preference for a particular kind of adminis-
trative uniformity in territorial organization. In effect, there is a new
functionalist Brussels model for the reconfiguration of the territorial
dimension of governance in post-communist states. The EU institu-
tional preference is shaped not by fiscal ideology, however, but by
administrative convenience for structural funding.

Enlargement eastwards to include the current candidates entails a
territorial increase of 34 per cent, a population increase of 105 million,
and the incorporation of new member states with diverse histories and
cultures. It is also the first significant enlargement of the EU ‘en bloc’
and, not surprisingly, requires a more elaborate set of guidelines and
criteria. To some extent this diversity of political traditions and state
capacity has been recognized by the fact that from the outset the
process of enlargement has been essentially one of bilateral negotiation
between the European Commission and the central governments of
aspiring members from the CEECs. The conditionalities imposed by
the EU, however, are essentially uniform. While the process of east-
ward enlargement has been ongoing for seven years, it is only in the
last two years that the EU has begun systematically to address the
dimension of regional and local governance. When the EU first
acknowledged that associated CEECs that ‘so desire’ could become
members, at the Copenhagen European Council meeting in June 1993,
it expressed the political and economic conditions for membership in
vaguely worded and normative statements of intent. The so-called
‘Copenhagen criteria’ laid down three conditions for applicant states
(the stability of democracy, the functioning of a market economy, and
the capacity to integrate) and a fourth condition related to the EU’s
capacity to absorb new members. Although the details of how these
conditions were to be met were not elaborated at the time, by implica-
tion it was understood that some objective criteria would be devised by
which to evaluate applicants. The fourth condition gave the EU a
pocket veto on accession of new members, since it would take the deci-
sion on whether it was ready to enlarge. Eastward enlargement, conse-
quently, is inextricably tied to internal policy and institutional change
within the EU itself.

Following Copenhagen, the EU pursued a ‘pre-accession strategy’ for
enlargement which focused on bilateral arrangements with the
national governments of applicant states (Andrews, 1998; Grabbe and
Hughes, 1997).8 The strategy had four key elements; the ‘Europe
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Agreements’ on the liberalization of trade; the Phare programme of aid
and technical assistance; the ‘Single Market’ Commission White Paper
of June 1995 which suggested a pre-accession sequence for enlarge-
ment; and the ‘Structured Dialogue’ which was to provide a multilat-
eral framework of ministerial meetings by which applicant state
national elites could be acculturated into EU norms. The bilateral strat-
egy for enlargement, however, was steadily reinforced both at the
Essen European Council in December 1994 and the Madrid European
Council in December 1995. What is striking about this cumulative
bilateral strategy is that the process of enlargement is inherently
viewed as one for negotiation between the EU and the national elites of
the applicant states.

The paradox is that while the EU marginalized the participation of
sub-national elites in the pre-accession strategy, among its main con-
cerns over integration was the issue of how to best organize and
involve regional and local governments. After all, the administrative
capacity of these levels is seen as critical for the success of the whole
enlargement project. At Essen, for example, issues of regional coopera-
tion and infrastructural integration via trans-European networks were
introduced into the pre-accession strategy, and regional development
became one of the priorities of Phare. The regional dimension of
enlargement also loomed over the Madrid European Council, as exist-
ing EU member states grappled with their own self-interests as to the
implications of enlargement for the allocation of structural funds – the
EU’s key financial instrument for regional development. It was only at
this stage, two and half years after the Copenhagen criteria were for-
mulated, that the Commission was charged to prepare a detailed analy-
sis of the impact of enlargement on the EU and draft ‘opinions’
evaluating each applicant country individually.

The resulting Commission report ‘Agenda 2000 For a Stronger and
Wider Europe’, published in July 1997, adopted a ‘reinforced pre-acces-
sion strategy’, which side-lined the ‘Structured Dialogue’ and concen-
trated on bilateral accession negotiations and the applicant
country-specific needs identified in the Commission’s Opinions pub-
lished contemporaneously. Hereafter, enlargement was viewed as a
monogamous affair based on the ‘Accession Partnerships’ between the
EU and applicant states. While emphasizing that the processes of ‘deep-
ening’ and enlargement were complementary and feasible within the
EU’s resource ceiling, ‘deepening’ in this sense referred to the nebulous
expectation that candidate states must have the capacity to integrate
and that Phare aid would be so targeted to achieve this. Not surpris-
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ingly, the vision of enlargement that was promoted by the EU and the
governments of applicant states was of a ‘national’ one, symbolized by
the National Programme for the Adoption of the Acquis (NPAA) to be
implemented in each country. At this stage, there was virtually no refer-
ence to regional or local dimensions in the evaluation of fulfilment of
the Copenhagen criteria. The shift in focus from the national level as
the unit of analysis was evident only in the Commission’s opinions on
the readiness of each applicant state, as only here, for the first time, was
‘regional capacity’ stated as a condition.

The Agenda 2000 and the Commission’s Opinions provided the basis
for the decisions at the Luxembourg European Council in December
1997 to proceed with enlargement by commencing accession negotia-
tions with five of the CEECs (Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,
Poland, Slovenia) and Cyprus. The basis for the negotiations with these
‘in’ states, which opened on 31 March 1998, is the condition that they
must adopt the acquis communautaire. Their progress in this regard was
to be monitored by the Commission in Regular Reports on each
country. This condition is also the basis for the extension of the acces-
sion negotiations to a further five CEE states (Bulgaria, Latvia,
Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia) and Malta agreed at the Helsinki
European Council in December 1999. Essentially then, by making the
adoption of the acquis the touchstone for enlargement to proceed, the
EU has set the membership hurdle for the CEECs and other applicants
at a height that existing EU member states have achieved mostly only
after a long period of life within the EU. Only Austria, Finland and
Sweden, advanced industrial countries, adopted most of the acquis in
advance of accession to the EU.

Regionalization became a salient issue in most CEECs, only with the
conditionalities imposed by the EU for accession, specifically the
requirement to adopt chapter 21 (regional policy and coordination of
structural instruments) of the acquis. With the exception of Hungary
where reforms began in 1996 (see below), debates about regional
reforms that had been dragging on for years were galvanized by the
Commission’s Opinions on accession from 1997 onwards, as the
Commission identified ‘regional administrative capacity’ as a core
requirement. An efficient system of public administration at regional
and local levels is seen by the Commission as essential for both the
implementation of the acquis and the dispersion of structural funds.
The Commission’s drive for Europeanization is, thus, awakening and
empowering regional and local identities in the CEECs, some of which
have been long dormant, while others are being newly imagined.
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Regionalization and Europeanization in central and eastern
Europe

In order to address the hypothesis of whether institutional choices for
managing regionalization pressures have been shaped by historical
path-dependencies or EU conditionality, it is necessary to review the
emergence of patterns of local and regional government in central and
eastern Europe. By focusing on selected cases from the core group of
‘in’ applicant states, our analysis highlights both the similarities, as
well as evident differences, in the administrative reforms embarked
upon by different states in response to the twin pressures of
Europeanization and regionalization ‘from without’ and ‘from within’.
Our discussion centres on the reforms and reorganizations that have
been introduced in response to the demands emanating from the
Commission and broadly outlined in the Commission’s 1997
Opinions, the 1998 Accession Partnerships, and the 1998 and 1999
Regular Reports.

Communist local government

The system of local government was relatively homogenous across
eastern Europe under communism. While there was an extensive
system of ‘elected soviets’ (councils) and attendant executive appara-
tuses at the local, district and regional levels, these organizational
structures did not mask the reality of a highly centralized, Communist-
Party dominated monism that undermined all semblance of local
autonomy. While local councils were supposedly democratically
elected, the elections were a sham as candidates tended to be vetted by
Communist Party officials and in most cases electorates were offered
no choice of candidates. Local councils and their executive apparatuses
were subject to the dual oversight of superior bodies in the vertical
administrative hierarchy and the Communist Party apparatus, which
was organized in parallel vertical hierarchies. Local soviets had
extremely limited resources at their disposal, and these were over-
whelmingly centrally allocated and controlled. Given the lack of real
autonomy, the absence of horizontal interaction across different levels
of government, and the functional dominance of economic enterprises
and their managers (usually subordinate to branches of central min-
istries) which often performed important service-provision roles locally
(building roads, running schools and hospitals, providing welfare ser-
vices and so forth), the structures of local government were in essence
hollowed out and ritualistic (Illner, 1992).9 These different functional
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roles made the dilemma of territorial versus sectoral control one of the
perennial problems for the reform of local government under the com-
munists. This is not to say that the system was characterized by stasis.
During the communist era most CEE states attempted local govern-
ment reform (for example, reforms in Poland in 1970s; in Hungary in
the 1970s and 1980s). None of these reforms altered the highly central-
ized nature of the communist system of governance and the largely
impotent structures of local government (Horváth, 1996: 27–8).10

Consequently, on coming to power the first generation of post-
communist leaderships were faced with the legacy of extreme central-
ization, vertical top-down administrative hierarchies, weak horizontal
networks, and a lack of capacity in terms of resources, efficiency and
qualified personnel at the sub-national level. Such weaknesses were
major constraints on local government reform. At the same time, in
most countries there was an upswell of pressures in counteraction to
years of central domination of the local level. In the heady momentum
of democratization following the collapse of the communist regimes,
the trend was for the extreme fragmentation of local government struc-
tures and ever smaller communities staking their claims to local ‘self-
government’. This ‘bottom-up’ decentralization occurred at the
expense of the regional level, which was either abolished (as in Czech
Republic and Slovakia), became an appendage of the central govern-
ment (as in Poland, Bulgaria and Romania), or had marginal powers (as
in Hungary) (Horváth, 1996: 22).

Post-communist local government

Newly installed democratic governments moved quickly to reform
their systems of local government, the majority passing legislation in
the early 1990s.11 Laws on local self-government usually granted broad
rights of autonomy to the local level. In contrast, the new national
governments opted to delay decisions over the organization and func-
tions of intermediary or meso-levels of government. The reasons varied
but generally included: (i) a reluctance to decentralize further given the
exigencies of political and economic transition including the limited
resources at the disposal of central government; (ii) hostility towards
the regional tier of government which had been influential and unpop-
ular during the communist period due to the pivotal role of regional
party secretaries in the communist system of rule and economic plan-
ning; (iii) a lack of consensus about how to organize the meso-tiers; (iv)
an unwillingness among newly elected national ruling elites to decen-
tralize and relinquish newly acquired powers to what were often seen
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as regional and local governments controlled by old communist elites;
and (v) an unwillingness among the newly empowered local elites to
relinquish powers. The immense rent-seeking opportunities inherent
in administrative power during transition provided a sub-text for this
struggle over reform.

Electoral sequencing also had a damaging effect on centre–regional–
local relations and the potential for institutional reform. In many cases
the different sequencing of national and local elections, combined
with a natural political cycle, led to situations where there was almost
permanent confrontation between ideologically opposed central and
local governments. Such territorialized political conflicts have been an
obstacle to decentralization, and indeed, in some cases resulted in
recentralization (Regulska, 1997). The ebb and flow of transition poli-
tics has generally contributed to a ‘democratic deficit’ at the intermedi-
ary meso-level of governance (Bennett, 1997).

Nonetheless, the early reforms resulted in a firm legal basis for the
jurisdictional separation of central and local governments, with a
system of self-governing units at the lowest level enjoying considerable
autonomy, and central governments exercising a strategic role of
supervising the legality of local government activities and controlling
the funding arrangements (Hesse, 1998). In the absence of provisions
for the intermediary tier, central governments ran the administration
at the county level and above. An exception to this rule was Hungary,
where after 1989 a prefect-like system of Commissioners of the
Republic oversaw local government operations and the activities of
local branches of state administration in seven regions and the capital.
This short-lived institution was abolished in amendments to the Law
on Self-Government in 1994 (Kovács, 1999: 65–7).

Contrary to the processes of rationalization and reduction in the
number of local authority units that have characterized the develop-
ment of local government in western Europe in recent decades, the
trend in most of the CEECs has been for greater fragmentation. In
Hungary the number of municipalities virtually doubled between 1991
and 1998 from 1607 to 3154 (Kovács, 1999: 55). In the Czech Republic
the number of municipalities soared by over 50 per cent after 1989
reaching a total of 6196 by 1993 (Bennett, 1993: 10).12 The extremely
small size of many of these local self-government units makes for a
high degree of dysfunctionality as they lack a sufficient tax base to
fund service-provision and that has greatly complicated resource allo-
cation by the central governments. The problems arising from the dys-
functional fragmentary nature of local government has been a
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disincentive for further decentralization, if not offering a rationale for
recentralization tendencies at the national level. Attempts to amalga-
mate or promote cooperation among local government units have had
minimal success. Legislation in Hungary, for example, to regularize the
procedures for amalgamations both on a voluntary and compulsory
basis has not been enforced (Davey, 1995: 69–70).

Country cases

Poland

The accession to power of the Mazowiecki government in August 1989
(the first non-communist government in any of the CEECs) and the
subsequent implementation of Balcerowicz’s radical neoliberal variant
of ‘shock therapy’, led to a reconcentration of power to the centre. The
1990 Local Government Act transformed Poland from a three-tier
system (regional, district and local) into a two-tier system with strong
central government and local self-government limited to about 2500
local authorities responsible for all public activities that were not
assigned by law to other public institutions (Regulski, 1999). The 49
provinces remained as institutional appendages of the central govern-
ment, as did the 287 district offices of state administration that
retained responsibility for the most important services. Reform of the
meso level of governance became highly politicized. A Task Force for
Regional Policy was established by the Mazowiecki government in
1989 (including politicians and experts) to draw up a territorial re-
division. The interminable political wrangling, compounded by the
instability of governments in the mid–1990s, meant that reform was
continually postponed. While some new responsibilities were decen-
tralized to the local level following the 1990 reform, the capacity of
municipal governments to act was constrained by their weak fiscal
position during the years of economic depression. One consequence of
the impoverishment of local government was that there was a return
to some of the operational practices of the communist era. In particu-
lar, there was a resurgence in the power of sectoral hierarchies at the
meso-level as regional administrative branches of particular economic
ministries were established in some areas.

Hungary

Hungary was one of the first post-communist countries to implement a
democratizing reform of local government. The 1990 Local
Government Act established a two-tier, non-hierarchical system of self-
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government at both the county and local levels, with each level of gov-
ernment enjoying its own separate mandate and jurisdiction. The stip-
ulation in the constitution that any enfranchized citizen of a village,
town or county is entitled to local self-government resulted in the
mushrooming of local government units (to some 3200 local self-
governments). At the county level 19 self-government units with
elected councils were formed with a four-year mandate. Local authori-
ties have extensive powers over local affairs and these are protected by
the Constitutional Court. Approximately 66 per cent of their resources
are derived from central budget transfers and the rest is locally raised.
In addition, provision was made for a network of state administrative
offices, independent of the county and municipal governments and
responsible directly to central administrative authorities, ministries or
the central government. The state administrative offices operating at
the county level manage administrative matters that fall outside the
authority of local self-governments in several areas, including land reg-
istration, tax administration and public health. The control function
inherent in this institution is indicated by the fact that they are
entirely financed by the central state budget through the Ministry of
the Interior.

A third feature of the Hungarian system was that Commissioners of the
Republic were appointed by the President for seven ‘regions’. In effect,
these regions were created on the basis of the communist era planning
regions for the country and the capital. Their main responsibilities
involved prefect-like supervision of the legality of operations of local gov-
ernments and the coordination of the activities of the local officials of
the state administrative authorities. The Commissioners of the Republic
were abolished by an amendment of the Local Self- Government Act in
1994 and replaced by a system of public administration offices but with
essentially the same functions. Thus under Hungary’s two-tier system
there was a high degree of jurisdictional autonomy between central and
local affairs and also between the two tiers of local government.

Estonia

One of the central elements of Gorbachev’s perestroika was the revi-
talization of ‘socialist self-government’ at local level. The democrati-
zation of local government proceeded slowly at first, but accelerated
as Estonia moved toward independence in 1989–91. By 1993 Estonia
had a two-tier system of local self-government, comprising local self-
government units at both the municipal level and the county level.
Contrary to the majority of the CEECs, where the trend has been 
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for more decentralization, Estonia rationalized its system of local 
self-government into a one-tier vertical and highly centralized struc-
ture. The first centralizing reform was adopted in 1993 when the
elected intermediary tier of local self-government was replaced by an
appointed stratum of state administrative officials at the county level.

The single tier system of local self-government includes 45 urban
and 209 rural municipalities. Local authorities enjoy considerable
autonomy, are responsible for administering public services and have
their own budget, although they remain fiscally dependent on the
centre since 65 per cent of local government resources come from a
share of state incomes taxes and grants. Locally raised funds represent
around 10 per cent of the budget, mainly from the land tax, which
local authorities fix and receive directly. County level governance is an
administrative appendage of the central government. The 15 county
governments are responsible for organizing and coordinating the work
of national institutions at the local level and for implementing
national policies in accordance with the law and instructions of gov-
ernment and ministers. The county governor is appointed for a five-
year term by the national government in consultation with local
government representatives. The county governor is also charged with
supervising the legality of legislation adopted by local government
units within their respective jurisdictions. The work of the governors is
directly financed from the state budget. Certain ministries also have
single representatives or separate institutions at the county level.
Consequently, there is no regional self-government in Estonia and
little evidence of elite support for meso government or the existence of
regional identities.13 There is, however, an ongoing discussion about a
further rationalization and reduction in the number of both counties
and local governments. A reform of their functions and financing is
seen as essential to create the more powerful regional and local admin-
istrative capacity demanded by the EU. It is likely, however, that this
will be attempted without fundamentally altering the political determi-
nants of the current system.

Slovenia

Despite the institutional legacy of Yugoslavian federalism, and its close
geographical proximity to EU and west European states that have
highly decentralized systems of local governance (Austria, Italy and
Switzerland), Slovenia exhibited no contagion effects to engage in post-
communist reform of its local government system. As in Estonia, the
system remained highly centralized. Governance structures outside the

James Hughes, Gwendolyn Sasse and Claire Gordon 159



centre consisted of a state-directed fused system in which municipali-
ties typically performed both state administrative and local govern-
ment functions. A constitutional right for referenda on the formation
of communes led to a multiplication of local governments and a high
degree of fragmentation in local politics. When reform of local govern-
ment was introduced in 1994 it maintained this highly centralized
system. The country was divided into seven municipalities and 65 large
local government units that were composed of 194 communes. No
allowance was made for regional territorial governance. Instead the
central ministries implemented policy through their local offices,
which were organized on a vertical basis, much like the former
Yugoslav (and Soviet) line ministerial structure. Every ministry had a
counterpart at the local level in the form of departments in each local
government unit. There was, however, no horizontal coordination
between the territorial offices of the different ministries.

Czech Republic

While proposals for regionalization have been extensively discussed in
the the Czech Republic, it remains a highly centralized state. One argu-
ment is that the trauma of the break-up of Czechoslovakia has made
central elites reluctant to devolve power, fearing a further disintegra-
tion. The post-communist Czech constitution envisaged a bicameral
parliament where elected regional assemblies (‘higher territorial self-
governing bodies’) would elect the senate (Horváth, 1996: 32). There is
no consensus, however, over how many regions there should be or
what boundaries they should have. The main variants include a reten-
tion from the communist era of the nine districts of the Czech part of
former Czechoslovakia plus one new one for Moravia, or, alternatively,
17 new regions based on urban centres. Another proposal suggests that
the country be regionalized and federalized into 13 districts based on
‘historic’ districts of Bohemia and Moravia. Local administration con-
sists of both state organs (state district branches of the central adminis-
tration) and local municipalities, independently administered via an
elected assembly. Local governments may also be given secondary
‘commissioned’ responsibilities, where the central government may
allocate specific tasks, and issue binding ordinances on them. The most
powerful institutions in local governance were the 76 District Offices
(including three major cities) of general state administration, together
with the local branches of sectoral ministries. The Act on District
Offices was one of the first acts passed in the immediate post-commu-
nist era in 1990. It reflected a profound ideological schism and lack of
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trust between local elites and central elites. The District Offices are
headed by nominees of the central government and act as a check on
the indirectly elected district assemblies (composed of delegates of the
local self-governments). These assemblies enjoyed the critical function
of distributing budgetary transfers from the centre. This system was, in
essence, a return to the bipartite administrative model of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire (Galligan and Smilor, 1999: 50).

Proto-regional government in central and eastern Europe

Despite the fundamental shared characteristics of local government
arrangements across central and eastern Europe in the immediate post-
communist period, the conditionalities of accession as defined by
Agenda 2000 and the Opinions are forcing changes to strengthen
regional and local ‘administrative capacity’. The imperative of finding
appropriate organizational forms to meet the requirements for EU
regional and cohesion policies has been a catalyst for reform of local
and regional government in the CEECs. The Commission views
regional governance units as the foundation of the European Union’s
structural policy and is imposing this model on the accession states.
Concurrently, elites in the candidate CEECs recognize the benefits of
this model, for as Illner observed: ‘Specialists and policy-makers alike
have highlighted the importance of designing the regional level of gov-
ernment to be compatible with the regions of western Europe, to have
the ability to associate and compete with them in transnational struc-
tures of inter-regional cooperation, and to participate in European
regional programmes’ (Illner, 1992: 16).14 The institutional design of
new meso-levels of governance in the CEECs can, therefore, be under-
stood as a development influenced by three key factors, including: his-
torical and geographic determinants; conditionalities from Brussels;
and the specific trajectory and political context of transition in each
country.

Over time, institutions mould their own loyalties and identities. In
designing a viable structure of meso-level governance some govern-
ments have built on pre-existing regional identities. Where such identi-
ties are weak or non-existent, this route is much more problematic. In
terms of local and meso-level governmental arrangements, policy-
makers have looked both to their pre–1945 past as well as to the
systems of local government in western Europe and the model pro-
moted by the EU. States that were formerly part of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire, such as the Czech and Slovak Republics and
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Hungary, had the experience of a system of state administrative and
self-governing territorial administration dating from the mid-nine-
teenth century and enduring until 1945. Conversely, Poland, which was
divided until 1918 between the three neighbouring powers (Germany,
Austro-Hungary and Russia) and then had an authoritarian regime
under Pilsudski, lacks a tradition of pre-communist local self-govern-
ment. Consequently, Poland opted to follow the Austrian and German
systems of territorial administration as the model for its 1999 reform,
though without adopting full-blown federalism (Illner, 1992: 15). The
most significant trend, however, is for policy-makers in the CEECs to
revive communist era economic planning regions in response to pres-
sures emanating from the European Commission to establish regional
administrative capacity at the spatial level above the county and local
level. The accession conditionalities have forced most candidate states
to undertake appropriate reform of the regional level of government.

The Brussels model aims to institutionalize administrative capacity at
the regional or meso-level in preparation for the implementation of
structural and cohesion policy. The prescriptive element of this model
is generally vaguely stated in the Commission’s Opinions. The 1997
Opinion on Estonia, for example, merely states that the ‘main adminis-
trative requirements in this area are the existence of appropriate and
effective administrative bodies, and in particular a high degree of com-
petence and integrity in the administration of Community funds’
(Commission Report, 1997: 102). Similarly, the Commission’s Regular
Report on Hungary published in November 1998 stated: ‘Hungary has
not adequately addressed the short-term Accession Partnership priority
relating to reinforcement of institutional and administrative capacity
in regional development . . . Concrete implementation of regional
policy objectives and the accompanying structures and institutions is
still weak’ (Commission Report, 1998: 33). The most perennial weak-
nesses, however, as recognized by the Commission’s Regular Reports
for 1999, are the under-funding and lack of trained personnel at the
regional level. The identification of this gap will, inevitably, lead to a
new bonanza for the ‘technical’ assistance industry in the EU.15

Nonetheless, the process of adapting to the implementation of the
acquis has served as a catalyst for the reform of regional public admin-
istration in the candidate CEECs.16 In general, the candidate countries
have been encouraged: (i) to make further reforms to develop adminis-
trative capacity at all governmental levels; (ii) to make greater financial
and human resources available at both the regional and local level to
facilitate political and budgetary decentralization; (iii) to improve
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financial control systems at both the local and regional government
level; and (iv) to increase coordination between administrative bodies
at every level of government. Although the Commission has not
overtly recommended that the candidates should structure their
regions according to the average size of NUTS-II regions, the Regular
Reports have commended those states which have made reforms in
this direction. The newly recreated Polish vojvodships, for example,
correspond to NUTS-II level regions, and Hungary’s seven planning
and administrative regions created under the 1996 Law on Regional
Development and Physical Planning are similar to NUTS-II regions (see
below). Furthermore, some observers have noted how Eurostat has pos-
itively advocated the systematic use of NUTS-II regionalized categories
in its interactions with the statistical offices of the candidate countries
– an example of standardization promoting integration (Hoich and
Larisova, 1999).

Previous EU enlargement processes – the accession of Ireland,
Greece, Spain and Portugal – widened regional disparities across the
community considerably, increased the significance of structural funds
and gave rise to the NUTS system as a means to collate and evaluate
data and analyse regional development (Keating, 1993: 301). Joining
the NUTS system is a condition of the pre-accession stages, as it repre-
sents the EU’s established channel for the CEECs to become part of the
EU regional, cohesion and accession funds. The NUTS system consists
of five different levels; in particular the NUTS II level has an impact on
regional development (NUTS I plays only a supplementary role in
cohesion). NUTS II categories are the main instrument for the formula-
tion and implementation of regional policy in the EU. They provide
not only the statistical information and analysis for regional develop-
ment planning and programmes, but are also the administrative level at
which structural funds and other regional and cohesion funds are
managed (Horváth, 1998: 56). The existing NUTS II regions in the EU
were drawn up largely on the basis of designations arrived at by indi-
vidual member states and subsequently approved pro forma by Brussels
(Horváth, 1998: 63–4). The reverse appears to be the case for CEECs, as
Brussels has deeply involved itself in the designation process.

Regionalization trends in the EU suggest that the size and economic
potential of the currently existing local and regional governance units
in the CEECs may be too small to make them the basis for an efficient
and decentralized regional policy (Horváth, 1998). Consequently, addi-
tional reforms are needed if EU conditionalities are to be met and if the
CEECs are to compete with each other and the existing EU members
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for regional and cohesion funds. The response of the CEECs in terms of
the institutional design of systems of local and meso-level governance
can be broadly categorized into two main types: (i) democratizing
reforms specifically designed to promote an efficient regional develop-
ment policy, and improve administrative efficiency, service delivery
and the implementation of policy at the meso level; and (ii) administra-
tive reforms aimed more generally at preparing for EU membership,
including developing the necessary administrative capacity to access,
process and administer structural and other regional development and
cohesion funds (for example, PHARE, IPSA and Sapard). Some candi-
date states are pursuing purely administrative reforms, for example, by
creating systems of regional development agencies. Though these new
structures are still in their nascence, they clearly have no political insti-
tutional component and their interactions with existing county and
local government structures have yet to be developed. However, it is
not inconceivable that such institutional structures could be the foun-
dation for an elected regional government. In fact, the trend of EU
enlargement policy suggests to some researchers that: ‘The Commission’s
remarks on regional administration indicate that its preference appears
to be democratically elected regional self-governments which possess
substantial financial and legal autonomy’ (Brusis, 1999).

Country cases

Poland

Whereas other candidate states have followed a Brussels model for
administrative regionalization, the first, and so far only, democratizing
reform of both regional and local governance in a CEEC has been real-
ized in Poland. To some extent a political regionalization was easier for
Poland on account of its spatial size and prior history of regional gov-
ernment. What is noteworthy, however, is that the discussions and
planning for this democratized regionalization predates EU enlarge-
ment conditionalities for regionalization. Thus, the Polish reform that
was enacted by the January 1999 law on local government should be
seen as an inherently endogenous development. The law introduced a
three-tier system, with about 2500 self-government authorities operat-
ing at the local level, 308 rural and 65 urban districts (powiats), and 16
regional authorities (vojvode). All three levels have an elected council to
supervise administration in their jurisdiction (Regulski, 1999).17 The
vojvodships also perform state administrative tasks, mainly of a super-
visory and inspectory nature. The funding base for the new institutions
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of local and regional governance was also considerably improved as a
result of the reform. For local authorities 70 per cent of revenues are
derived from the central budget via tax-sharing and transfers, and
30 per cent are raised locally. Districts and vojvodships are funded
overwhelmingly from the national budget. The main responsibilities of
the meso-level vojvodships include: (i) promotion of economic devel-
opment; (ii) public services of a regional character; (iii) environmental
protection; and (iv) development of regional infrastructure. These
emphases on ‘regional administrative capacity’ illustrate precisely the
kind of conditionality which the EU imposes, driven by the model of
its own structural funds. Poland has also established a system of
regional development agencies under the overarching mantle of the
Polish Agency for Regional Development. While the vojvodships corre-
spond to NUTS-II regions, their design was influenced as much by his-
torical and other endogenous Polish factors as by European. This
reform is an example of a CEEC responding both to regionalization
pressures ‘from without’ and ‘from below’, as there was intense pres-
sures from regional elites for regionalization to enhance regional eco-
nomic development programmes (Horváth, 1999: 29).18

Hungary

The most active EU involvement in regionalization in a candidate CEEC
has occurred in Hungary. Yet while there has been substantial progress on
the creation of administrative structures, there has been little or no
progress in creating a democratized regional governance level. Unlike in
Poland, the EU’s Hungarian model was heavily administrative in charac-
ter and was central to the policy-learning process for the EU in addressing
regionalization in the candidate CEECs as a whole. Inevitably, the scale of
Brussels’ involvement has given rise to local level claims of EU ‘coloniza-
tion’ at worse and the feelings of a ‘forced marriage’ at best. Brussels has
guided Hungarian regional policy through PHARE programmes, since
1992 and was closely involved in the drafting of the Act on Regional
Policy and Physical planning (XXI/1996), which made provision for a
system of Regional Development Councils (RDC). PHARE also assisted
with the formation of a National Regional Development Concept (1998).
When Hungary delimited its scheme of seven NUTS II regions they were
derived from the previous communist era planning regions that had been
retained as the commissioners’ regions in the immediate post-communist
period.

In theory the RDCs were established at the voluntary initiative of
groups of counties under the auspices of the National Council for
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Regional Development. The administrative organization remains largely
skeletal, with few employees and limited financial resources. The volun-
tary element of the structure was not entirely fictitious, since as of
autumn 1999 five regional development councils had actually been set
up to cover virtualy the whole country. Though the Commission’s
Opinions clearly welcomed the establishment of the seven administra-
tive and planning regions and the system of RDCs, Hungary was still
criticized for the administration of its regional policy via the Ministry of
Agriculture and Regional Development in the central government.
Nevertheless, the Commission Opinion on Hungary of July 1997
acknowledged that it was the first country in central and eastern Europe
to adopt a legal framework conforming to EU structural policy require-
ments and the acquis, although problems remain in terms of institution-
alization and implementation (Horváth, 1998: 49). In recognition of the
progress on enhancing regional administrative capacity the EU, in July
1999, simplified and devolved power over PHARE and other pro-
grammes operating in Hungary. Thereafter, evaluation of applications
and decisions on funding were supposed to be taken by the RDCs
subject to the approval of a National Office and the EU Delegation.
Decentralization was needed to cope with the massive increase in appli-
cations. For example, between 1988 and 1996 there were 57 PHARE
projects for Hungary, but in 1998 in the RDC of South Transdanubia
alone there were 40 projects approved.19 Apart from the EU funding, the
RDCs have a weak resource base and, as unelected quango-like agencies,
are generally considered to be politically ineffectual (Kovács, 1999).
There is, clearly, a major problem of non-identification in Hungarian
society with the meso-level, since the focal point for local territorial
political identity are the centuries-old counties. By the 1999 Regular
Report Hungary was attracting sharp criticism for failing to address
sufficiently the short-term Accession Partnership priority for regional
capacity. By failing to assign adequate human and financial resources to
strengthen regional and local government bodies and advance the goal
of ‘political and budgetary decentralization’, Hungary was viewed as
slipping in its progress toward accession.20

Estonia

An outline plan for restructuring the county government system into
new regional units which would correspond to NUTS-II regions, and
thus create an appropriate institutional instrument for the management
of EU structural funds, has been widely discussed in Estonia over the
past two years (Janikson, 1999). As yet there is no political consensus on
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this issue.21 Estonia has no history of regional-level government and our
elite-level survey suggests that there was considerable ambivalence
towards the idea of adjusting administrative boundaries in Estonia in
order to comply with EU-funding criteria (see below). The strong culture
for centralization and local control in Estonia is evident from the con-
tinued subordination of the Department of Local Government and
Regional Development to the Ministry of the Interior. Like Hungary,
Estonia is pursuing an administrative solution to the regionalization
conditionalities of accession, though in a much less systematic manner.
Fundamentally, regional development in Estonia is viewed by its
national level elites as a national level policy issue. Consequently, the
Estonian Regional Development Agency was set up in May 1997 as a
national level agency to coordinate and provide technical support to
regional development programmes and local Business Support
Networks. A National Regional Policy Council was established to act as
a forum for representatives from all the ministries as well as county and
local self-governments and to foster inter-institutional cooperation. It is
little more than a talking shop, however, and effective inter-ministerial
and central–local coordination remains very weak. Accordingly, the
Commission’s 1997 Opinion declared Estonia’s regional policy as weak
and its institutional basis very limited. This evaluation changed little in
the 1998 Regular Report and the 1999 Regular Report. One of the major
stumbling blocks for progress in Estonia is that no decisions have yet
been taken on how structural funds will be distributed and whether the
country will be one NUTS II region or several. These non-decisions are
reflected in the fact that, so far, Estonia has not introduced a specific
law on regional policy.

Slovenia

Slovenia has been one of the slowest of the candidates to address
regionalization conditionalities. A Law on the Promotion of Regional
Development passed in July 1999 established a system of twelve
unelected functional planning regions but without any accompany-
ing governance structures. As an administrative reform for rationaliz-
ing the distribution of regional funding it was positively received by
the Commission in Brussels which issued its by now formulaic
approval: ‘The law is based on the same principles as the EU
Structural Funds and establishes a general administrative framework
for the implementation of a regional structural policy’.22 As with the
other candidate CEECs, the Commission’s criticisms concentrated on
demanding more funding and additional staff for the regional level.
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Following the EU model of good practice, the law also makes provi-
sion for the establishment of a system of regional development agen-
cies under a National Regional Development Agency and a Council
for Structural Policy. As in Estonia, regional development is viewed by
the Slovenian central government as its prerogative, though in
Slovenia it is the responsibility of the Ministry of Economic Relations
and Development.

Czech Republic

After years of delay the Czech system of local and regional governance
was reformed according to European conditionalities by a new law of
October 1997, which came into force on 1 January 2000. The law
approved the establishment of ‘Higher Territorial Self-Governing
Units’ and provided for a two-tier system of self-government with the
local self-governments as the basic level (approximately 6590 in
number) and 14 territorial self-governments (kraj) at the regional or
meso-level. While the institutions of the meso-level have been
formed, their competences have thus far not been stipulated by law.
According to the Constitution, the regional self-governments must
not subtract competences from local self-governments, but are to be
empowered by responsibilities devolved from the central government
level. The Ministry of Regional Development has drafted a list of com-
petences which should be transferred to the counties, but so far it has
not been actioned. It is not clear how the new reform will affect the
powers of the centrally appointed district offices, which have been so
powerful in post-communist local governance in the Czech Republic.
To conform with EU conditionalities a national concept for regional
policy was developed (termed ‘Principles of Regional Policy’), and
eight statistical regions corresponding to NUTS II regions were created
in October 1998 by government decree. The legal framework for a
regional development policy, however, in the form of a Regional
Development Act, has been delayed by political wrangling.
Nevertheless, the Commission’s Regular Report on the Czech Republic
for 1999 acknowledged the advances that had been made on develop-
ing the ‘necessary’ institutional structures for implementing regional
and cohesion policies.23

Local elites and Europeanization

Institutions are the epicentre where structure and agency converge.
The institutional framework shapes the perceptions and actions of the
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elites functioning within the institutional space. At the same time, the
institutions are defined and changed by the actors at all levels of gov-
ernance. In addition to the institutional change, resulting from pres-
sures of Europeanization and regionalization from ‘without’ and from
‘within’ outlined above, elite perceptions help to gauge how deep the
wider Europe already is. This important building block of the integra-
tion process is consistently neglected by the Commission in its
Opinions and bilateral reports. The focus on compliance with acces-
sion criteria as a state-level phenomenon, with conditionalities exter-
nally defined and turned into national policy by the central
governments of the applicant states, is a shallow understanding of the
enlargement process.

Though there is no area of local or regional government that is not
affected by European regulation or conditionality, our research sug-
gests that there is relatively little engagement with and knowledge
about the European Union among local elites in CEE accession states.
This poverty of awareness affects both the regional and local prerequi-
sites for EU membership, and the potential benefits from the funding
of regional development programmes.24 The lack of familiarity with EU
institutions and policies stands in sharp contrast to the often detailed
knowledge of the local and regional elites about local government
practices and administration in west European countries. This experi-
ence and exposure is the result of frequent visits, work practices and
participation in different Europe-wide networks involving local elites.
This may be a sign of the beginnings of a horizontal deepening of the
integration process. Knowledge of democratized regional and local gov-
ernance structures and practices in EU member states, however, is qual-
itatively at odds with the kind of administrative regional and local
governance structures and practices entailed in the Brussels model of
regionalization.

Our research reveals that local elites in the CEECs are highly
receptive to changes that will accommodate accession, even such
radical proposals as the reform of local administrative boundaries
(see Figure 8.1). Despite the fact that the regional cities of 
our surveys all stand to benefit considerably from EU structural
funds for regional cohesion, this was not considered one of the 
key factors in local elites’ understanding of what the EU stands for
(see Figure 8.2). These are counterintuitive responses since we would
expect local elites in CEE countries to instrumentalize the economic
advantages inherent in EU membership. The benefits of the EU most
often identified by local elites are those seen in terms of national-level
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referents (economic cohesion, free trade). Subsidiarity, one of the EU’s
key principles for integration and regional policy, and structural funds,
the EU’s main mechanism of regional development, rank low down
among local elites’ perceptions of the EU.

Our survey data suggests that social and economic issues linked to
the transition process remain the dominant concerns of local elites,
with EU accession barely getting a mention26 (see Figure 8.3). Most
significantly, local elites tend to have poor or limited knowledge of EU
programmes, even when operating in their own areas (see 
Figure 8.4). The general perception among local elites is that the poten-
tial benefits of the EU are greater for the national rather than the local
level (see Figure 8.5).

These preliminary results clearly demonstrate a ‘regional gap’ in the
enlargement process. Accession to the EU is widely perceived of as a
national project by and for national governments and national elites.
This is hardly a project for realizing ‘deep integration’.

Respondents were asked: ‘Do you agree or disagree with the proposition that
local administrative boundaries in Hungary should be redrawn, if necessary, to
comply with EU funding criteria?
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Figure 8.1 Attitudes to regionalization in compliance with EU-funding criteria



Figure 8.2 The meaning of European Union

The maximum possible score is 20 per cent. Respondents were asked: Which
five of the following phrases best sums up the European Union for you?
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Figure 8.3 Key issues facing your city

Respondents were asked: What, in your opinion, are the most important issues
facing your city and country at this time?
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Conclusion

For most of the post-communist era local and regional governance in
the CEECs has been characterized by a high degree of fragmentation,
by the absence of a politically empowered regional level and by a ten-
dency for recentralization at the national level. Similarly, for much of
the period since the Copenhagen European Council of 1993 the
process of EU enlargement has been conducted as a bilateral ‘state-
level’ negotiation, between the Commission and national governments
of the candidate CEECs. The voice of local and regional actors has been
barely audible and, for the most part, ignored. Even when regionaliza-
tion began to be deliberated as part of the fulfilment of chapter 21 of
the acquis, the process remained in essence a bilateral exchange
between central governments and the Commission. From 1997 a

Figure 8.4 Knowledge of EU-funded programmes

Respondents were asked: Can you name (up to) three (or more) current EU
funded (wholly or partly) projects in your city?

Answers were coded ‘good’ if respondents were able to name projects and the
source of funding; ‘poor’ if respondents were unable to name any projects or
sources of funding; ‘limited’ if respondents showed knowledge of projects, but
were unable to identify the source of funding.
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Brussels model of regionalization promoted an administrative, as
opposed to democratic, solution for achieving a consistent regional
policy and the institutional incentives necessary to enhance adminis-
trative capacity at the local and meso level. Consequently, unelected
Regional Development Councils and overlapping NUTS II regions have
sprung up in the CEECs in response to the conditionalities imposed by
Brussels for accession.

The compliance of CEE states with EU conditionality followed three
variants: they complied in copy book fashion, as with the administra-
tive regionalization of Hungary; or exceeded the demands, as with the
democratizing regionalization of Poland; or, pursued regionalization
as an administrative task for the central government, as in the smaller
countries of Estonia and Slovenia, where regionalization has become a
policy paradox. It remains to be seen whether these regional institu-
tions will eventually take on a more political role and become effec-
tive regional governments. In this respect we should not downplay
the strong contagion effect that is likely to come from the Polish
variant of democratized regional government. The Brussels model is a
stark contrast with the way in which regionalization has developed in
western Europe, where it evolved in tandem with regionalist mobiliza-
tions ‘from below’ and ‘from within’, acting as an anvil against which
the drive for EU integration hammered the nation-state. Enlargement
to CEECs is witnessing a different type of regionalization. Here it is
induced ‘from without’, through EU conditionalities, and the required
regional reform is implemented ‘from above’ by national govern-
ments. In contrast to western Europe, regional institutions are being
created in most CEECs prior to, if not in the absence of, regionalist
mobilizations.

Our research demonstrates that seven years after Copenhagen, local
elites are disengaged from the enlargement process. It is not altogether
surprising, therefore, that the Commission’s Regular Reports of 1999
record a lack of sub-national implementation and enforcement of EU
rules and policies which have formally been agreed to in bilateral nego-
tiations with national governments. This gap between ‘state-level’
compliance with EU accession conditionalities, and their weak imple-
mentation at the local level is likely to persist until the divergence
between national and regional level perceptions and engagement with
enlargement is addressed. The wider Europe will not become deeper
until there is a substantive democratizing regional reform and active
promotion of intergovernmental linkages across all four levels of gov-
ernance: the European, national, regional and local.
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Respondents were asked: How much do you think your country benefits from
its relationship with the EU? And, How much do you think EU enlargement has
benefited your city? (Answers were coded according to a four point scale of
‘significantly’, ‘moderately’, ‘minimally’, and ‘not at all’.)
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Notes

1. For Wallace, the functional, territorial and affiliational dimensions of deep
integration are essentially ‘cross-country’ in nature, while the territorial
dimension hinges solely on border and security issues (Wallace, 1999). The
common understanding of ‘region’ in this context, whether in western or
eastern Europe, is one derived from an international relations construct of
‘region’ as a geographical group of states that understands the regional
dimension of politics to involve relations between states. This perspective is
also taken by Senior Nello and Smith (1998: 24).

2. The authors’ research project under the One Europe or Several Programme?
aims to focus precisely on these areas of weakness by employing large-scale
elite surveys and interviews (n = 100) in important regional cities in six
states of central and eastern Europe. We are investigating the attitudes of
sub-national elites to the European Union and to reform of regional and
local government. One of our aims also is to create a taxonomy of local and
regional government systems in central and eastern Europe and measure
the impact of EU enlargement on the evolution of these systems. ESRC
Project L213252030 ‘Elites and Institutions in Regional and Local
Governance in Eastern Europe’.

3. For analyses of the impact of European integration on local government in
western Europe see Goldsmith and Klausen, 1997.

4. In contrast, the importance of conditionality as a sub-context for the exer-
cise of international influence on regime change is recognized by Schmitter
and others (Schmitter, 1996a: 26–54).

5. The revitalization of the locale is a constant referent in the work of Anthony
Giddens on globalization.

6. In some states structural funds are controlled by central finance ministries
(as in UK, Ireland and France). For a criticism of the ‘fairy-tale character’ of
the structural funds which are often treated as a reimbursement for national
spending rather than a genuine instrument of regional development policy,
see Keating (1993: 299–300).

7. For analyses of the international dimension of transition see Whitehead
(1996).

8. See also http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement
9. For a discussion of the influence of economic structures in local and

regional governance in Eastern Europe, see Illner (1999).
10. For further details of reforms, see Brusis (1999).
11. For details on the administrative reforms see Galligan and Smilov (1999).
12. See Bennett (1993: 10) for a table on number and size of local government

units in post-socialist countries in 1993.
13. In interviews conducted in September to December 1999 with 36 members

of the local elite in Tartu, Estonia’s second city, none of our respondents
identified themselves with the county, which is seen as an administrative
construct.

14. See Illner (1999: 16). See also Horváth (1999b).
15. Information taken from the 1999 Regular Reports on the CEECs.
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16. Regional reforms and adjustments are also under consideration in the ‘pre-
in’ candidate countries but they are at the preliminary stage of negotiations
over the acquis.

17. For further details on responsibilities of local and district government, see
Regulski (1999).

18. Interestingly, in Poland the first proposals for regional administrative
reform came from the vojvodship level when Poznan vojvodship launched
an economic development programme. This kind of regional mobilization
was exceptional.

19. Interview with Katalin Kovacs, Managing Director, South Transdnaubian
Regional Development Agency, July 1999.

20. Regular  Report on Hungary for 1999.
21. The Commission’s Regular Report on Estonia for October 1999 noted that

for the time being a specific law on regional policy is ‘not anticipated’.
22. Regular Report on Estonia, October 1999.
23. Regular Report on Czech Republic, October 1999.
24. This section is based on 182 elite interviews conducted in 1999–2000 in

three regional cities in three candidate CEECs: 74 in Hungary (Pécs), 72 in
Slovenia (Maribor) and 36 in Estonia (Tartu).
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9
Germany’s Power in Europe
Charlie Jeffery and William E. Paterson1

Introduction

If, as Helen Wallace (1999: 287) suggests, ‘many in the academic com-
munity are groping for an understanding’ of post-1989 pan-Europe,
then the same applies in an extreme form to post-1989 Germany. The
problem is less one, though, of being ‘locked into the paradigms’ of
the ‘old Europe’, because the ‘old’ (West) Germany never conformed
very much to these in the first place. West Germany was something
of an extreme case in its sheer enthusiasm for multilateral integra-
tionist projects, along all three constituent dimensions of Wallace’s
‘deep’ integration. Fundamental concerns about security in an initial
postwar atmosphere understandably ill-disposed to Germany and the
Germans were rapidly overlain and reformulated by the ideological
divides – including Germany’s own national division – of the cold
war to embed a clear territorial dimension in West German integra-
tionism. This was captured in the evocation by Simon Bulmer and
William Paterson of West Germany as Swift’s Gulliver during his cap-
tivity in Lilliput: divided from the German Democratic Republic
(GDR) by the iron curtain, and integrated tightly into the structures
of European integration and North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO), this was a European colossus tethered tightly – but unlike
Gulliver, willingly – to its smaller and weaker counterparts (Bulmer
and Paterson, 1989). West German integrationism had much more to
it, though, than its own and others’ security concerns. West Germany
became (usually in tandem with France) a persistent demandeur for
multilateral solutions in a functional integration process in the
European Community (EC), which radiated out across ever-wider
policy portfolios. And the whole integrationist momentum was
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underpinned in the affiliational dimension by a deep-seated elite con-
sensus (itself resting on a supportive, ‘permissive’ public opinion) that
multilateral cooperation was not just a valuable means to peace, secu-
rity and prosperity in Germany and Europe, but had also become an
end in itself, a guiding value of West German politics.

In the pervasiveness of its commitment to multilateral integration
along these territorial, functional and affiliational dimensions, it was
perhaps West Germany that was the ‘outlier’ of west European poli-
tics, rather than those states which were ‘not fully engaged’ in
postwar institutions of multilateral cooperation (Wallace, 1991).
West Germany was a state ‘ostentatiously modest’ (Hodge, 1992:
224) in the way that it pursued foreign policy goals through multilat-
eralist channels, its ‘reflex’ (Paterson, 1993: 10) was to avoid overt
positions of leadership. New terminologies had to be deployed to
capture its idiosyncracy: this was a ‘civilian power’,2 a ‘trading state’
(Rosecrance, 1986) relying on its economic weight – ‘the combined
resources of a predominantly private market economy’ (Kaiser, 1992:
204) – rather than ‘power politics’ in engaging with its European
partners. Especially puzzling for those schooled in realist traditions
of rationalism, this was a state that had come to define its external
goals in terms of shared European rather than specifically national
interests.

This was the case at least before the collapse of communism, the
opening of the iron curtain and the unification of Germany in 1989–90.
The gropings of the academic community since have largely been about
how to understand united Germany’s role, what its interests are, how its
power is deployed, in an emerging pan-Europe. For all sorts of reasons an
effective understanding of this role has remained vital for the rest of
Europe. The intensity of West Germany’s Euro-engagement was such
that it had taken up a position at the heart of pretty much every
significant transnational network in Europe, not least the then EC, in
which it had been at the centre of successive waves of both ‘deepening’
and ‘widening’. Would this be sustained or, perhaps more to the point,
sustainable given the multiplication of both the internal and external
demands levied on the German state after 1990? Was there a will and a
capacity to replicate and redeploy the energies committed in western
Europe to multilateral cooperation in the wider Europe which commu-
nism’s collapse had opened up – a wider Europe which, after all, starts
on Germany’s eastern doorstep? Or was West Germany’s multilateral-
ism an aberration, an ‘abnormal’, instrumental solution based in the
geopolitical realities of the cold war, now due for the scrapheap as the
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united Germany evolved into a ‘normal’ power motivated by its own
self-interest rather than a specious and contingent Europeanism?

This chapter aims to review some of the major themes that have
emerged as academic analysis in Britain, Germany and the USA has
grappled with these and similar questions. It does so with an eye to
nuancing the way we deploy some of our familiar intellectual para-
digms, in particular the ways we might think about power in European
international relations. It begins with a brief review of some of the
initial reactions to the question of how German unification was
expected to lead to a substantial reformulation – a ‘normalization’ – of
the means and ends of German foreign policy. There then follows a
fuller discussion of some of the more nuanced understandings of
‘Germany-in-Europe’ that have evolved since. This discussion is based
on a differentiated understanding of how German power is manifested
through different ‘faces’ and is inspired in particular by the work of
Simon Bulmer (1997 and Bulmer et al., 2000). We propose in the con-
clusion that only through such a differentiated understanding can we
get to grips with the nature and scope of Germany’s power in Europe.

After 1989: the German puzzle persists

Many of the earliest works on new Germany/new Europe – some
already published in 1990 – were imbued with a broadly realist frame
of reference focused on the impact of unification in restoring German
sovereignty. In this view West Germany had projected Europeanized
rather than national interests because, tied by its western allies (and
erstwhile enemies) into multilateral structures of European integration
and transatlantic security, it had no other choice in the circumstances of
the cold war. West Germany was an externally ‘semi-sovereign’ state,
which lacked the capacity to pursue specific national interests. Seen
from this perspective, the collapse of the GDR and the gathering
momentum for unification were understood as an impending release
from semi-sovereignty. The effect of this would be to reinstate
Germany as ‘the natural hegemon of any European political system’
and – as a result – to pose ‘awkward problems of adjustment for its
neighbours’ (Wallace, 1991: 169–70). Among the adjustment strategies
mooted were the following, listed roughly in chronological order:

• keep Germany divided (so some of the views in the UK, Italy and
France in response to the fall of the Berlin Wall) (Beyme, 1990: 83;
Spence, 1991: 5–8);



182 Germany’s Power in Europe

• neutralize united Germany or, at the very least, prevent united
German membership in NATO (the view of the short-lived reform-
communist government in the GDR and, initially, until Stavropol,
the USSR) (Beyme, 1990: 258);

• contain German power by tethering it yet more tightly to existing
multilateral frameworks, especially the EC but also, as Soviet con-
cerns moved on, NATO (the adapted view in France and the USSR as
the dynamic of unification unfolded; this was also the view of
Poland and other reform governments in East Central Europe, and
of the European Commission) (Kielinger, 1990: 262; Pond, 1990: 78)
Spence 1991: 8; Wallace, 1991: 173);

• only the USA looked forward – despite the alarmist promptings of
some US academics (Mearsheimer, 1990) – to a united Germany as an
equal sovereign partner, within NATO, throughout (Pond, 1992: 114).

The outcome, clear in outline by the end of 1990, was a mix of the two
final points – restored sovereignty amid deepened multilateralism
(via the EC’s Intergovernmental Conferences on economic and mone-
tary union (EMU) and political union which culminated at Maastricht)
and refashioned security cooperation (including self-imposed strategic
limitation within NATO, and flanked fleetingly with the idea that the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) might take
on a stronger security role) (Pond, 1992: 82). The implicit
identification of unification as the release of the inevitable hegemon
from cold war external semi-sovereignty continued however even as
the initial dust kicked up by the sheer speed of events cleared. Despite
reaffirmed commitments to multilateral cooperation, there was still, for
some commentators, a sense of ‘Gulliver’ becoming unbound by the
restoration of sovereignty and destined to display (paradigmatically
realist and/or threatening/malign) ‘normality’ in international rela-
tions. There are a number of variations on this theme, set out below in
a descending scale of presumed German malignancy:

First, there was the ‘Chequers seminar view’3 of German ‘normality’
as reflective of an irredeemably flawed national character: ‘There are
things that people of your generation and mine ought never to forget.
We’ve been through the war and we know perfectly well what the
Germans are like, and what dictators can do, and how national charac-
ter doesn’t basically change’.4 Unsurprisingly, this view failed to find
much of an airing in serious academic debate.

Second, there were references to a possible reversion to Bismarckian
‘Schaukelpolitik’ (‘see-saw policy’), referring to the old intra-European



balance of power in which Germany balanced (or, more sinisterly,
played off) East versus West. In the post-unity context this would have
been manifested in some kind of downgrading of attachments to
western institutions (including the possibility of leaving the EC)
(Cerny, 1993: 91–2; Treverton, 1993: 74–5) and the development of a
free hand and a new (or renewed) sphere of influence in the East, not
least given the post-communist weakness of the old Soviet/Russian
rival for preeminence in the East. Empirical evidence for this was
limited beyond the interpretation of Germany’s ‘bouncing’ the EU into
recognizing Croatia/Slovenia as an example of a new assertiveness in
the East and a retreat from multilateralism in the West (Treverton,
1993: 75). Moreover, despite some talk of ‘Stavrapallo’ in summer
1990, the weakness of the Soviet Union/Russia foreclosed even the
theoretical option of reviving the historical tradition of Schaukelpolitik.

Third was a conception of a German introspection resulting from post-
unification economic weakness. The concern was voiced by a range of
authors that the economic problems of integrating the former GDR
would be either greater or longer term than initially imagined and would
stimulate protectionist tendencies, which would qualify the inherently
multilateralist character of the West German free trading tradition. This
would have inevitable implications for European integration as the EC
approached the completion of the 1992 single market (Arnold, 1991:
467–8). In a related vein, there was a concern that Germany would
renounce its paymaster role for the EC because of the cost burdens of
unity (Garton Ash, 1994: 68), and that the social dislocation produced
by post-unity economic adaptation in East and West would revive the far
right, with the implication that nationalist pressures on foreign policy
would result (Geipel, 1993: 37–9; Treverton, 1993: 74).

An additional spin on this kind of argument was provided by the
externalities of Bundesbank interest rate policy which helped to cause
the European exchange-rate mechanism crisis of 1992. This reflected
the primacy of the Bundesbank’s specifically national brief (to use anti-
inflationary interest rate policy to damp down the post-unity boom)
over external/multilateral responsibilities arising from the interna-
tional role of the Deutschmark (DM) (the ‘export’, via high interest
rates, of deflation): Germany, in other words, was becoming insular
and introverted, pursuing its narrow concerns with disregard to those
of its partners:

Throughout the postwar period, a politically stable and economi-
cally prosperous Germany has been a strong supporter of European
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integration and of a liberal global economic order. Germany may
become politically less stable and economically considerably weaker
in the future. This will translate into a less reliable external position
with less room for manoeuvre (Arnold, 1991: 470).

Fourth was what might be termed a ‘soft realist’ view of ‘Gulliver
unbound’ – a ‘return to European normality’ (Arnold, 1991: 462) –
derived from the removal of cold war constraints and the net increase
in German power resources following unity: ‘In time . . . the deep
underlying changes in the country’s internal and external position
must affect Germany’s foreign policy’ (Garton Ash, 1994: 66). ‘As a
normal state of its size and wealth it must make its voice heard and its
presence felt’ (Arnold, 1991: 462) even in terms of military power: ‘If
Germany were not, in the longer term, to seek enhancement of this
dimension of its power . . . it would be behaving differently from most
large states in history’ (Garton Ash, 1994: 68).

Finally, there was John Mearsheimer’s (1990) bizarre, ‘hard realist’
conception of post-cold war normality as that of a nuclear-armed
Germany outside of NATO in a Europe without the USA. Interestingly,
Mearsheimer did not see – as most Germans and most Europeans cer-
tainly would – a nuclear-armed Germany outside NATO as a worrying
thing, but, more or less, as a ‘normal’ thing. This merely confirms how
his ideal-type realism lacked any evident contextualization in or by the
real world of European politics.5 Nevertheless the themes he raised had
some echoes in the US at least, where some concerns were expressed in
near-policy circles about the renewability – or, possibly, the redun-
dancy – of NATO in the post-cold war era and an attendant ‘renation-
alization’ of European security, including the possibility of a nuclear
Germany (Arnold, 1991; Pond, 1992).

The above did not prove to be interpretations with a long shelf-life.
It rapidly emerged, as the EC became the European Union (EU):

(a) that Kohl did not share the same ‘national character’ as Hitler;
(b) that Germany was committed via the EU and other multilateral

fora, to an East and a West strategy, widening western structures to
encompass the East, while deepening them at their western core
(including, via economic and monetary union [EMU], an abdica-
tion of the Bundesbank’s ‘unilateral’ power to shape the DM
currency area);

(c) that, notwithstanding the problems of post-communist recon-
struction in the former GDR, Germany, in the context of the 1992
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single market programme and the modalities of integrating the
decrepit ex-GDR economy into the EU, remained committed to
free trade and did not renounce its commitments as the largest EU
net contributor;6

(d) that instances of ‘normal’ pursuit of national interests were iso-
lated and ambiguous rather than harbingers of deep change;7 and

(e) that Germany remained wholly committed to NATO, and – shaped
by a ‘post-military’ society reluctant to accept an autonomous
security role – was engaged in a close partnership with the USA in
redefining NATO’s collective security mission for the post-cold war
era (not least through the presence of the former German Defence
Minister, Manfred Wörner, as NATO Secretary General).

In other words, Germany was still puzzling – at least for those who
expected unification to release Germany to conform to a realist para-
digm. A rather larger part of the literature however, foresaw continued
multilateralist commitment as the enduring hallmark of united
Germany’s foreign policy. Significantly, though, accounts of this con-
tinued multilateralism also came in a growing number of variants,
proposing different – though not necessarily competing – explanations
of why forms of multilateralism have been chosen and of what impli-
cations they have for understanding Germany’s role, and the disposi-
tion of its power, in Europe. In part, these accounts also display
undercurrents of the ‘normalization’ debates touched on above. They
collectively point to a reality of German power in Europe which is both
rather more differentiated and rather more encompassing than that
which we might ‘normally’ assume. A useful framework for capturing
this differentiation has been provided by Simon Bulmer, for whom in
recent years the distinction of different ‘faces’ of German power has
been a persistent theme (Bulmer, 1997, Bulmer et al., 1998, 2000).
Developing on the work of Guzzini (1993), he distinguishes four ‘faces’
of power:

• Deliberate, or realist power, is a familiar conception which would see
German power ‘as a function of the forceful articulation of interests,
combined with valuable power resources for articulating leverage’
(Bulmer, 1997: 73). Needless to say, this conception underlay much
of the early post-unity analysis discussed above: released from semi-
sovereignty and, simply, bigger, united Germany would be in a posi-
tion both to articulate its interests more forcefully and to mobilize
greater power resources in doing so.
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• The notion of institutional power is rather more subtle – a notion of
‘soft’ power (Katzenstein, 1997b: 3–4; Nye, 1990) – which suggests
that Germany’s particular domestic institutional configurations,
political, legal and economic, might present it with inherent advan-
tages in pursuing its external goals.

• Unintentional power is precisely that: power which ‘arises from the
unintended consequences of domestic economic and political
power’, which is ‘dispositional rather than the product of deliberate
action’. A classic example was discussed above: the unintentional,
but for other states extremely unwelcome ‘export’ of deflation by
the Bundesbank in 1992 as it went about its rightful business of
managing the German domestic economy.

• Systemic empowerment, the ‘dyadic’, ‘reverse image’ of the other
faces, assumes that ‘German power is not just the product of forces
emanating from Germany’ (whether deliberate, unintentional or
institutional), but may also be generated by particular features of
the international system(s) with which Germany interacts.

This multifaceted conception of power provides a vital navigational aid
through the following discussion of alternative understandings of the
multilateralist puzzle Germany continues to present. Though Bulmer
has used it elsewhere specifically to analyse German EU politics, we
deploy it below also in relation to other forms of transnational inter-
action running in parallel with EU integration, and to questions of
security politics.

Multilateralism between domestic politics and
transnational governance

A number of interpretations of Germany-in-Europe see the perpetuation
of multilateralist commitments (in the EU in particular) into the post-
cold war era as a function of domestic politics. Of these, work on institu-
tional pluralism has the longest pedigree. This is the internal dimension
of the (West) German semi-sovereignty identified by Peter Katzenstein
(1987) and explored in its significance for European integration policy
by Bulmer and Paterson (1987).8 The assumption was that European
policy-making was an externalized reflection of the institutionally
complex domestic policy process which Katzenstein in particular had
illuminated. Works written in this vein did not argue, though, that
West Germany was multilateralist because of internal semi-sover-
eignty/institutional pluralism, but rather that it was not a realist state
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because of internal semi-sovereignty/institutional pluralism. West
Germany was not a state internally structured in a way consistent with
realism’s assumptions: the constraints of coalition politics, federalism,
departmental sectorization, the role of ‘parapublic’ institutions – the
Bundesbank at their forefront – and (in some fields at last) strong, cen-
tralized forms of interest representation undermined the realist assump-
tion of a coherent state representing a clearly defined national interest.

This image of Germany as a polycephalic European policy actor was
routinely projected forward into post-unification analysis, with hon-
ourable mentions in despatches going to the Länder and the
Bundesbank in particular, but also, on occasion, to the combination of
sectorized, uncoordinated house policies in federal government depart-
ments (facilitated by a relatively weak foreign ministry), the
Constitutional Court, coalition politics and the private sector (Garton
Ash, 1994: 71; Goldberger, 1993: 290–3; Kaiser, 1992: 205; Wallace,
1991: 171). Accounts of the significance of all this for the German role
in Europe have varied. One view was that it served to perpetuate inter-
nal constraints on the ‘Gulliver’ whose external constraints had been
cast off with the restoration of sovereignty (Jeffery, 1995): put simply,
not much was likely to change in Germany’s multilateralist heritage
with so many actors vying for a European role: ‘In such a system, incre-
mentalism is the name of the game. Sudden, far-reaching policy
changes, whether domestic or foreign, are most difficult to bring about’
(Cerny, 1993: 93–4). Others have identified sectoral incoherence as the
name of the German EU policy game: as individual federal ministries
merrily pursue often incompatible ‘house’ priorities, the prospect of a
clear and purposive German grand strategy to which all relevant policy
actors subscribe is minimal. There has, for example, long been recogni-
tion of the incompatibility of the opposed institutional rationales in
EU politics of the Agriculture Ministry and the Finance Ministry
(Bulmer and Paterson, 1987); more recently, these clashing rationales
prevented the Kohl government – committed simultaneously to
serving the interests of the farming constituency while also reducing
the German net contribution to the EU budget – from developing any
kind of rational position in the Agenda 2000 debates in 1997–98
(Jeffery and Handl, 1999). The pursuit of separate departmental
agendas similarly undermined attempts to generate a coherent negoti-
ating stance during the 1996–97 IGC as particular ministries opposed
proposals to extend qualified majority voting in their fields, notwith-
standing the federal government’s formal ‘collective’ position in favour
of extending QMV (Bulmer et al., 2000).
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There is a sense, though, in which institutional pluralism, and even
the policy incoherence it can end up producing, may actually empower
the federal government in European negotiations. This is a position
represented in particular by Bulmer and Paterson, turning their earlier
conclusions (1989) about the constraining impact of institutional plu-
ralism on their head. The suggestion is that, on occasion, it has been
quite plausible for the federal government to claim that on a given
issue it is bound to a particular position because a key domestic policy
actor has a veto power (Bulmer, 1997: 68; Bulmer and Paterson, 1996:
20–1). This has been most prominently the case in the process of con-
structing EMU. Initially less than keen on the idea of abolishing the
source of its power – the DM – the Bundesbank responded by arguing
that the institutional structure of EMU, not to mention the location of
the European Central Bank, should be modelled on itself. Subsequent
modifications had a similar origin, most notably the Stability Pact
designed to ensure that a Bundesbank-style anti-inflation policy could
be sustained after the initial dash for the EMU convergence criteria.
These were not, of course, positions unwelcome to the federal govern-
ment. Given: a) that they were supported directly by the German
Constitutional Court and indirectly in a sceptical public opinion, and
b) that the Bundesbank model was the subject of admiration elsewhere
in the EU, they created the opportunity for the federal government to
ensure an enduring German imprint on the organization of EMU
(Bulmer et al., 2000).

The role of the Bundesbank in shoring up the wider German position
on EMU is an example of what we have called elsewhere institutional
export (Bulmer et al., 2000) and what Bulmer termed institutional
power: the supply of institutional models from the domestic arena
which then set the parameters for policy-making at the European level.
Though clearly the most prominent, EMU is not an isolated example,
either at the ‘constitutive’ level of EU politics or in the day-to-day
routine of EU policy-making. For example, the German Länder left their
mark on the constitutive level in the treaty amendments they – both
with and without the support of the federal government – secured in
the Maastricht negotiations and, in the case of subsidiarity, at
Amsterdam in 1997. This institutional capacity extends too into the
private sector, with German firms playing a defining role in standard-
setting in the European single market programme. More fundamen-
tally, the landmark judgment of the German Constitutional Court on
the constitutionality of the Maastricht Treaty confirmed that Germany
can continue to participate in the EU integration process only if the
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treaty foundations of the Union remain compatible with German
domestic constitutional principles. In these ways, directly and indi-
rectly, internal structures have externalized on to Germany’s external
partners. The pattern is consolidated by Germany’s traditional role as
an integration deepener. As a long-standing demandeur for multilateral
solutions, it has naturally left much more of an imprint than, say, the
UK, in shaping how things are done. It is because of this that Germany
has a ‘growing ability to set the rules of product regulation, trade, and
monetary relations inside the EC and often on a larger scale’ (Geipel,
1993: 25).

The net result is the extensive congruence Bulmer has noted between
the German and the EU systems of governance, with both displaying
comparable constitutional foundations, operational norms and con-
ventions and, in large part, policy goals (Bulmer, 1997: 61–72). It com-
pletes a virtuous circle of two of the ‘faces’ of power which Bulmer
identifies: the institutional power which Germany has exerted by
‘shaping institutional development in such a way as to mobilize a bias
in the character of EU governance’ (Bulmer, 1997: 74); and the ‘sys-
temic empowerment’ of Germany by the familiarities with the ‘biased’
structure of EU governance which results. As Jeff Anderson and John
Goodman (1993: 61) put it: ‘Institutions are rarely neutral; rather they
are shaped by the interests and resources of member states, and consis-
tently privilege some, particularly the more powerful, over others’.
Germany has clearly done much to shape a system which, through
institutional congruence, then feeds back such ‘privilege’.

This is so far a fairly familiar argument (Bulmer, et al., 2000).9

However, the notion of systemic empowerment raises a number of
further questions. First, as regards the extent that systemic empower-
ment occurs because Germany ‘exports’ institutions, do we adduce
from this a pattern of intention, a purposeful instrumentalization by
German actors of the virtuous circle which privileges them over
others? Is there, in other words, a disguised pattern of deliberate power
being exercised? The ill-coordinated institutional pluralism discussed
above might make such a conclusion seem implausible; notions of an
‘instinct’ or a ‘reflex’ to seek multilateral solutions offer an alternative
explanation, and are addressed in the next section. Second, if systemic
empowerment can occur as a result of the ‘export’ of German institu-
tional patterns, does this not imply that it can occur also because
others ‘import’ German institutional patterns into the ‘system’? This is
a possibility raised (though using different terminology) by Andrei
Markovits and Simon Reich (1991). Though at the time this was
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received critically,10 its conception of an emergent German ‘hegemony’
bears revisiting in the context of ideas of systemic empowerment.

The ‘hegemony’ Markovits and Reich evoke is understood in a ‘con-
sensual’, ‘Gramscian’ sense, not a coercive, realist one, and proposes
that the EU and the (extending) European market order provide a
structure for German economic and cultural domination. To summar-
ize (and simplify) their argument: the (West) Germans developed after
World War II a ‘Modell Deutschland’ of stable and successful democracy
and a powerful, export-led market economy. The German model was
so impressive that it ‘won Europe’s hearts and minds’ (Markovits and
Reich, 1997: 11), attaining ‘hegemony’; that is, others aspired to
emulate it ‘as a suitable model for their own economic development’.
The result, though, under the EU’s free trading conditions, was of
asymmetrical benefit to Germany, which persistently ran a trade
surplus with (and financed by) all its major EU trading partners:
German ‘prosperity was built on an economic domination of these
[trading partner] countries’ (Goldberger, 1993; Markovits and Reich,
1994). Why, then, would these partners acquiesce in their own eco-
nomic subordination? First, because of the unchallenged ‘hegemony
of the principle of unadulterated free trade’ (Markovits and Reich,
1991: 12); and, second, because a pluralist democratic Germany was
viewed as a benign and legitimate partner. According to Markovits
and Reich (1991: 14) ‘German economic penetration has not been
seen as part of an imperialist policy of an authoritarian state as was
the case in earlier epochs of Germany’s relations with its European
neighbours.’ In other words this was an unintended, non-purposive dom-
ination constructed on the basis of shared beliefs in the merits of free
trade in Europe and trust in and admiration of Germany. A form of
systemic empowerment of Germany was thus created by the beliefs
and decisions of others.

Importantly, Markovits and Reich went on to argue that this sys-
temic bias was also being replicated, even more intensively, in central
and eastern Europe as the states looked to Modell Deutschland as a blue-
print for economic prosperity and a model of democratic governance.
This argument provides a useful perspective on the issue which,
perhaps more than any other, raises questions about the nature of
German power in post-cold war Europe: how Germany deals with the
opening up of the former communist states directly to its East. The
question of how that power is deployed is inevitably nuanced by 
(negative) historical memory11 ranging from the arrogances of
Schaukelpolitik to the atrocities of physical devastation and genocide.



Markovits and Reich provide an unexpected answer: central and
eastern Europe will seek to emulate Germany by importing the struc-
tures of its success. The process they foresaw was not one of the
‘export’ of German models, but their ‘import’, not the purposive pro-
jection of German power, but the magnetic attractions of the German
model. The net result may well be the same – a form of systemic
empowerment or ‘hegemony’ engendered by Germany being able to
interact with familiar, even replicated structures of governance
throughout its ‘regional milieu’.12 But the route there, and the implica-
tions for a full understanding of Germany’s goals and roles in ‘post-
1989 Europe’, are quite different.

Markovits and Reich find a growing number of echoes in the litera-
ture. Timothy Garton Ash writes of Germany’s ‘social power’, ‘the
overall attractiveness of a particular society, culture and way of life’
(Garton Ash, 1994: 68–9). Others have written about the emergence of
institutional patterns in central and eastern Europe – corporate and
banking systems, central banking structures, electoral systems, legal
and constitutional structures – directly or indirectly drawn from
German models (Pond, 1992: 126; Katzenstein, 1997a: 25). The essen-
tial point is that Germany is, in these depictions, largely a passive force,
a model to be emulated, a resource to be drawn on; ‘East Central
Europe’s Drang nach Westen is much more relevant to Europe’s future
than older visions of a German Drang nach Osten’ (Hamilton, 1991:
129). Or, to put it more coarsely, as in the old Czech joke: ‘the only
thing worse than being dominated by the German economy is not
being dominated by it’ (Livingston, 1992: 168).

The process by which institutional forms become emulated naturally
also has an ‘export’ side in which German actors make an active contri-
bution to shaping central and eastern Europe in the course of their
engagement with it. Examples include: the deployment of foreign aid
and assistance (Davis and Dombrowski, 1997); the promotion of the
German language through the institutions of ‘foreign cultural policy’
(Wood, 1999); the activities of the (party)-political foundations (Pond,
1992: 126); and the mass of activities undertaken or sponsored by
German state actors in the attempt to put the groundwork of an
enlarged EU in place (the German Interior Ministry and its counter-
parts in some of the Länder, notably Bavaria, have, for example, sup-
ported the modernization of the Polish and Czech border policing
infrastructure) (Jeffery, 1999: 56–7); cross-border cooperation schemes
between the eastern German Länder and their counterparts across the
Polish and Czech borders are removing barriers to integration and gen-
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erating grass roots ‘social capital’ to flesh out the formal integration
process (Jeffery and Collins, 1998: 99–100); and countless know-how
and personnel exchanges underway at all levels of public administra-
tion – the Land of Berlin alone can claim some 240 agencies involved
in advice, consultancy, education and training in the central and
eastern European states.13

Then there is the private sector – its role in providing meshing
between societies and acting as conduits for the export (or import) of
institutions is curiously unresearched for a country often characterized
as a ‘trading state’.14 Few commentators suggest that the private sector
is a power resource which can be purposefully deployed in central and
eastern Europe (Livingston, 1992: 165).15 ‘Private firms generally do
not see their investment decisions as instruments of their govern-
ment’s foreign policy. They invest because of perceived needs and
opportunities, which the low wage structures and untapped markets of
eastern Europe present to nearby Germany’ (Geipel, 1993: 24). German
investment in, and trade with, central and eastern Europe, while unde-
niably massive, is therefore fundamentally unmarshalled, the results of
a cacophony of unconnected boardroom decisions ‘of countless inde-
pendent economic actors, many not even German, but foreign or
internationally controlled’ (Kaiser, 1992: 204). The impact, though, in
facilitating the reproduction of German ways of doing things is, we
suspect, considerable.16

Disentangling agency and causality in processes of institutional
reproduction – whether export or emulation, effected through private
or public sector channels – would require its own research pro-
gramme.17 For the purposes of this chapter it suffices to say that such
processes are a manifestation of the new, ‘de-bordered’ ‘transnational
governance’ that Markus Jachtenfuchs, Beate Kohler-Koch, Thomas
Risse and others have identified (Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch, 1996;
Risse-Kappen, 1997; Wessels, 1999). Their net effect is extremely
significant. In an entirely uncoordinated way, myriad aspects of
Germany’s institutional and regulatory structures are being implanted
into central and eastern Europe, in parallel to, but separate from, the
formal processes of EU enlargement. German norms are thus being
‘preemptively’ diffused in central and eastern Europe beyond the reach of
the EU’s current multilateral framework. Germany’s ‘near-abroad’ is
being institutionally shaped without the involvement of Germany’s
existing partners in multilateral cooperation; the implication is that
this stands to ‘pay back’ asymmetrically in Germany’s favour once
enlargement is realized. The effect is potentially of tremendous

192 Germany’s Power in Europe



significance for German power and systemic empowerment in the
post-enlargement EU. As Christoph Jessen, head of the department in
the German Foreign Office responsible for the Agenda 2000 negotia-
tions, put it:

Germany . . . profits . . . from the extension of the familiar environ-
ment in which common norms, most of which have been decisively
shaped by Germany, come to be applied. Any adaptation costs arising
from this fall to member states which are less strongly able to shape
these norms. In this way benefits accrue to Germany which are numeri-
cally scarcely verifiable but nevertheless considerable (Jessen, 1999: 168)
(emphasis added).

From ‘reflexive’ multilateralism to ‘delayed normalization’?

We return at this point to the more ‘orthodox’ form of systemic
empowerment discussed earlier – the virtuous circle of institutional
export and systemic bias within the EU – and to the question we raised
earlier. Is this a virtuous circle, deliberately set in motion by German
actors, or a ‘reflexive’ commitment to multilateralism? This is a ques-
tion nicely framed in Jeff Anderson and John Goodman’s distinction
between ‘reflexive’ and ‘instrumental’ multilateralism (1993: 60). The
latter implies a rational (and therefore contingent) calculation of cost
and benefit in multilateralist engagement. Garton Ash writes, for
example, of Germany’s ‘attritional’ capacity and skill in using multilat-
eral structures as a means of realizing specific, German national inter-
ests ‘in Europe’s name’:18 ‘Germany has excelled at the patient, discreet
pursuit of national goals through multilateral institutions and negotia-
tions, whether in the European Community, NATO or the Helsinki
process’ (Garton Ash, 1994: 71). The notion of a multilateralist ‘reflex’
implies, by contrast, an enduring commitment to multilateralism not
explicable solely by rational calculation:

Over the course of forty years, West Germany’s reliance on a web of
international institutions to achieve its foreign policy goals, born of
an instrumental choice among painfully few alternatives, became so
complete as to cause these institutions to be embedded in the very
definition of state interests and strategies. In effect, this is what we
mean when we describe Germany’s institutional commitments in
the post–1989 period as reflexive; they have become ingrained, even
assumed (Anderson and Goodman, 1993: 60).
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In their exhaustive trawl through early (1989–91) post-unity foreign
policy discourse Anderson and Goodman find no evidence that the
‘ingrained, even assumed’ German commitment to these institutions
was at all reappraised after unification. Indeed, if anything the German
response was to rely even more on these institutions as the best frame-
work for adapting to the new post-1990 European environment, even
if in some cases – for example EMU (Anderson and Goodman, 1993:
52–4) – this defied rational calculation (in the realist sense of maximiz-
ing power resources). The explanation therefore has to be a ‘non-
rational’, ‘reflexive’ one.

This is all plausible as far as it goes, but the explication of this ‘non-
rational’ drive remains opaque. Hints are dropped: a ‘reflex’ is, in the
dictionary definition, ‘an automatic response to a stimulus that does
not reach the level of consciousness’. What is presumably meant is an
immovable (or at the very least slowly moving) frame of reference, a
‘core belief’ (Anderson and Goodman, 1993: 54) ‘the dream’ (1993: 56),
a normative assumption that European integration is right and good
that has become so engrained it has entered the ‘genetic code’ of
German policy-makers (Goetz, 1996: 24). Shaped by a post-national
European identity, the Germans have ‘internalized positive interdepen-
dence and the negative risks of solo operation’ (Pond, 1992: 114, 116).
Bearing ‘special burdens of self-doubt’ Germany displays ‘a great deal
of idealistic commitment to the process of European integration’
(Garton Ash, 1994: 71, 78). All this points to the immaterial, the affec-
tive, the weight of ‘collective memory’ (Markovits and Reich, 1997:
xiii), the ideational in shaping German European engagement. What
has been lacking, however, is a clear conception about how such
ideational factors are reproduced, how they change (Germany has not
always had a post-national identity!) and, most importantly, how these
and politics intersect.

The quest to pinpoint the role of the ideational in foreign policy-
making has been the signal feature of the social constructivist ‘turn’ in
international relations.19 The enduring German puzzle has rapidly
become one of constructivism’s key testing grounds, with a range of
leading figures – Peter Katzenstein (1996), Thomas Banchoff (1997,
1999), Gunther Hellmann (1996, 1999), Thomas Risse (1997) and his
colleagues (Risse et al., 1999) – deploying broadly constructivist
methods, in particular forms of discourse analysis, to find new ways of
understanding that puzzle and the place of ideas in helping to solve it.
These attempts to capture the processes of social construction of
German European policy have not, however, evaded the wider
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constructivist problem of identifying relations of causality between the
‘ideational’ and ‘material’ worlds (Kowert and Legro, 1996: 491). In
particular, constructivists have been unable to point to clear examples
where significant material interests have been conceded despite
German rhetoric of sacrifice. This was a criticism set out strongly by
Patricia Davis in a paper casting doubt on the capacity of ‘ideational
variables’ in Germany actually to affect material policy outcomes
(Davis, 1998). There is a danger, here, of trying in the interests of a spe-
cious parsimony to construct an over-simplistic theoretical frame. Few
would actually claim that ideational variables make outcomes; rather
they set certain limits – what Arthur Hoffmann and Vanda Knowles
have called ‘the parameters of the possible’ (Hoffmann and Knowles,
1999) – within which policy actors make decisions on outcomes,
including the deliberate deployment of material power resources to
secure specific objectives. Peter Katzenstein makes precisely this point
in discussing German reflexive multilateralism:

This is not to argue that German policy reflected idealistic motives
in the 1980s or 1990s. It did not. It reflected German interests. But
those interests, pursued through power and bargaining, were
fundamentally shaped by the institutional context of Europe 
and the Europeanization of the identity of the German state that had
taken place in the preceding decades (Katzenstein, 1997b: 14–15)
(emphasis added).

Relating German policy ‘in the 1980s or 1990s’ to identitive factors
traceable to the ‘preceding decades’ raises a much more interesting
question of causality. How – and in particular how quickly – do changes
in ideational variables such as identity recalibrate the ‘parameters of the
possible’ for decision-making? Katzenstein takes the long view: an
‘instrumental calculation’ for the European option by Adenauer in the
1950s had become for Helmut Kohl, ‘Adenauer’s “grandson” . . . an
unquestioned assumption of policy’ in the 1980s (Katzenstein, 1997b:
14). Others also identify similarly long-term patterns in the embedding
of the collective assumptions which shape contemporary policy.
Markovits and Reich (1997: 34–42) point to ‘critical memory junctures’
extending back to 1945. For Banchoff (1999: 176–9) there is the emer-
gence ‘only gradually’ – and as the product of, at times, polarized debate
such as on Ostpolitik in the 1970s – of a ‘dominant postwar narrative’
on foreign policy. For Berger (1997: 42) the ‘lessons of the past’ in secu-
rity policy will remain a powerful influence ‘for some time to come’.
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Though the general message of such accounts is that the ideational
legacy has proved robust enough to transcend unification, it is worth re-
posing the question of how quickly change in the (re)-definition of the
‘parameters of the possible’ might occur in the context of post-unity.
Given the fundamental reshaping and the intensification of the internal
and external demands on the German state since 1989–90, might we
not expect the ideational bases which have sustained reflexive multilat-
eralism over decades to be subject to shorter-term dynamics of change?

This question is nuanced by three factors indicative, a decade on
from unification, of a growing potential for significant change in
defining what is possible and what is not:

• First, the change of government in 1998 – after 16 years of Helmut
Kohl as Chancellor – raises the question of generational change.
German multilateralism may have been safe in Kohl’s hands, but
what about his successors? ‘It is far from certain that the Euro-
idealism of the middle and younger generations in Germany is as
widespread or deep as that of the immediate postwar generation’
(Garton Ash, 1994: 74). Could the effects of a generational change of
leadership to the Schröder-Fischer ‘68ers’, and the attendant dimming
of historical memory of war and the austere conditions of reconstruc-
tion, redefine the parameters of what is possible in Germany?

• Second, the relocation of Germany’s seat of government from Bonn
to Berlin, effected during 1999, creates a different perspective from
which to view Germany’s role and interests in Europe. Berlin is
rather closer to central and eastern Europe than the old West
European core of European multilateralism, and more like London
or Paris in its metropolitan grandeur than Bonn. As Bulmer and
Paterson (1996: 19) put it: ‘one might expect some kind of “culture-
change” – albeit difficult to quantify – in the norms, values and
identities expressed in the Foreign Office’s new location, when com-
pared with the present tranquil outlook onto the Rhine’.

• Third, in 1999 German forces went to war above Kosovo. The deci-
sion to participate in war over Kosovo broke an extraordinary range
of historically rooted and contemporary taboos about the use of mil-
itary power (Jeffery and Handl, 1999). It added up, without doubt,
to the most significant departure in German foreign policy since
rearmament in 1955 and – given German reactions just eight years
earlier to the prospect of participation in the Gulf War of 1991 – a
quite fundamental redefinition of what fell within the realms of
possibility in German foreign policy.20
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This combination of generational renewal, the shift from the Bonn to
the Berlin Republic, and the reconsideration of the use of military force
opens up the possibility that the reflexive multilateralism of old might
now be losing its historically grounded power. As a result Germany
might undergo a form of ‘delayed normalization’. Such, at least, is the
subject matter of the debate on the nature and extent of Germany’s
‘normalization’ which has simmered away during the 1990s. This
debate is, in a sense, a delayed replay of some of the ‘soft realist’ expec-
tations of German foreign policy presented in the discourse of
unification. Although the German ‘supertanker’ (Nonnenmacher,
1993) may have taken a long time to change direction, the collective
mindset of German policy-making has now (at last) begun to change,
escaping some of the limits hitherto imposed by historical memory
and ‘post-national’ identity. Germany as a result is becoming more
‘normal’, beginning to ‘punch’ its ‘size and wealth’ and to ‘make its
voice heard and its presence felt’ (Arnold, 1991: 462). This more
‘normal’ Germany is beginning, in other words, more systematically to
deploy what Bulmer called deliberate, or realist power.

What, then, is ‘normal’? Few have deployed the term with much in
the way of conceptual underpinning. Philip Gordon provides a partial
exception by at least providing a definition. For him, the ‘normaliza-
tion’ of German foreign policy consists in ‘the gradual attenuation of
the particular restrictions that have influenced and constrained
Germany’s international actions since World War II’ and in conse-
quence the development of an ‘international behaviour – in terms of
both style and substance – . . . more like that of other large western
states’ (Gordon, 1994: 225). On closer scrutiny, this really means
getting more like France or the UK (Hellmann, 1999a: 847). While
some might doubt that these provide especially useful templates of
‘normality’, the comparison does help a little in identifying the kind of
‘style and substance’ of international behaviour which we might
expect a more ‘normal’ Germany to exhibit. For Gordon (1994: 228)
this would be a Germany ‘more self-assured, less military averse, more
global, and more assertive than in the past’; for Gunther Hellmann
(1999a: 847) (more polemically) it would mean the return of the (singu-
lar) national interest as a routine category of thought and action, a pre-
paredness to use the ultima ratio of military force as an instrument of
policy, and a more instrumental conception of what alliances are for,
and what they can do for Germany.

This debate has been nuanced by the contributions of a group of
highly distinguished, conservative political scientists and historians,
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including Arnulf Baring, Christian Hacke, Hans-Peter Schwarz and
Michael Stürmer, who have issued powerful Plädoyers for a more ‘normal’
Germany. Their pleas for normalization rest on a belief that the ‘geneti-
cally’ embedded European policy ideas that held sway before 1990 are no
longer adequate to the task of serving the interests of either Germany or
its neighbours, according to the first view. In the turbulent post-cold war
era, what is needed is a rational and clinical definition of what
Germany’s interests are and how they should be pursued – for Schwarz a
‘responsible power politics’ (Schwarz, 1985: 173) – rather than an amor-
phous Europeanism which fails to draw clear boundaries between the
national and the European. Without a more conscious articulation and
balancing of national interests within frameworks of European interac-
tion, Germany runs the risk of putting at risk its own security, welfare
and democracy (Hacke, 1996: 8); or – in a more indignant form of the
same argument – the legacy of pre–1989 reflexive multilateralism. 
Another view suggests that German Europeanism reflects the ‘moral
megalomania’ of a left-wing (West) German intelligentsia. This drew a
‘perverse pride’ from the history of ‘German evil’ in the twentieth
century and had made taboo the expression of ‘solid bourgeois values’
which Germany now urgently needed – ‘national unity, historical con-
sciousness, and the identification of national interests’ – to help define
and understand its role and needs in Europe (Hacke, 1998: 3).

It needs to be stressed that this group of eminences does not seek in
any way to renounce German commitments to European multilateral-
ism, but rather to put the reasoning behind them on a more rational,
nationally focused footing – indeed, much like Britain and France
would. Schwarz (1994: 90) wrote in an apparently envious way of the
‘hard-hearted, penny-pinching’ way in which ‘England’ sought to
protect its own interests under Margaret Thatcher ‘and as France has
done for a long time’. And Stürmer (1994: 41) wrote approvingly of a
speech which the then UK Foreign Minister, Douglas Hurd, made in
1993 on Britain’s national interests, suggesting that every generation
needs anew to consider what resources and means it can deploy in
meeting the nation’s own requirements and others’ expectations;
‘what applies for England after the cold war applies no less for
Germany’. There is a certain irony here. Schwarz, Stürmer et al. seek in
effect to ‘nationalize’ German foreign policy by pleading for policy to
be defined in terms of specifically national interests and, indirectly, for
the reinvigoration of the nation as focal point of identity. However,
German history offers no easily usable models of a nationally oriented
foreign policy; indeed the only period of German history to offer an
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enduringly positive impression of German foreign policy is that of
post-1949 multilateralism. Hence the British and French examples have
to be mobilized in (indirect) service of the German ‘nationalization’
project.

This irony serves to confirm a persistent subtext in the ‘normaliza-
tion’ debate: it is a debate on whether ‘German European policy is
becoming more British’ (Hort, 1997) (or French), as Schwarz et al. think
it should, and Gordon and Hellmann suggest it might. What concrete
evidence is there of Germany ‘growing out’ of its reflexive multilateral
instincts and moving towards a more self-conscious and instrumental
articulation of its national interest(s) and a more assertive deployment
of material power resources in pursuing them? Can we observe German
power being deployed more deliberately ten years on from unification?
The following explores this question under two themes: first, EU poli-
tics; and then Kosovo, by some way the most vivid example of an
apparent, new, Germany ‘normality’.

‘Normalization’ I: Germany and the EU

In EU politics, Schwarz’s references to ‘hard-hearted penny-pinching’
provide a useful starting point. Germany has traditionally played a
selfless (soft-hearted?) and very generous paymaster role in EU integra-
tion, in particular in financing the ‘side-payments’ which have kept
the integration momentum going through successive enlargements.
Can this selflessness endure beyond the 1990s, given: domestic fiscal
tightness rooted in the legacies of unification and the rigours of EMU;
and high external demands in supporting post-communist transforma-
tion in central and eastern Europe and beyond; new security respons-
ibilities – like fighting wars; and, not least, the inevitable cost burdens
of EU eastern enlargement. This is a difficult circle to square, and
Schwarz (1994: 90) has the solution: ‘Germany can no longer indulge
in a kind of generous checkbook diplomacy within the EC for the sake
of advancing political integration’.

Germany’s policy-makers have come to a similar conclusion concern-
ing the Nettozahlerdebatte – net contributor debate – about Germany’s
disproportionate contribution to the EU budget. This has emerged
since the mid-1990s to become as much part of the terminology of
German politics as the budgetary issue was under Mrs Thatcher in the
UK in the early 1980s. The main catalyst was the debate surrounding
the Agenda 2000 package of policy and budget reforms, designed to
prepare the ground for eastern enlargement. This brought home just
how much EU eastern enlargement could cost, and how much of the
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tab Germany’s partners expected it to pick up. Agenda 2000 led even
Helmut Kohl over the last 12 months of his Chancellorship to pursue a
specifically national concern – the ‘correction of budgetary imbalances’
(Lippert, 1998: 44) – ahead of his archetypal pro-integration reflex. Or,
as his Finance Minister Theo Waigel put it: ‘eastern enlargement
should not cost one pfennig more to the German tax payer’ (Tewes,
1998: 129). Upon assuming the Chancellorship in September 1998,
Gerhard Schröder pressed a similar line, but now nuanced explicitly by
notions of the generational change his accession to office represented,
and open aspirations to UK/French-style ‘normality’:

My generation and those following are Europeans because we want to
be not because we have to be. That makes us freer in dealing with
others . . . I am convinced that our European partners want to have
a self-confident German partner which is more calculable than a
German partner with an inferiority complex. Germany standing up
for its national interests will be just as natural as France or Britain stand-
ing up for theirs’ (Financial Times, 10/11/98: 6) (emphasis added).

Schröder’s intention to ‘stand up for’ national interests, liberated from
the constraints of German history, spawned a rather more forthright
tone in the net contributor debate than had been typical under Kohl,
a much more vigorous language of national interest versus Euro-
profligacy. The problem was that ‘the Germans pay more than half
the contributions which are frittered away in Europe’ (Langguth, 1999:
55) (emphasis added). It set the scene for the new government’s con-
tribution to the ongoing Agenda 2000 debate. In particular it was
argued that, as enlargement approached, others would have to forego
privileges to relieve the pressure on the German net contribution:
Britain its rebate; Spain the Cohesion Fund; and France some of its
benefits from the common agricultural policy. In the end, of course, a
reform package was stitched together which left most elements of the
budget reform question fudged or deferred (Jeffery and Handl, 1999).
Nonetheless this episode suggested a change of approach under
Schröder, one focused on making more open and ‘rational’ calcula-
tions of cost and benefit in EU policy, and defining policy choices on
that basis. The shift away from a more reflexive EU policy was inad-
vertently underscored by the transfer by Schröder of coordinating
responsibilities in EU affairs from the Economics to the Finance
Ministry. This brings a different institutional rationale into play.
Whereas the Economics Ministry has an institutional commitment to
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the positive-sum game of free trade, the Finance Ministry is, naturally
enough, money-focused and privileges a narrow, even zero-sum, con-
ception of German priorities. The contrast is significant, with Finance
Ministry officials envisaging a more ‘streamlined’, ‘cost-conscious’ and
‘realistic’ approach to EU policy-making as a result.21

The net effect might be termed a new, ‘yes, but . . .’ politics of
European integration: an unchallenged basic commitment to the inte-
gration project; but now hedged with conditions to soften its implica-
tions for Germany. This of course approximates to Anderson and
Goodman’s conception of ‘instrumental’, rational multilateralism and
indicates a more deliberate deployment of German power resources.
Further examples would include the growing insistence that the
German language should be treated on an equal basis to English and
French in the operation of the EU and – returning to the issue of
eastern enlargement – the appointment of Günther Verheugen as EU
Commissioner for enlargement questions. The latter was a departure in
two ways: first, Verheugen is, unlike many of his German predecessors
in the Commission, a politician of stature; and second, Schröder
expressly insisted, against the will of the President of the Commission,
Romano Prodi, that Verheugen be appointed to run a policy brief of
specific, national concern in Germany (Paterson and Jeffery, 1999: 22).

A note of caution needs to be entered at this point: the above exam-
ples do not add up to a grand strategy of wielding deliberate power in a
new instrumental multilateralism. They are fairly isolated examples
where Schröder has had an obvious platform – EU summits, the
German EU Presidency – to rehearse his point that his is a new
Germany unhampered by redundant historical constraints. But if we
look beyond this ‘platform’ politics into policy detail, even a more
assertive leader like Schröder runs up against the perennial barriers of
Germany’s institutional pluralism. It remains extremely difficult to
cajole even the various departments of the federal government into a
single policy line, let alone the Bundesbank, the Länder, and so on.
This is a key theme in Jeff Anderson’s recent work (1997; 1999) which
examines German EU policy across a range of policy sectors. Anderson
finds the same kind of differentiation in how the relevant actors define
and pursue ‘German’ priorities as existed pre-unity. What is new, com-
pared to the pre-unity era, is a growing emphasis on distributional
questions – Germany getting its fair share – which he traces back to
problems of domestic politics, not least the continued indigestion
caused by the integration of the former eastern Länder. Getting a fair
share requires ‘a more assertive and self-regarding exercise of German
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influence’, ‘a more visible, assertive projection of power’ (Anderson,
1997: 106, 82). In this context, Schröder’s cost–benefit rhetoric may
well have an effect in justifying and reinforcing a more hard-nosed and
instrumental approach to EU policy issues among Germany’s EU policy
actors. But what it does not and cannot do is manufacture coherence
across Germany’s fragmented, highly sectorized government structures.
We are currently observing a classic example in the EU eastern enlarge-
ment process, which has shifted, with the commencement of the
detailed accession negotiations in March 1998 ‘into the phase of
bureaucratic politics’ (Lippert, 1998: 38). Here we can see particular
ministries, particular Länder, particular private sector interests manoeu-
vring to defend their ‘possessions’ (Lippert, 1998: 38). In areas such as
environmental standards, border controls and, in particular, free move-
ment of labour, German negotiators are setting out tough positions
and will pursue them vigorously – to coin a phrase – ‘in Germany’s
name’. What they will not be doing is acting in concert in the context
of a single, overarching German strategy.

This should not necessarily lead to a negative conclusion about insti-
tutional pluralism run wild. While the various actors will work hard to
defend their particular institutional ‘possessions’, none of them is
likely to question the desirability of enlargement in principle, and
most of them have taken active steps to facilitate enlargement. This
recalls the point made earlier about the role of German actors in build-
ing the transnational networks that are providing much of the under-
pinning for the enlarged EU, not least through the diffusion of German
institutional patterns. In other words, and returning to Bulmer’s ‘faces’
of power; Germany’s fragmented institutional structures have begun
increasingly to deploy (an equally fragmented) deliberate power, while
also, at the same time engaging intensively in the transnational net-
working which feeds into the virtuous circle of institutional power and
systemic empowerment discussed earlier.

If, then, we can observe a process of ‘normalization’ in EU politics,
then it is a rather odd and complex form of normality, ranging institu-
tionally plural deliberate power alongside intense engagement in
transnational cooperation.

‘Normalization’ II: Kosovo

Kosovo provides an equally multi-faceted picture. If the templates for a
German ‘normality’ are the UK and France, then an obvious yardstick
for the ‘level’ of normality achieved is the use of military force, about
which the UK and France have traditionally displayed no scruples. By
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contrast, Germany has been influentially characterized by Hans Maull
(1992: 271–3) as a ‘civilian power’ – a power in which military force is
an absolute last resort, which seeks a legally codified system of interna-
tional relations, which has a cooperative and consensus-oriented
approach to international politics, and which seeks to diffuse the
democracy, prosperity and security it enjoys to other states. This
notion of ‘civilian power’ in effect describes the reflexive multilateral-
ism of the old West Germany: its commitment to building – and
widening – institutions of multilateral cooperation; and its renunci-
ation of power politics for the ‘softer’ methods of the ‘trading state’.

Viewed against this background, post-unity Germany’s attitude to
the use of military force has become a litmus test of the ‘normalization’
debate (Hellmann, 1997: 24), with the implicit assumption that civil-
ian power is ‘abnormal’ and a preparedness to use military force
‘normal’, even if, given Germany’s recent history, deeply controversial.
In a capricious coincidence of timing it fell to Gerhard Schröder’s red-
green government, large parts of which were steeped in post–1968
pacifism, to resolve these questions of normality and history in the
1999 Kosovo war.

The German decision in the night of 23–24 March 1999 to con-
tribute to the air war over Kosovo was highly remarkable. First,
German military forces fought for the first time since the collapse of the
Third Reich in 1945. Second, they did so offensively and ‘out of area’,
decisively overturning a postwar military doctrine focused on defensive
action within NATO territory. Third, they did so in a theatre where the
burden of historical memory suggested German troops would and could
never be involved again. Fourth, in joining a NATO action lacking an
explicit UN mandate, they did so without clear sanction in international
law, and in fairly open contravention of the terms of the red-green
coalition agreement of October 1998.22

The decision to break such a range of historically rooted and con-
temporary taboos had three main sources.23 The first, and overriding
reason for participation was Allianztreue, ‘alliance loyalty’. The concern
to demonstrate loyalty was in part due to the need to confirm the new
government’s credibility; not unexpectedly the red-green coalition was
viewed as containing foreign policy ‘apprentices’, with a dubiously
pacifist past to live down (Die Zeit, 1999: 18). Allianztreue was an
unequivocal way of doing so. It was also a logical corollary of
Germany’s postwar multilateralist heritage; membership in multilateral
institutions brings with it obligations to partners which have to be
observed. As Schröder put it in February 1999:
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Germany cannot and does not want to follow a unique path. We
reached our [national] adulthood . . . in alliance. We want to remain
just like that. We are therefore ready today, without any ifs and
buts, to take over responsibility as a ‘normal’ ally – whether in the
EU or in NATO (Hellmann, 1999a: 841).

A second impulse behind German participation was the moral impera-
tive of preventing human suffering. From the German perspective, in
particular as articulated by Defence Minister Rudolf Scharping (1999a)
and Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer, military intervention had a
humanitarian justification: to stop the atrocities being committed
against the Kosovars. In a general sense this response was one condi-
tioned by a postwar German identity rooted in the rejection of nazism.
It had received a particular nuance, though, in a decade punctuated by
the ethnically driven wars of the former Yugoslavia. Images of geno-
cide on Germany’s doorstep moved many on the formerly pacifist (red
and green) German left to revise their views on military force, most
prominently Joschka Fischer in the aftermath of the massacre in
Srebrenica, Bosnia, in 1996. For many the old refrain of ‘never again
war’ had become relativized by the need to ensure there was ‘never
again Auschwitz’.

The third main impulse behind intervention had more pragmatic
roots, also in the wars of Yugoslav succession: war in south-east Europe
generated massive flows of refugees, many of which ended up seeking
asylum in Germany. Throughout the 1990s the area of ‘foreigners
policy’ had been controversial in Germany, feeding social tensions
which parties of the far right were periodically able to capitalize on.
The Kosovo crisis threatened to do the same. In the words of Defence
Minister Scharping (1999b: 218) ‘do we deal with force, murder and
expulsion by tackling these problems at their source? Or do we watch
passively and wait until their consequences come home to us?’

While this combination of multilateral obligation, humanitarianism,
and concern to prevent mass migration was enough to bring about the
commitment to wage war, it did not subdue the more instinctive com-
mitment to pursue a ‘political way’ to peace. In this respect it was – in
the German government’s own words – ‘a stroke of luck’24 that
Germany held the Presidencies of both the EU and the G7/8 during the
Kosovo crisis. The former provided the opportunity for constant liaison
among the main European members of NATO and for developing ideas
on the post-conflict reconstruction of Kosovo and the wider stabiliz-
ation of south-eastern Europe. The latter provided a forum in which to

204 Germany’s Power in Europe



build a European bridge over the divide which separated the USA and
Russia on Kosovo (and which had to be resolved in order to restore the
policing of the Kosovo crisis to international law and the UN).

Out of this emerged an extraordinarily dense web of diplomatic
interaction, from which the German Government, in particular
Joschka Fischer, patched together a framework of agreements and mis-
sions which made possible the cessation of the war on 3 June 1999.
These included:

• the ‘Fischer Peace Plan’ presented to the EU Foreign Ministers on
12 April 1999, which formed the basis of the ‘general principles’ on
the political solution to the Kosovo crisis agreed by the G7 and
Russia on 6 May;

• the ‘Stability Pact for Southeast Europe’ aired at the NATO Summit
on 25 April, fleshed out by the European Commission and at the
Franco-German Summit at the end of May, and agreed as an EU-led
project in June; and

• the Ahtisaari/Talbott/Chernomyrdin (EU/US/Russian) mission
which negotiated the final terms of the peace deal accepted by the
Yugoslav Parliament on 3 June, and which provided the basis for
the ‘return’ to the UN.

Quite remarkably, the nature of Germany’s participation in the
Kosovan war did much to resolve the tension highlighted above: that
German ‘civilian power’ was ‘abnormal’, yet that German military
power was, for historical reasons, problematic. First, there was mani-
festly no ‘realist’ geopolitical strategy behind the decision to send
Germany into war. The strong moral thrust behind the decision to
intervene reflected a central feature of the ‘civilian power’ model,
which itself was anchored in the rejection of Germany’s own ‘realist’
excesses in the past: actively to embed and protect the rule of law in
international society. Intervention in the cause of human rights cer-
tainly falls under Hans Maull’s (1992: 274) remit of ‘civilianization’,
and the notion of civilian power does not exclude – as a last resort –
the ‘military implementation of international norms and decisions’.25

Equally reassuring for those whose concerns about ‘normalization’
were shaped by former abuses of German military power, the Germany
which went to war in 1999 was one which did so in full recognition of
its multilateral obligations, and with extraordinary commitment to the
principle of multilateral action. This went some way beyond any
merely formal demonstration of Allianztreue. Despite deep domestic
sensitivities about embarking on military action, the German
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commitment to the NATO bombing campaign was unswerving. The
imagination and perseverance which were invested in drawing
together a multilateral political framework for the resolution of the
conflict (and, indeed, the post-conflict reconstruction effort) in the EU,
NATO, G7/8 and the UN were remarkable.

Perhaps even more significant over the long term will be the efforts –
separate from, but intimately interlinked with, the Kosovo crisis –
made during the German EU Presidency in the first half of 1999 to
strengthen the EU’s foreign and security policy capacity. This was
something which had long been an aim of German policy, and which
was ritually reiterated in the red-green coalition agreement. However,
the deepening Kosovo crisis provided a catalyst to move beyond ritual
declarations to concrete achievements, not least because it revealed the
continued dependence of EU-Europe on the USA in managing
European conflicts (Marx, 1999).26 The strengthening of the EU’s
common foreign and security policy (CFSP) capability thus emerged as
one of the main objectives of the German Presidency. And it bore
considerable fruit:

• The Western European Union (effectively the West European arm of
NATO, of which German also held the Presidency in the first half of
1999) Summit in Bremen in May 1999 paved the way for the func-
tions of the WEU to be integrated into the EU by the end of 2000;

• Javier Solana (the then Secretary General of NATO) was appointed
High Representative (‘Mr GASP’ in German) of the EU in the field of
CFSP at the EU Cologne Summit on 3 June 1999;

• The Cologne Summit also approved a German Presidency ‘Report on
the Strengthening of Common European Security and Defence
Policy’ which proposed inter alia: regular meetings of foreign and
defence ministers in the General Affairs Council on foreign and
security matters; the establishment of a ‘political and security’
standing committee advised by an EU ‘Military Committee’ of mili-
tary representatives; and the establishment of an EU Military Staff
supported by a situation centre (1999).27

Though it remains to be seen how quickly or effectively these measures
will develop (not least given the membership of a number of neutrals in
the EU), they do establish a new infrastructure and potential for
collective, intra-European crisis management. In other words, the
German government’s essentially reflexive response to the accelerated
normalization process the Kosovo crisis imposed on it was to strengthen
the multilateral framework within which future European crisis
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management would take place. This strategy of multilateralization places
Germany’s ‘normalization’ as a military power into a reassuringly famil-
iar context. It suggests that the accumulated postwar weight of ‘the
ideational’ still has the power to direct German policy, even in radically
changed circumstances, into well-trodden and predictable paths.

Conclusion

Günther Hellmann (1999a: 837) remarked that ‘the most prominent
feature of German foreign policy after 1990 has been the continuity in
the rhetoric of continuity’ expressed by German policy-makers. The
implication is, of course, that under the surface discourse all sorts of
subterranean change has been under way. And, of course, it has.
Germany has had to come to terms with vastly changed material con-
ditions, internal and external, which have opened up new and difficult
questions and generated in places new kinds of response. Some of
these – the adoption of a tougher, national line in EU negotiations,
breaking taboos on using military force – indicate, in line with the
‘normalization’ debate, that post-unity Germany has indeed become
rather more like the UK and France than it used to be. Its many foreign
policy actors have (had to) become more conscious of its material
power resources, and have become less reticent in deploying them for
what Jeff Anderson calls ‘self-regarding’ ends. In other words, Germany
indisputably uses deliberate power; confirming some of the expecta-
tions raised in the early post-unity period, it now conforms to realist
paradigms much more than it used to.

But this is by no means the end of the story of German power, and
to stop the story there would be both to misunderstand and – crucially
– to underestimate Germany’s power in the new pan-Europe. Indeed,
Germany still does not score especially highly on most measures of
deployment of deliberate power; it still punches some way below its
real(-ist) political weight. Where it does score heavily in comparison
with, say, the UK and France is on the other faces of power Simon
Bulmer has applied to the German case. Germany’s sheer economic
strength and importance generates power unintentionally, not least in
lending structure to Europe’s international economic system; David
Marsh’s (1993) description of the Bundesbank as ‘The Bank that Rules
Europe’ evokes this rather well – as both those ejected from the
exchange-rate-mechanism in 1992, and the millions in eastern Europe
using the Deutschmark (DM) as a parallel currency will equally testify.
In a sense, the Bundesbank will continue to ‘rule Europe’ even after the
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DM has gone because of its success in shaping the rules of EMU. This
testifies to Germany’s institutional power, which, driven on by a
reflexive commitment to multilateral solutions, has left a distinctly
German mark on the way the EU does its business. And even though it
seems likely that some of this reflexiveness will ebb away as the histor-
ical experience which created it becomes more remote, it still has
sufficient power to shape the ‘parameters of the possible’ – as the
attempt to multilateralize the use of force in Europe during and after
Kosovo confirms.

Institutional power is also reflected in the central role of German
institutions in the new transnational networks fanning out across
central and eastern Europe and beyond. These networks provide chan-
nels both for the ‘export’ of German institutional patterns, and for
meeting the demand in central and eastern Europe and beyond for
access to the secrets of Germany’s success as they embark on their
Drang nach Westen. The intensity of this transnational exchange –
whether ‘exported’ or ‘imported’ – again leaves a distinctly German
mark on the way central and eastern Europe and future waves of appli-
cant states reshape the way they do their business as they prepare for
EU accession. No other EU member state, with the partial exception of
Austria, has this advantage; it adds to the ways in which the ‘system’
empowers Germany, in which Germany’s engagement with its regional
milieu in Europe engenders a systemic bias loaded in its favour. It is
because Germany continues to engage deliberately, unintentionally,
institutionally and, above all, intensively with the states and the multi-
lateral institutions of its regional milieu that its power in Europe has
become so unusually encompassing and comprehensive.

Notes

1. This chapter sets out some of the themes and ideas which are guiding the
ESRC research project on ‘Germany and the Reshaping of Europe’ based at
the Institute for German Studies at the University of Birmingham, and
funded under the ‘One Europe or Several?’ Research Programme, award
number L213252002. Many thanks are due to the Centrum für Angewandte
Politikforschung for providing both inspiration and a superb working
environment for writing this contribution. Many thanks too to Vladimir
Handl for the flow of excellent ideas he contributed.

2. The term coined by Maull (1992) after unity – but evocative in particular of
pre-unity West Germany.

3. As convened by Margaret Thatcher in 1990. Its minute, composed by
Mrs Thatcher’s personal foreign policy adviser, Charles Powell, was leaked
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to great public embarrassment. It was later published in full in James and
Stone (1992: 233–9).

4. Mrs Thatcher in conversation with George Urban (who was at the Chequers
meeting), quoted in ‘The Alf Garnett View of History’, The Independent,
7 October 1996.

5. See Katzenstein of (1997b): 14. Characteristically, the views Mearsheimer
expressed found no echo in serious German or European debates; see
Wessels (1999: 392).

6. The question whether commitments to free trade and being paymaster
could persist nevertheless later reappeared some years later as the implica-
tions of eastern enlargement for the German economy become more con-
crete. See further below in the final section of this chapter.

7. See the re-evaluation of the Croatia/Slovenia controversy in Conversi
(1998).

8. Their subsequent ‘Gulliver’ analogy was also predicated on the growth of
internal constraints on the exercise of external power.

9. It is developed most fully in Bulmer, et al. (2000) including case studies on
the 1996–97 IGC, EMU and eastern enlargement, chapters 4–6.

10. Largely because the Gramscian assumptions underlying it were not spelt
out, leaving the authors open to unwarranted accusations of ‘realism’
(bracketed alongside Mearsheimer) and anti-Germanism. See Goldberger
(1993) and Markovits and Reich (1994).

11. An important theme in Markovits’ and Reich’s subsequent book (1997).
12. So the term used in Bulmer et al. (1998) Germany’s European Diplomacy,

following Arnolf Wolfer’ usage in his Discord and Collaboration (1962: 72–5).
13. As collated in the internal paper, Zusammenarbeit des Landes Berlin mit

Mittel-und Osteuropa, Senatskanzlei E 11, Bonn, 13 January 1999.
14. See Michael Staack’s (1998) otherwise insightful article on the German

trading state, which neglects to talk at all about firms – the agents of trade.
15. Though Livingston (1992) provides an exception: ‘Germany’s corporatist

approach enables it . . . to marshal its economic power and . . . to deploy it
for political purposes abroad’.

16. This suspicion is being explored in research conducted by Julie Pellegrin in
our ESRC ‘One Europe or Several’ project on ‘Germany and the Reshaping
of Europe’.

17. ‘Policy transfer’ is the central theme of the ESRC Research Programme
‘Future Governance’ directed by Ed Page.

18. So the title of Garton Ash’s In Europe’s Name. Germany and the Divided
Continent (1993).

19. For overviews of this ‘turn’, see Adler (1997); Checkel (1998).
20. The shifting terrain of ideas on the use of military force from Kuwait to

Kosovo is masterfully dissected in Hellmann (1999b).
21. Confidential interviews conducted by Charlie Jeffery in Bonn, June 1999.
22. Which stated that: ‘The participation of German forces in measures to pre-

serve world peace and international security is bound by observance of
international law and of German constitutional law. The new Federal
Government will commit itself actively to preserving the monopoly of force
of the United Nations and the role of the General Secretary of the United
Nations.’
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23. We are grateful on the following points to Adrian Hyde-Price (1999).
24. Vorläufige Bilanz der deutschen Präsidentschaft vom 22.06.1999,

http://www.bundesregierung.de/03/0302/99072/index.html. (1999).
25. Maull does, though, regard military intervention as ‘the most dramatic’ and

exceptional form of collective sanction.
26. See also Frankfurter Rundschau, 17 November 1998.
27. This source is an unpublished official document, written by the German

Foreign Ministry (1999: 33).
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10
Rethinking European Security
Lawrence Freedman

The meaning of security

Over four decades, until 1989, the question of European security gener-
ated a substantial, although often repetitive, literature. The upheavals
of that year, in which the cold war effectively came to an end,
appeared to render the bulk of this literature obsolescent, not only in
its detail, but also the theoretical and policy assumptions upon which
it rested. Attempts to develop a new framework, appropriate to the new
conditions, became caught up with debates over whether these condi-
tions were amenable to interpretation through long-established con-
cepts or rather required a reappraisal of the very meaning of security in
the post-cold-war world.

In this debate the more traditional approaches tend to get carica-
tured as dominated by realist preoccupations with the state and mili-
tary power, to the exclusion of domestic and transnational
considerations, and as paying scant regard to peaceful means of exert-
ing influence and resolving disputes. Not only the end of the cold war,
but also those other great trends of the late twentieth century, such as
globalization and the information revolution, are now taken to
demand a much broader perspective. Questions of military strategy,
doctrine, training, organization and operations appear beside the
point. The problems of contemporary insecurity and their prospective
solutions are judged to lie elsewhere – or, to the extent that these still
have a military dimension, this is the fault of those who legitimize
armed force as an acceptable instrument of policy. This view has fitted
a drive among some sections of the international relations community
to cut states down to size as dubious mental constructs rather than the
building blocks of the international system, in the process thus extend-
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ing the concept of security. By focusing less on what makes states
secure and more on what makes individuals and particular groups
secure, a case can be made for a new agenda dominated by concerns
over human rights, world poverty and the environment.

This debate has become particularly polarized in the United States
where security studies have been a battleground for competing schools
of thought, with neo-realism in one corner and liberal institutionalists
in the other.1 One of the unfortunate consequences is that realism,
which referred initially to an approach to political analysis that prided
itself on coming to terms with the world as it is rather than as idealists
would like it to be, has become something of a dogma, claiming that
key international events can largely be explained by the structurally
defined means through which states must safeguard their security. This
has encouraged expectations of a gloomy continuity in international
affairs rather than any bright new dawn. When applied to Europe this
approach has tended to dismiss the claims of the European Union (EU)
to be causing a qualitative change in the character of the regional
system; it could even to look to the German acquisition of nuclear
weapons as the natural consequence of this system’s inner logic
(Mearsheimer, 1991).

More appropriate to an understanding of European security may be a
non-dogmatic realism. Temperamentally this simply means looking
hard at Europe as we find it, and not assuming a natural projection to
something altogether more coherent, peaceful, harmonious and frater-
nal. It does not, however, mean discounting all positive developments,
or the significance of non-state actors, or the impact of social, eco-
nomic, cultural and local political factors on state behaviour, or ignor-
ing the role of values, or the epistemological issues raised by
presumptions of objectivity. The strength of realism during the middle
decades of the last century was that it was tuned in to the categories
adopted by the practitioners of international politics. If those practi-
tioners have now picked up on issues of identity, norms and globaliza-
tion, then there is no excuse for realists to dismiss them as passing
fads: their very adoption has made them part of international reality.

Security studies, however, cease to be useful if expected to deal with
all events and developments that generate anxiety. Politicians may dra-
matize the more troublesome social problems by calling for ‘wars’
against them (on drugs, cancer and so on) and suggest that strong ‘gen-
eralship’ is needed for them to be defeated. Yet while it is understand-
able that governments wish to mobilize all national resources to
address the more intractable social problems, the war analogy can be
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extremely misleading. In the case of drugs, for example, it may have
some relevance to confrontations with third world drug cartels, but less
so to attempts to make sense of patterns of consumption. Equally the
notions of ‘economic security’ can encourage a confrontational
approach to trade policy and ‘environmental security’, a search for
explanations based on hostile actions rather than natural causes or
everyday economic activity. Even more difficult is a term such as ‘inter-
nal security’. This might once have referred to the ability of states to
deny armed groups, whether criminal or political, the ability to chal-
lenge their authority, but it is now being extended to take in anything
to do with the control of borders, including economic migration or the
smuggling of contraband.

The constant and steady focus of security studies should be on ques-
tions of the state and the control of organized violence. The characters
and competences of states may have been subject to many changes,
but an enduring feature remains the aspiration to define and to domi-
nate the means of legitimate violence within territorial borders. The
traditional issue for security studies was the threat posed to this aspira-
tion by other states. But challenges arising from within state borders –
from secessionists or revolutionaries or elitist conspirators – are not at
all novel. More recent are concerns about the ability of diverse groups,
such as drug cartels and gangsters, religious sects and minority political
movements, to put together their own terrorist cells or private armies
and even to gain access to the most destructive forms of weapons.

The problem of European security, as opposed to the security prob-
lems of individual European states, concerns the possible impact of
conflicts within and among European states on the regional equilib-
rium and of the region-wide measures that might be taken to prevent,
resolve and contain these conflicts or mitigate their effects. During the
cold war the problem of European security became one of sustaining
an apparently stable relationship between two great alliances – the
Warsaw Pact, led by the Soviet Union, and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) led by the United States. A fair charge that might
be laid against the security studies community during the cold war
decades might be that insufficient attention was paid to the political,
social and economic dimensions of East–West conflict. During the
1990s regional affairs became much more fluid and the need to appre-
ciate a broad range of phenomena became even more apparent. Strong
rates of economic growth and forms of interdependence may well
reduce tensions between states and create a stake in peaceful coexis-
tence. Environmental disasters can undermine the credibility of the
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state apparatus, so that it becomes vulnerable to other types of chal-
lenges. Changes in family structures and social mores may affect atti-
tudes to violence, and so on. An awareness of these issues is essential to
any attempt to make sense of the changing state system. Security
studies therefore embrace an unavoidably wide context, but need to
compensate with a very sharp focus.2

In, out and down during the cold war

One of the neatest characterizations of the European security problem,
at least from a west European perspective, came when NATO was
described as being designed: to keep the Russians out, the Americans
in, and the Germans down.

In formal terms ‘keeping the Russians out’ dominated security
studies, and was reflected in the cold-war doctrine of containment.
This argued that the Soviet Union would be deterred from further
aggression in Europe by the thought of having to take on the United
States. Hence, it required efforts to prevent a retreat into isolationism
so as to ‘keep the Americans in’. For their part the allies needed to do
enough in defence terms to demonstrate that they deserved American
support, although not so much that they could manage without the
United States. This raised the question of the role West Germany could
play as a front line state. Moscow’s sour view of this process was aggra-
vated by the West German government’s refusal to reconcile itself to a
separate East German state. It was only when this was more widely
accepted at the end of the 1960s that a temporary solution was deemed
to have been found to the German problem.

With détente, the principle of containment was mitigated by respect
for peaceful coexistence. A hot war, with the associated risk of a
nuclear catastrophe, required that both sides refrain from interfering in
each others’ internal affairs. Mutual ideological restraint was far more
difficult than military restraint, where the risks were not that difficult
to calculate. The Soviet leadership comprised the guardians of a revolu-
tionary ideology to which they continued to pay lip service, including
anticipating the downfall of capitalism as a result of its internal contra-
dictions. Communist parties in the West were devoted to hastening
this process, although eventually their ardour was cooled by the
evident futility of the endeavour and electoral considerations. The
liberal ideology of the West encouraged the active promotion of
‘human rights’ in the East, through such mechanisms as the 1975 Final
Act of the Helsinki Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.
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Nonetheless, the consensus was that the West was in no position to
push the Soviet Union to dismantle its political system and any
attempt to do so would be a provocation and thus counter-productive.

Substantial analytical resources were devoted to measuring and eval-
uating the military balance between the two alliances, and to debating
the extent to which the presence of large nuclear arsenals provided a
formidable disincentive to any attempt to change the status quo
through aggressive means. In practice, however, the key to European
security was to be found in the contrasting sources of alliance cohe-
sion. The Warsaw Pact brought together repressive, one-party states
with command economies. The Soviet management style was coercive.
NATO relied much more on consent and therefore appeared less disci-
plined than the Pact, and extremely dependent upon the commitment
of the United States to the security of like-minded liberal-capitalist
states an ocean away. Within each alliance, the main impact of mili-
tary developments tended to be on the underlying political relation-
ships – as signals of commitments or as attempts to shift risks to
others. In the end the confrontation was resolved through the evident
failure of state socialism as a governing ideology.

Security in post-communist Europe

With the end of the cold war, ‘keeping the Russians out’ no longer
seemed an issue, in which case ‘keeping the Americans in’ was perhaps
less important. There was good reason to suppose that the American
role would become increasingly marginal, as a result of its own prefer-
ences for a quieter life after the exertions of the cold war as well as the
collapse of the Soviet threat. As a result of unification there was no
longer a prospect of ‘keeping the Germans down’. This particular issue
became phrased instead (not least by the Germans themselves) in
terms of calming fears of an ascendant Germany by demonstrating
that it was safely embedded in a complex institutional network.
Because of a ‘European Germany’ there was, it was said, no need to fear
a ‘German Europe’ (Janning, 1996). The mechanisms of European eco-
nomic and political integration were used, often quite explicitly, as the
central plank of security policy, with another war among the European
great powers held up as one possible danger of failure. Integration
would restrict Germany’s ability to throw its weight around. In practice
Germany’s own inhibitions and post-unification economic difficulties
would have sufficed as constraints, while the integration project turned
out to be as demanding as it was radical.
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By the early 1990s, however, Europe’s security problem was less the
risk of reversion to bad old ways by the west European states and more
how the political vacuum created by the collapse of communist power
in central and eastern Europe was to be filled.3 This was an area where
past turbulence, as well as competition by external powers for
influence, had triggered European conflicts. Even during the cold war
years it had been pacified by the Soviet Union only with difficulty, and
Moscow had notably failed in the Balkans: Yugoslavia never joined the
Warsaw Pact and Albania withdrew. Even before the Berlin Wall came
down there were worrying signs of Hungarian–Romanian, Bulgarian–
Turkish and, most ominously, inner-Yugoslavian conflicts developing.

The development of a more fluid political system meant that not only
did the definition of security become contentious, but so did the
definition of Europe. Previously every country in Europe could be cate-
gorized as being part of NATO, Warsaw Pact or the ‘neutral and non-
aligned’ group. In international institutions due regard was paid to the
balance between these three groups. Now the Warsaw Pact no longer
existed and neutrality and non-alignment had lost much of their
meaning. The essential division became between those within one or
both of the two key western institutions – NATO and the EU – and
those without. While for security purposes, as in the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), ‘Europe’ could include all
of the former Soviet Union, including central Asia, in practice many of
the ‘without’ states have been left in something of a limbo, with neither
alliance or strong supranational organizations to fall back upon.

There was some hope at the start of the 1990s that the new Europe
might be held together by ideological glue. Because the West had sub-
verted the East simply by its comparative economic success and the
personal freedom it permitted, the leading political tendencies in post-
communist Europe leaned towards the West, even in Russia. There was
a brief period of optimism that the power of virtuous example would
lead Europe as a whole towards the ways of liberal democracy and free
markets. Economic recovery would be almost spontaneously generated
through declarations in favour of capitalism, while the adoption of
democracy would by itself turn the most bellicose societies into model
international citizens and calm their internal tensions.4 Unfortunately,
it soon became apparent that a tough nationalism and democracy were
by no means incompatible, especially when politicians were uncertain
of what they could offer on the economic front. Transition from social-
ism to capitalism was an unavoidably painful process. In the case of
Russia, unleashing market forces, without a proper legal and regulatory
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process, produced impoverishment for many and enrichment of gang-
sters and well-placed apparatchiks.

Western Europe and the United States became unclear about the
extent to which post-communist Europe constituted a security problem
for them. There were no significant trade or raw material dependencies.
Some parts were prone to political tumult and occasional violence, but
did that matter if there was little risk of this spreading westwards?
Worries about influxes of asylum seekers do not necessarily justify
regular intervention in local squabbles. Yet it was hard to ignore trouble
to the East. Media images of civil wars pricked consciences and it
appeared imprudent and unrealistic to ignore upheavals close to home,
even when their direct effects were hard to measure.

This ambivalent attitude produced interventions that were spas-
modic and reactive (Freedman, 1994). Given the expectations of large-
scale subsidy that would have been aroused, and the excess of variables
in the situation, it may well have been sensible in 1990 not to have a
grand plan for post-communist Europe. Nonetheless the absence of a
coherent strategy, and only a tentative contribution to the reconstruc-
tion of post-communist Europe, had serious consequences, most
notably in terms of the inadvertent acquisition of the Balkans (other
than Serbia) as a NATO protectorate and poor relations with Russia.

At the outset the West approached post-communist Europe on the
basis of conditionality. This suggested that economic support would be
given to countries that met the highest standards in their political
behaviour, both internally and externally. The difficulties with this
formula were that politically deserving cases could not always cope
efficiently with support designed to modernize (rather than merely
subsidize) their economies, while undeserving cases could threaten
regional chaos unless given some support. Moreover there were limits
on the economic largesse available, especially when it came to offering
market access in highly sensitive areas such as agriculture and textiles.
Inevitably countries adjacent to the EU had a higher priority, as they
had the best economic prospects and became important as a buffer
between the advantaged and disadvantaged parts of the continent. In
1999 the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland were able to mark their
membership of the western club by joining NATO.

NATO and the EU as security providers

The curiosity here was that these countries joined the West through
membership of a formal alliance rather than an economic community.
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The explanation for this was that membership of NATO involved fewer
economic hurdles than the EU and had the great merit of providing a
close link with the US. The alliance could also lay claim to be a club
based on shared values. Nonetheless, as an organization geared to inte-
grating armed forces and providing collective defence, its enlargement
gave a high salience to traditional security concerns, even though none
of the ‘first wave’ new members faced severe threats. This served to
highlight the awkward positions of those excluded. Russia responded
by taking this as a snub and a challenge, thereby granting an even
higher salience to issues of military security. It saw justification in the
fact that, rather than turn to more pacific pursuits with the end of the
cold war, NATO became even more activist. First it provided an
unofficial framework for joint operations against Iraq in 1991. Then it
provided command arrangements for Bosnia. Lastly, in 1999, it actu-
ally went to war against Yugoslavia, on behalf of persecuted Kosovar
Albanians. In all of these cases there were political difficulties, but the
overall impression was of a powerful alliance able to act decisively and
with reasonable efficiency when necessary.

The EU’s claims as a security provider have proved to be much
harder to establish. The starting point was different. Rather than a
formal military alliance, the EU could be considered a ‘security com-
munity’. This is a looser concept, depending on the quality of integra-
tion and interdependence among the respective societies rather than
explicit security guarantees. It involves a degree of mutual solidarity
based on shared values and an awareness that an attack on one would
directly affect all, even where there is not always the firmness of an
alliance obligation to come to the aid of a partner under threat.

The creeping enlargement of a security community, with the growth
of a general interdependence, might have been preferable to the sharp
drawing of lines by an alliance, which inevitably confines some coun-
tries to an uncomfortable non-alignment. Progress in this direction,
however, was limited by the EU’s caution in addressing the security
concerns of wider Europe through its own enlargement when so many
other practical issues of economic and legal structure had to be
addressed, but also because it did not want to put at risk its own ‘deep-
ening process’ by too much ‘widening’.5 Yet in other respects the per-
formance of the EU was disappointing. One of the potential strengths
of the EU supposedly lay in its ability to bring to bear substantial eco-
nomic and political strength on a variety of international problems.
Here the experience of the 1990s was unimpressive. It devoted consid-
erable resources to post-communist Europe, but failed to develop a
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coherent strategy. It was bypassed in the Middle East, and inhibited in
policy towards North Africa and the Balkans, not least by the particular
interests of France and Greece respectively. After painful incoherence
was exhibited during the Gulf crisis of 1990–91, there was great deter-
mination to realize Europe’s potential by taking on crises in its own
neighbourhood. The developing civil war in Yugoslavia in the summer
of 1991 led to the notorious proclamation that Europe’s hour had
come and that no American help was required. The palpable failure
that followed, meant that the Yugoslavia problem was handed over to
the UN and NATO; this cast further doubt on the EU’s ability to serve
as a regional security provider (Gow, 1997).

This weak performance can be explained by the increased complex-
ity and fluidity of the international system since the end of the cold
war. It is hard for all political entities, even the United States, to design
appropriate policies. Moreover, the very structure of modern democra-
tic states inhibits the development of intergovernmental efforts, espe-
cially within such a tortuous institutional framework as the EU
(Zielonka, 1998). Furthermore, the EU could not compete with NATO
in terms of the projection of military force, and this limited its role in
crisis management. This particular limitation was exasperating to those
who assumed that the logic of the European project was to create an
entity with the full attributes of a state, including its own armed forces.
This objective was more to do with internal development than power
projection and, to many critics, missed the point of European weak-
ness. Even assuming that the EU could inject greater coherence and
activism into its common foreign policy, questions would still be asked
about the inability of such a rich collection of nations to muster sub-
stantial military strength.

There are again particular explanations: a reluctance to use con-
scripts in roles other than the defence of the homeland (a restraint
that France, in particular, worked to overcome during the late
1990s); Germany’s unavoidable inhibitions when it came to sending
the Bundeswehr where the Werhmacht had been before; and the
cumulative effects of years of cuts in defence budgets, which had
been accelerated by the end of the cold war and the evaporation 
of the Soviet threat. There were other structural problems: the
resources available were too much used to sustain national defence
industries; and front-line forces were duplicated across countries at
the expense of such critical areas as logistics, notably strategic lift,
and intelligence. In these areas Europe has remained well behind the
United States.
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European security and defence initiative

The issue of how to develop a European defence entity brings together
two distinct agendas, which are not necessarily compatible. The first is
the possibility of the EU turning itself into a military alliance capable
of displacing NATO as the main security provider in western Europe,
with the risks of duplication of effort and alienating the Americans.
The second is the ability of EU states to contribute more to collective
defence, by building up the ‘European pillar’ in NATO to match ‘the
American pillar’ (Howorth and Menon, 1997).

The initial institutional response in Europe during the 1990s was to
strengthen the Western European Union (WEU), an organization that
always had a clearly subordinate role to NATO, though it could trace
its origins back to pre-NATO days. The WEU acquired its own planning
cell and some capacity to pull European forces together for contingen-
cies that were unlikely to draw in the United States. This did nothing
to redress the basic problem of the limited military clout of the EU
countries, nor to help the EU do a better job of relating its internal
policies to its external environment. Towards the end of the decade,
with the strengthening of the machinery for a common foreign and
security policy and the adoption at the Helsinki European Council of
December 1999 of a plan for a European defence entity, some effort
was made to take the issue further forward.

The two sponsors of this defence initiative, Britain and France, repre-
sented contrasting approaches to alliance with the United States.
Britain, and most other European states, had always seen high risks in
loosening this alliance. Talk of getting the Americans out played to iso-
lationist American sentiment in Washington, where there was always a
strong lobby for cutting back on the commitment on Europe. Claims
that Europeans could defend themselves unaided would provide just
the excuse for the Americans to give three cheers and withdraw to
safety on the other side of the Atlantic. The French had portrayed the
Americans as unreliable allies, exacting an excessive political price, and
insisted that Europeans could look after themselves unaided. The
French case had been undermined by suspicion of their motives – that
they were unwilling to pool sovereignty and sought instead to sup-
plant the Americans as leaders of western Europe.

Once there was no Warsaw Pact to worry about the old case for an
independent European defence capability was revived. Events soon
refuted it again. If anything the post cold-war position was worse.
Questions about involvement in actual military operations arose – first
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in the Gulf and then in the Balkans. Both turned out to be embarrass-
ing for proponents of an independent and assertive Europe. The stun-
ning experience of Desert Storm in the Gulf demonstrated just how far
ahead the American capabilities were in the whole infrastructure of
war, as well as precision weapons. It was, however, the wars of
Yugoslavia’s dissolution that had the most substantial long-term effect
on European strategic thinking.

The Bosnian and then the Kosovan wars indicated the crucial differ-
ence made by American aircraft, up to three quarters of the total avail-
able, and also in logistics and intelligence. The UN force in Bosnia
from 1992 to 1995 was largely a European enterprise. It proved an
operational nightmare, culminating in Dutch peacekeepers finding
themselves in an invidious position, as Srebrenica was overrun and
Moslems were massacred. Much good work was done by Europeans in
easing distress and containing the conflict, but the UN units were too
small and too weak to impose themselves on the warring parties, and
were vulnerable to retaliation. The lesson drawn was that any future
land operations had to include some protection and backed by serious
air power. The trouble was that the Americans, while quite willing to
supply air power, were remarkably reluctant to commit ground forces.
If Washington remained unresponsive to European aspirations the
handicap appeared fatal: nothing much could be done. If the
Americans were to respond, then as the main providers they would
naturally expect to take political leadership in defining goals and
choosing a strategy. In the event the American reluctance to put their
forces too much into harm’s way, or into situations which may involve
prolonged and complicated commitments, was inescapable, and hand-
icapped NATO’s crisis diplomacy and military campaign over Kosovo.

Part of the thinking behind the Franco–British initiative was therefore
that important military options were lost if Europe could not provide
the necessary ground forces, especially when they might still require
American logistical support to get them into position and sustain them.
While it might have been unrealistic to take on the combined might of
the Warsaw Pact, European countries by themselves should not have
been at a loss when faced with Serbia. The core Franco–British proposal
was for a dedicated European rapid reaction force designed to meet the
gap. EU member states should be ‘able, by 2003, to deploy within 60
days and sustain for at least one year military forces of up to
50,000–60,000 persons capable of the full range of Petersberg tasks’
(Presidency Conclusions, 1999). In response to criticisms that this
aimed to realize the discredited dream of NATO being replaced by the
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EU, European governments pointed to American arguments that
Europeans must make a more credible contribution, if Congress was to
accept that the allies deserve support. The inherent modesty of the pro-
posed new forces was far from a truly independent capability, and any
operation would still be highly dependent upon the NATO command
structure, and probably American logistics and intelligence. It would be
hard for Europeans to act against American wishes.

The political logic underlying this is that, whatever Europeans do,
there is a growing presumption in the United States that it can engage
in international affairs on its own terms, irrespective of the views of
allies and without any respect for multilateral organizations. The fasci-
nation with the potential of a ‘National Missile Defense’ system, osten-
sibly to deal with rogue nuclear states, confirmed in Europe a tendency
to address American vulnerabilities, even with a highly dubious
project, at the expense of international obligations, in this case the
1972 ABM Treaty. While American policy-makers insist that this ten-
dency has been exaggerated by Europeans overplaying the peculiarities
of American domestic politics, it seems only prudent for Europeans to
prepare to take more responsibility for their own security.

The problem of Russia

There are limits to how far the transfer of responsibility can go, espe-
cially when the issue of Russia still dominates European security think-
ing, albeit in a quite different guise from that of the cold war years.
Even with the post-Soviet contraction this is just too large a country,
and too distinct in its strategic culture and preoccupations, to be
accommodated in a straight forward way into European security struc-
tures. During the cold war the concern was Soviet strength, but long
before the Berlin wall came down, progressive ideological and econ-
omic weakness, and the associated political stagnation, increasingly
figured in western security calculations. Now concerns about Russian
weakness, including the possibility of its considerable residual nuclear
capability falling into incompetent or malevolent hands, tend to take
over from concerns about strength, although the reassertion of Russian
power remains a continual preoccupation of those around its periph-
ery. In this NATO governments agree entirely with Moscow that the
Russian state must reassert itself, if it is to collect taxes, confront cor-
ruption and gangsterism and avoid further fragmentation. Where they
have differed is about the means necessary to achieve these tasks. For
western policy there has been a dilemma over whether priority should
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be given to economic reform, the promotion of human rights, or sta-
bility and order (Baranovsky, 1997; Kaiser and Arbatov, 1999). The
response to the Putin Presidency illustrated the dilemma. On the one
hand there was relief that Russia now had a healthy, and sober, leader
prepared to push forward with market reforms. On the other hand
there was unease that the price for this was human rights abuses and
repression in Chechnya.

A major source of difficulty is that Russia still considers itself a great
power and wishes to be treated as such. The West has played along
with this by turning the Group of Seven leading industrial nations into
the Group of Eight, when non-economic matters are discussed, and
establishing a NATO–Russia Cooperation Council. The difficulty is that
when policies are left unaltered after consultations, the irritation to the
Russians can be worse than if no consultation had taken place at all. As
could be seen with Kosovo, Russian support is now more a bonus for
the West than a necessary condition for action, and there is no inclina-
tion to pay a high price. The most difficult issues for the future will
arise where Russia considers its core security concerns to be at stake,
such as further enlargement of NATO, especially into the Baltics. Here
there is a strong security argument for their inclusion in NATO, but
precisely for that reason a requirement to honour security guarantees
might arise – and therefore direct confrontation with Russia at a geo-
graphically unfavourable location could not be precluded. Aspirant
NATO members, including the Baltic states, have made common cause
in requesting a shared enlargement, to avoid being picked off one
against the other. The pressure on NATO has been further aggravated
by evidence that the EU may be unable to adhere to its own strict
timetable on enlargement because of difficulties in reforming its deci-
sion-making procedures and fears for the integrity of the integrative
project if there are more members who prefer to move slowly. The
problems of adjustment to NATO membership are not trivial, but if
these are used to excuse delay, the aspirants will claim that Moscow is
being appeased. The question of how far Russia can be pushed on this
matter may well prove to be one of the trickiest European security
issues of the coming years.

Conclusion

It is widely assumed to the point of unanimity that there is no longer a
serious risk of war among the former great powers that now inhabit the
EU. It would take a series of unexpected and miserable events for this
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assumption to be shaken. One event that would unsettle all political
relationships would be a major down turn in the global economy. If
monetary union became unsustainable, or extreme nationalism gained
a serious grip in some western European countries (perhaps as a reac-
tion against globalization), then it is possible to imagine this leading to
real political strain among EU countries. Even then, however, it
remains hard to envisage that this would lead to military confronta-
tion, for few harbour the expansionist urges that led to wars in the
past.

The core issues of European security revolve rather around the ques-
tion of what those within the zone of stability are prepared to do for
those without. European security has become the product of the inter-
action between a reasonably stable set of EU countries, supported by
North America, and a neighbourhood that is much more volatile.
Through the expansion of EU or NATO membership, the zone of sta-
bility might be expanded, but each new border becomes more difficult,
as each successive candidate on the other side appears to have a shakier
economy and weaker polity, or a reduced commitment to liberal
democracy and market economics. Benign economic trends, the norm
for almost a decade, can ease the tensions of political transition, but
the corollary would also be true, should the global economy falter. It
may be, as in East Asia following the 1997 economic collapse, that
most countries can adjust to harsh conditions without a descent into
authoritarianism or anarchy, but some may well get caught. So the
gloomiest scenarios for Europe’s future involve the EU struggling to
cope with a demanding integration programme internally against a
background of a deteriorating international economy. Not only would
the internal cohesion become fragile, but there would be a need to act
to stabilize parts of the neighbourhood at a time when the Union still
lacked the capacity to act decisively.

The simplistic equation would therefore appear to be as follows.
Western Europe cannot ignore, nor escape, instability in proximate
areas, including North Africa as well as post-communist Europe. To the
extent that it is able to calm that instability through the imaginative
and innovative use of economic programmes, diplomatic initiatives
and institutional embraces, then the impact will be limited and inci-
dents of violence will be manageable and contained. To the extent that
it fails and the instability gets worse, then situations are more likely to
develop that can be calmed only through large-scale military interven-
tions, with their own risks of escalation and the probability of being
followed by long-term military and economic commitments. This is
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what has happened in the Balkans. One consequence of such an
adverse trend would be to reinforce European dependence on the
United States. The conclusion, for those who wish to reduce this
dependency (or believe that the United States will become less depend-
able), is to recognize the importance of a vigorous foreign policy geared
to the spread of stability, well before any more of the simmering neigh-
bourhood tensions reaching boiling point.

Notes

1. The standard texts in the international relations debate are Keohane (1989)
and Waltz (1979). A recent addition is Wendt (1999).

2. I discuss my approach in Freedman (1998).
3. For some early post-cold war assessment see Buzan et al. (1990); Hyde-Price

(1991); Ullman (1990).
4. On the proposition that greater democracy leads to more peace see Fendius

Elman (1997).
5. For a sharp critique see Garton Ash (1998).
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11
Imagining the Union: a Case of
Banal Europeanism?
Laura Cram1

‘all communities larger than primordial villages of face-to-face
contact (and perhaps even these) are imagined’ (Anderson, [1983]
1991:1).

Introduction: imagining the union

In recent years there has been a revived interest among students of the
European Union (EU) in the work of the early integration theorists
such as Karl Deutsch and Ernst Haas. Scholars have, for example,
begun to recognize the importance of transactions in the creation and
maintenance of the governance regime within the EU (Sandholtz and
Stone Sweet, 1998) which were so central to the work of Deutsch.
Meanwhile, a focus on the learning of ‘integrative habits’ as a result of
prior cooperation, emphasized by the functionalists (Mitrany, 1943),2

the communication school (Deutsch, 1953, 1957, 1966) and neo-
functionalist scholars (Haas, 1958), has once again begun to come to
the fore. An extensive literature, drawing upon new institutionalist
approaches, examining the role of institutions, institutionalization,
lock-in, path dependency and the question of preference formation
(Armstrong and Bulmer, 1998; Pierson, 1996), has, for example,
emerged.

Meanwhile, the term Europeanization has increasingly become a
part of the vocabulary of scholars studying the impact of European
integration. A number of studies focus on the Europeanization of dif-
ferent member states (Cole and Drake, 2000; Mény et al., 1996;
Rometsch and Wessels, 1996), policy areas (Mazey, 1998) or actors
(Lavdas, 1997). Yet, there are few systematic studies of how societal
actors within member states have adapted in response to European
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integration or of how this adaptation has impacted upon the individ-
ual or collective values and identities of citizens of the EU and ulti-
mately upon the process of European integration. The extent to which
a re-evaluation of the preferences of societal actors in EU member
states does or does not take place, as transactions within the territory
of the EU become increasingly institutionalized and as intra-EU com-
munication channels and patterns become ever more complex,
remains a key question.

The importance of the societal dimension of European integration
has long been recognized. As Jean Monnet said, when establishing the
European Coal and Steel Community in 1951, ‘we are uniting people,
not forming coalitions of states’ (Duchêne, 1994: 363). Indeed, it has
been argued that Monnet ‘was interested less in perfected constitu-
tional blue-prints than in shaping human patterns of response to
induce a change of process’ (Duchêne, 1994: 367). For political scien-
tists too, the extent to which the preferences of individuals involved in
interactions at the EU level may be ‘redefined in terms of regional
rather than a purely national orientation’ (Haas, 1958: 45) has long
been viewed as a crucial question for the study of European integra-
tion. Still, the question of ‘how – if at all – cohesion is obtained’ (Haas,
1958: 4) remains unanswered.

The process of ‘social learning’ and the ‘re-evaluation of preferences’
were central concerns for Deutsch and later Haas. Yet, this particular
aspect of their work is one which even some of their sympathizers have
specifically sought to avoid. Sandholtz and Stone Sweet (1998: 5), for
example, state that they ‘acknowledge the insights of two of the
founders of integration theory, Karl Deutsch and Ernst Haas’ and
believe that ‘on crucial questions they got it right’. However, they
choose to ‘set aside Deutsch’s concern with the formation of commu-
nities and identities per se, and the issue of whether or not identity for-
mation precedes state-building’ (Sandholtz and Stone Sweet, 1998: 5).
Deutsch ([1953]1996: 174) did not, of course, view this as a mono-
linear process, but rather saw the two processes of identity formation
and state-building as mutually reinforcing: ‘experience and comple-
mentarity may then continue to reproduce each other, like the prover-
bial chicken and egg, in a syndrome of ethnic learning’. Similarly, in
borrowing from Haas, Sandholtz and Stone Sweet (1998: 6) neverthe-
less ‘leave as an open question the extent to which the loyalties and
identities of actors will shift from the national to the European level’.3

Although there has been a recent rise in social constructivist
approaches to the study of the EU (see, for example, Christiansen,
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Jørgenson and Wiener (eds) [1999]) which claim that ideas and identi-
ties are important in the construction of the EU, there is, as yet, little
empirical evidence to back up these claims. Once again, broader
debates in international relations have been mirrored in the study of
the EU. Yet, as many have acknowledged, the EU is not simply an area
of contestation between states, but a functioning polity or system of
governance. In this context, it is surprising that there have been so few
scholarly attempts to explore systematically the various perceptions or
‘imaginings’ (cf Anderson, [1983]1991) of the Union which prevail
amongst the European people(s), let alone how these have or have not
changed and their implications for the process of integration or for the
potential for disintegration.

Perhaps most surprising of all is how little systematic use has been
made of the literatures on nationalism and national identity in the EU
context.4 Clearly, the EU presents a challenge to traditional notions of
nationalism: ‘primarily a political principle, which holds that the
political and national unit should be congruent’ (Gellner, 1983: 131).
Indeed, the study of the EU can be problematic in a world in which
the ideology of nationalism has become so all pervasive that ‘the
world of nations has come to seem the natural world – as if there
could not possibly be a world without nations’ (Billig, 1995: 37).
However, as Sbragia (1992: 267) has argued, one important aspect of
the study of the EU is that it may ‘stimulate scholars of politics within
unitary states and federations to rethink what they have so far taken
as givens’. Moreover, although the EU is a unique entity, ‘analysis is
more likely to suffer from studying it in isolation from other systems
than from using the comparative method in less than ideal circum-
stances’ (Sbragia, 1992: 268). Viewed from this perspective, the fact
that the EU is not a typical national state does not preclude the use of
theories of nationalism and national identity to further our analysis of
this unique construct.

This chapter deliberately avoids the major debates as to whether
the EU can be called a state or whether a European nation is in 
the making.5 The focus is rather on the impact which the gover-
nance regime at the EU level has already had upon the perceptions
of the various European peoples and what this may mean for 
the process of European integration. For this purpose it is argued
that there are many insights to be gained by reassessing the contri-
bution to the study of the EU made by Deutsch, and more generally
by studying the extensive literature on nationalism and national
identity.
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Territory, function and affiliation in deep integration:
insights from nationalism

Perhaps nowhere are the three concepts, territory, function and
affiliation, which Wallace (see Chapter 1) argues are central to an
understanding of the emergence of deep integration in western
Europe, more evident than in the literatures on nationalism and
national identity. In this chapter, the issue of territory is not discussed
in any great detail, although the territorial dimension of the EU and
of its various member states and applicant members is an underlying
theme in any discussion of the societal dimension of European inte-
gration. Crucially, however, neither is the discussion in this chapter
simply limited to the affiliational aspects of the integration process.
Rather, it is argued, that insights from the study of nationalism illus-
trate a key link between function and affiliation. Thus, the extent to
which a sense of attachment to the EU develops is contingent upon
the satisfaction of its citizens with developments in the functional
dimension.

This argument is nothing new. Renan (1990: 19) famously wrote in
1882 that the very existence of a nation ‘is a daily plebiscite’.
Nationalism, in this view, is less a romanticized notion of emotional
attachment to a homeland or culture than a choice, or act of will, even
a calculated decision concerning the costs and benefits of affiliation. In
their discussion of the contingent nature of functional nationalism,
Deutsch et al. (1957: 87) made precisely this point:

The issue of political integration (thus) arose primarily when people
demanded greater capabilities, greater performance, greater respon-
siveness, and more adequate services of some kind from the govern-
ments of the political units by which they had been governed
before. Integration or amalgamation were first considered as possible
means to further these ends, rather than as ends in themselves (emphasis
added).

From this perspective then, the initial decision about whether to
support integration, or to maintain the status quo or to push for
devolved powers, is taken in response to a more or less rational calcula-
tion concerning the costs and benefits of integration or devolution.
However, the actions of the self-interested may also have lasting conse-
quences: ‘in trying to gain and exercise power for its own ends, the
efforts of nationalists may transform a people into a nationality’
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(Deutsch, [1953]1966: 104). This point is also made by Breuilly (1982:
65) in relation to the process of unification nationalism6 in nineteenth-
century Europe: ‘Nationalism was more important as a product than as
a cause of national unification’.

As Edelman ([1967]1985: 195) has argued, ‘the study of the construc-
tion of meaning must focus upon the interpretations of the subjects
more than upon the observation of objects’. Deutsch et al.’s (1957: 85)
thesis on the contingent nature of national identity is that ‘political
habits of loyalty to a particular unit could be more easily shifted to a
political unit of another size, either larger or smaller, if this seemed to
offer a more promising framework within which this attractive way of
life could be developed’. This deserves further exploration and testing
from this perspective. To what extent, for example, must the new
attractive way of life be based on an objective reality and to what
extent can symbols and myths be manipulated to encourage a shift in
expectations and activities towards the new political centre or to
encourage particular ‘imaginings’ of the Union?

Deutsch ([1953]1966: 170), for example, argued that communica-
tions and symbols were central to an understanding of the emergence
of a ‘national consciousness’. Thus, ‘a person, an organization, or a
social group – such as a people – can do more than merely steer some
of its behaviour by balancing its current experiences with its recalled
traditions. It can achieve consciousness by attaching secondary
symbols – that is symbols about symbols – to certain items in its
current intake of outside information, and to certain items recalled
from memory’ (ibid). Viewed from this perspective, how the various
perceptions or imaginings of the EU by the European people(s), and
of their place within it, are derived may be crucial for the process of
European integration and for the development of deep integration or
otherwise.

Of course, this focus on ideas, identities and symbols should not be
prioritized to the exclusion of the issue of power. On the contrary, the
tools of nationalism are potent ones: ‘So long as competitive institu-
tions continue to prevail, nationalism can mobilize more people and
organize them more firmly than can many competing types of organi-
zation. The potential rewards of nationalism then grow in proportion
to the potential resources of wealth and power to which members of a
particular people have, or can gain, access on preferred terms’
(Deutsch, 1953: 184). As Deutsch (ibid.) argued, ‘all this is sound power
politics’. Thus, a key question for students of the EU is: whose ‘imagin-
ings’ of the Union prevail and why?
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From ‘background’ space to ‘homeland’ space

Perhaps one of the most common criticisms of Deutsch’s approach to
the study of the EU is the patent lack of any strong sense of
‘Europeanness’ on the part of EU citizens. However, in this chapter it is
suggested that Billig’s (1995: 43–6) distinction between ‘banal’ nation-
alism and ‘hot’ nationalism might facilitate a better understanding of
Deutsch’s use of the terms ‘people’, ‘community’ and ‘nationality’.
Billig (1995: 44) notes that the term ‘nationalism’ is frequently
reserved by scholars to refer to ‘outbreaks of “hot” nationalist passion,
which arise in times of social disruption and which are reflected in
extreme social movements’. What is often neglected, he argues, is the
day-to-day reinforcement of national consciousness which is so crucial
to the maintenance of national regimes: ‘All over the world, nations
display their flags, day after day. Unlike the flags on the great days,
these flags are largely unwaved, unsaluted, unnoticed. Indeed, it seems
strange to suppose that occasional events, bracketed off from ordinary
life, are sufficient to sustain a continuingly remembered national iden-
tity. It would seem more likely that identity is part of a more banal way
of life in the nation-state’ (Billig, 1995: 46).

Students of the EU looking for evidence of the growth of ‘hot’
nationalism, and who go in search of fervent Europeans are likely to be
disappointed (or relieved that their expectations have been confirmed
so effortlessly). Here it is suggested that the sense of community,
which Deutsch et al. saw as crucial for the maintenance of an inte-
grated regime, was much closer to Billig’s notion of ‘banal’ nationalism
than to the ‘hot’ nationalism usually evoked by scholars of nationalism
and national identity. For example, the ‘sense of community’, which
Deutsch et al. saw as a prerequisite for integration, did not imply a
wholesale shift to a ‘sense of Europeanness’ or even the pre-eminence
of a European identity. Rather it needed simply the existence of a
shared belief that ‘common social problems can and must be resolved
by processes of “peaceful change”’, that is, ‘the resolution of social
problems, normally by institutionalized procedures, without resort to
large scale physical force’ (Deutsch et al., 1957: 5). Meanwhile,
Deutsch’s ([1953]1966: 97) functional definition of nationality con-
sisted ‘in the ability to communicate more effectively, and over a wider
range of subjects, with members of one large group than with out-
siders’. Three factors in particular, he argued, provided the primary
basis for an alignment of preferences to occur:
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• complementarity of communication habits;
• complementarity of acquired social and economic preferences

which involve mobility of goods or persons; and
• the need for security and success in a changing environment

(Deutsch [1953]1966: 101).7

By misrepresenting the input made by Deutsch and others, it has been
relatively easy for scholars, to ignore this major contribution to the
study of European integration. Clearly, no great sense of Europeanness
is even yet apparent in the EU.8 However, how function and affiliation
interact within a given territory is much more nuanced than this
approach suggests. The EU is more than simply an international organ-
ization, and more than just a set of institutions. The EU is also a space
or place within which reside a European people or peoples. Indeed, the
remit of the EU executive is to act in the European interest: presumably
the interest of the European people(s). Hence it is less interesting to ask
whether some elusive ‘sense of Europeanness’ has emerged than to
establish to what extent the new arrangement has become the
accepted status quo. To what extent, for example, has the EU come to
be viewed by its inhabitants as less of a ‘background’ space and more of
a ‘homeland’ space (cf. Billig, 1995: 43)? This is something which
could, usefully, be measured and tested by students of the EU.

Forgetting to remember: the normalization/domestication
of the EU

As well as identifying the need for the daily reproduction of national-
ism, Renan (1990: 11) also emphasized the importance of the collective
forgetting of inconvenient pasts for the maintenance of contemporary
national identities. Currently, the notion that EU citizens could form a
nation seems inconceivable. However, processes of collective forget-
ting, in which disparate histories (even warfare) are glossed over, are
not uncommon in the creation of nations. As Anderson (1991: 201)
reminds us: ‘A vast pedagogical industry works ceaselessly to oblige
young Americans to remember/forget the hostilities of 1861–65 as a
great “civil” war between “brothers” rather than between – as they
briefly were – two sovereign nation-states’. In similar vein, Billig (1995:
38) argues that ‘the nation which celebrates its antiquity, forgets its
historical recency’. Of course, part of the raison d’être of the EU was to
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create lasting habits of peaceful cooperation between previously
warring nations and to tie Germany irrevocably into a union with its
European neighbours. In many respects, the collective forgetting of
these relatively recent past hostilities has been highly successful. To
some extent, this collective forgetting takes place through the normali-
sation or domestication of previously unfamiliar practices. Thus, as
patterns of behaviour shift, what at first appeared ‘new’ gradually
becomes unremarkable.

Billig (1995: 42), building on Bourdieu’s concept of the habitus, calls
the process of collective forgetting enhabitation and argues that this
constitutes a key aspect of nationalism: ‘Patterns of social life become
habitual or routine, and in so doing embody the past. One might
describe this process of routine-formation as enhabitation: thoughts,
reactions and symbols become turned into routine habits and, thus,
they become enhabited. The result is that the past is enhabited in the
present in a dialectic of forgotten remembrance’ (Billig, 1995: 42). This
argument strikes a clear chord with Deutsch’s arguments concerning
the process of social learning through which shifts in identification
might be reinforced: ‘And, as with all learning processes, they need not
merely use this new information for the guidance of their behaviour in
the light of the preferences, memories and goals which they have had
thus far, but they may also use them to learn, that is, to modify this
very inner structure of their preferences, goals and patterns of behav-
iour’ (Deutsch, [1953]1966: 117). Indeed, the notion of enhabitation is
highly reminiscent of the learning of ‘integrative habits’ as a result of
prior cooperation, emphasized by Mitrany (1943), Deutsch (1953,
1957, 1966) and Haas (1958). It is precisely these routines and habits
which, by acting as daily reminders of belonging, Billig argues (1995:
43), ‘serve to turn background space into homeland space’.

At a basic level, that a degree of banal Europeanism already exists
within the EU seems undeniable. As EU politicians have increasingly
high profiles at, for example, international summits or in trade negoti-
ations, this has begun to become unremarkable. National media cover-
age is frequently taken up with issues relating to the EU, often
expressing neither opposition or support, but simply reporting relevant
information. To some extent, news about the EU has become ‘home’
news (cf. Billig, 1982: 175). In addition, EU-level media sources, such as
the European Voice, an Economist publication, have begun to reinforce
a sense of the existence of the EU as an entity that needs significant
political coverage. Similarly, many national daily newspapers now
employ a Europe correspondent. This, in turn, it can be argued, may
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facilitate the emergence of the ‘complementarity of communication
habits’ (Deutsch, [1953]1966: 101). Meanwhile, the daily presence of
‘unwaved flags’ constantly reinforces the dual membership of citizens
who belong to any given member state of the EU.9 As individuals stop
noticing the presence of the EU flag among other national flags, find
their EU driving licences and passports unremarkable, stop noticing
signs indicating the support of EU funding, stop thinking about going
through the EU nationals’ channel at customs, or say in relation to, for
example, working hours, ‘isn’t there an EU ruling on that?’, then it
could be argued that membership of the EU has increasingly become
the norm. In Billig’s terms then, the EU has become enhabited in so far
as individuals ‘forget to remember’ that the current situation is not
how things always were.

Clearly, anecdotal evidence is not enough. A detailed mapping exer-
cise is required. Billig (1982: 175), for example, suggests: ‘Taxonomies
of flaggings could be constructed to list the different genres and their
customary rhetorical strategies; and the extent of flaggings in different
domains, and in different nations, could be calculated. Above all, the
lives of citizens in established nations need to be profiled, in order to
document the nature and number of flaggings which the average
person might encounter in the course of a typical day’. This is very
much in tune with Deutsch’s suggested mapping of communication
patterns and how they are experienced by individuals. Crucially,
Deutsch also stressed the importance of mapping the extent to which
secondary symbols, carrying implicit messages about nationhood, have
become attached to these daily events and patterns of communication.
‘How wide is the range of interests and the volume of communications
and experiences among the members of a people? To what share of
these have national symbols become attached? How often are those
national symbols then found in circulation? What persons, things and
institutions are devoted to producing these secondary symbols, and
how important is that portion of the primary communications to which they
have become attached?’ (Deutsch, [1953]1966: 172–3).

The elusive project: waiting for push to become shove

Of course it is difficult to assess whether or not Deutsch’s view of the
contingent nature of national identity is accurate until a serious
conflict emerges. However, as has been argued above, it is certainly
possible to establish indicators that would help to establish how indi-
viduals might react should the ‘double process of habit-breaking’,
which Deutsch et al. (1957: 85) saw as a facilitating integration, take
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place within a member state of the EU. Thus, should ‘the emergence of
a distinctive way of life’ take place, with a concomitant change in pre-
vious habits of behaviour, and be faced with an external challenge,
detailed attitudinal studies should provide some indication of how
individuals would respond. However, even if so stark a situation were
never to occur in the EU, the insights of Deutsch et al. and the wider
theories of nationalism and national identity are still of central import-
ance to the study of the EU.

First, it appears that some degree of banal Europeanism has already
begun to emerge within the EU. Thus, a key question for students of
the EU follows: how has this been allowed to happen by existing elites
at the national level? Deutsch ([1953]1966: 104) argued that ‘whatever
the instruments of power, they are used to strengthen and elaborate
those social channels of communication, the preferences of behaviour,
the political (and sometimes economic) alignments which, all together
make up the social fabric of nationality’. Similarly, examining the
effectiveness of social movements at the national level, Banaszak
(1996: 35) has argued that ‘one value common to most status quo
philosophies is the positive worth placed on the use of existing chan-
nels when participating in politics and the condemnation given to
attempts to challenge status quo institutions’. As regards the competi-
tion with ‘hot’ nationalisms, there seems little contest. Within the EU,
being Scottish, English, French, German or Greek takes preference over
being European. However, this does not mean that banal Europeanism
has not become embedded. Hence how this latter varient is, or is not,
transmitted among the European people(s), and the role that societal
actors play in European integration, may have long-term implications
for national elites and for the processes of European integration which
have not yet been fully realized.

Second, there is little doubt that in many respects the EU already
serves, for its member states, the same function which national states
have been said to perform for their people: ‘In a competitive economy
or culture, nationality is an implied claim to privilege. It emphasizes
group preference and group peculiarities, and so tends to keep out all
outside competitors. It promises opportunity, for it promises to elimi-
nate or lessen linguistic, racial, class or caste barriers to the social rise
of individuals within it. And it promises security, for it promises to
reduce the probability of outside competition for all sorts of opportuni-
ties, from business deals to marriages and jobs’ (Deutsch,[1953]1966:
102). Perhaps nowhere is this clearer than in discussions over the
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enlargement of the EU to central and eastern Europe. The work of
Deutsch and the many students of nationalism and national identity
may also provide valuable insights into the process of integration
beyond western Europe.

Conclusion: a case of banal Europeanism?

Haas (1970: 607) wrote of Deutsch’s 1954 work on regional integration:
‘Deutsch raised all the major questions and introduced many of the
concepts that still preoccupy and guide the research effort’. In this
chapter it has been argued that the insights developed by Deutsch, and
more generally by scholars of nationalism and national identity, have
been under utilized in contemporary studies of the EU. While, at first
glance, there is little evidence of ‘hot’ Europeanism, many unwaved
flags exist as daily reminders of the presence of the EU as a ‘homeland’
within which member states are nestled and the implications of this
need to be explored. The extent to which a sense of belonging to the
EU could be said to have become enhabited within the daily practices of
EU citizens, or the extent to which a sense of banal Europeanism can be
said to exist, may be a crucial element in the study of European inte-
gration. Moreover, it has been argued that closer attention must be
paid to the societal aspect of European integration and to the implica-
tions for the process of European integration of the various ‘imagin-
ings’ of the Union held by the various European people(s).

To pursue the research agenda that would confirm this, considerable
empirical data are required. There is a need for a detailed mapping of
indicators, of unwaved flags and their significance and of secondary
symbols, for example. Similarly, large scale, theoretically informed atti-
tudinal surveys, conducted on an EU-wide basis, are required. Such
detailed empirical data would provide a starting point for more
nuanced in-depth research, which could seek to establish the mecha-
nisms through which Europeanism, hot or banal, is (or fails to be)
transmitted. In short, scholars need not become preoccupied with the
question of whether or not the EU is, or will ever be, a national state in
order to utilize the insights and approaches developed by students of
nationalism and national identity. Perhaps now is the moment to
develop a more nuanced political sociology of the European Union
which acknowledges that the EU is more than simply a system of gov-
ernance which can be viewed in isolation from its broader societal
dimension.
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Notes

1. Many thanks to James Mitchell for his conversations and advice through-
out the drafting of this chapter. It draws on work for a project on The
Europeanization of State Society Relation for the ESRC ‘One Europe or
Several?’ Programme, award number L213252023.

2. Of course, Mitrany ([1943]1966: 46) specifically opposed the creation of a
territorially based institution in Europe arguing that ‘the problems which
now divide the national states would almost all crop up again in any terri-
torial realignment; their dimensions would be different, but not their evil
nature’.

3. Indeed, further they state that ‘There is substantial room for supranational
governance without an ultimate shift in identification’ (Sandholtz and
Stone Sweet, 1998: 5). This point Haas would undoubtedly agree with as he
specifically argued that any shift in loyalties, in response to the activities of
the new centre, need not be absolute or permanent: ‘multiple loyalties’ may
continue to exist (Haas, 1958: 15).

4. But see Mitchell and McAleavey (2002)
5. There is, however, a powerful argument from scholars of nationalism that

states generally precede nations (Keating, 1988), that national states fre-
quently emerge from multiple centres (Breuilly, 1982) and that nationalism
does not simply emerge but is actively created: ‘It is nationalism which
engerders nations, and not the other way round’ Gellner (1983: 55)

6. Unification nationalism, involving the ‘unification of a number of nomi-
nally sovereign states’ (Breuilly, 1982: 65–89) (as occurred, for example, in
Germany and Italy), is particularly appropriate as a model for examining the
EU. Although these studies of states and nations refer to an earlier, predemo-
cratic era, there is still much to learn from students of these phenomena.

7. Similarly, Haas’ focus on shifting loyalties is often misconstrued. For Haas
(1958: 15–16), it was more likely to be the convergence of a very disparate
set of interests which would drive the process of integration and result in
the establishment of a new political community, than any mass conversion
to the doctrine of ‘Europeanism’. Ultimately, a self-interested shift in
loyalty, or in the focus of political activities, by the political elite would, he
argued, increase the dynamic towards the development of the new political
community, whether it resulted from positive or from negative long-term
expectations of the integration process (Haas, 1958: 297).

8. It should be noted noted that any sense of Europeanness would have been
expected to develop only over a period of several generations through ‘a
historical process of social learning in which individuals, usually over
several generations, learn to become a people’ (Deutsch, [1953]1966: 174).
In any case, lack of a sense of Europeanness is not in any sense unique to
the EU. Indeed, Weber (1977: 486) has argued that the transformation of
‘peasants into Frenchmen’ emerged only through the expansion of univer-
sal education, military service and improved communications.

9. Even the very term member state could be viewed as an unwaved flag – unre-
markable, but a constant reminder of membership/belonging to the EU.
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12
European Identity and National
Identity in Central and Eastern
Europe
Judy Batt1

Identity in the politics of democratic transformation

The politics of identity has been a central feature of the transformation
of post-communist states in central and eastern Europe. The meaning
of the revolutions of 1989 was readily understood in this region as the
culmination of two centuries of struggle for ‘national self-determina-
tion’ against imperial rule in various guises – the Habsburg, Ottoman,
Prussian and Tsarist Russian empires, then the Nazi ‘Third Reich’ and
Soviet ‘socialist internationalism’. At the same time, there re-emerged
the characteristic tendency of previous struggles for ‘national self-
determination’ to elide the idea of ‘freedom’, as a set of political rights
for individuals, defended and promoted by a state accountable to the
people, with the right of the people as a collective entity – a nation – to
express their particular ethnic identity as a homogenous cultural com-
munity in possession of a state of ‘its own’. While national identities in
western Europe are by no means devoid of an ethnic component, con-
ditions in central and eastern Europe have reproduced the tendency to
emphasize pre-political criteria of ‘belonging’ as the primary condition
for the enjoyment of rights. This is what the Hungarian historian
Istvan Bibo (1946) identified as a certain ‘political hysteria’:

This means that nations living in this region lacked what was natu-
rally, clearly precisely and concretely present in the everyday life
and community consciousness of nations in western Europe: A
reality in their own national and state framework, a capital city, a
harmony between economy and politics, a unified social elite and so
forth. In eastern Europe a national framework was something that
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had to be created, repaired, fought for, and constantly protected, not
only against the power factors existing in the dynastic state, but also
from the indifference exhibited by a certain proportion of the country’s
own inhabitants, as well as from the wavering state of national
consciousness.

This situation contributed to the development of a trait most
characteristic of the unbalanced central and east European political
attitude: an existential fear for one’s community. Each nation in the
region has been living under the (sometimes more or less civilized,
at other times intolerably oppressive) pressure of foreign and root-
less state powers. Wars about historical and ethnic borders soon
accustomed peoples to being at each other’s throats as well, and given
a chance they used on each other the methods they learned from
the emperors, czars and sultans. They have all come to learn what it
means to see their histories, hallowed places endangered, lost or in
the hands of hostile foreign powers, and to see all or some of their
people dominated or oppressed by foreigners. In this region, it is not
necessary to exterminate or forcibly deport a nation’s inhabitants in
order to evoke a sense of danger; it is enough to forcefully and
violently cast doubts upon its very existence (Bibo, 1946: 38–40).

The historical propensity to resort to the politics of identity is reawak-
ened in the contemporary period by the extraordinary demands of
reconstituting the state out of the post-communist debris. Questions of
identity have been propelled to the fore by the very nature of ‘democ-
ratic transition’ itself. Democratic self-government presupposes the
existence of a consensual community with shared understandings not
only of what the state is for and how it is to function, but also of whom
the state is for, who belongs to the community to which it is to be held
accountable. The rules of democracy do not by themselves provide
answers to the questions of who belongs to the political community,
nor where its territorial borders should be drawn. In this region where
national identities have had to be painfully constructed and fought for,
and territorial borders have been chronically insecure and frequently
changing, democratization rapidly exposed the fact that the existence
of political communities could not be taken for granted. All three
multinational communist federal states (Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia,
and the Soviet Union) disintegrated between 1989 and 1992, leading to
the formation of a set of new states based on the demand for ‘national
self-determination’. Throughout the post-communist region, the place
of national and ethnic minorities within the political community, and

248 Identity in Central and Eastern Europe



the question of their rights as cultural communities, continue to be a
matter of contestation.

In important respects it makes sense to approach all the states of
post-communist Europe as new states, given the nature of their histo-
ries and the contemporary challenges they face (Hare, et al. 1999, ch 1).
It is therefore not inappropriate to compare the dynamic of their poli-
tics with that of other new states formed in the 1950s and 1960s in
post-colonial Asia and Africa. The work of Clifford Geertz, one of the
leading political anthropologists working in the latter field, provides
illuminating insights into the nature of the basic political challenge
facing new states:

It consists in defining, or trying to define, a collective subject to
whom the actions of the state can be internally connected, in creat-
ing, or trying to create, an experiential ‘we’ from whose will the
activities of government seem spontaneously to flow (1993: 240).

The process of collective political self-definition, Geertz argues, brings to
the fore tensions and ambiguities that had been submerged in the strug-
gle for national liberation against the colonial oppressor. ‘The day after’
national independence is achieved, a new set of questions moves on to
the political agenda: what purposes the state is to serve, what its inter-
nal constitution is to be, and how it is to relate to the rest of the world.
Answers to these questions rest on certain assumptions about the nature
of the political community the state represents, and yet at this point it
becomes clear that the unity of the ‘people’ in whose name indepen-
dence was achieved can no longer be taken for granted. The search for
answers reveals divergent understandings of the nature of the political
community, fracturing the preceeding consensus on goals and values.

In Geertz’s view, the basic dynamic of politics in new states can
broadly be understood in terms of the interaction between two partly
competing, partly complementary, and in any case ‘intimately related’
motives. The first motive is to promote and express the ‘indigenous
way of life’: ‘to look to local mores, established institutions, and the
unities of common experience – to “tradition”, “culture”, “national
character”, or even “race” – for the roots of a new identity’ (Geertz,
1993: 240). The second motive is to align with what he calls the ‘spirit
of the age’: ‘it is a demand for progress, for a rising standard of living,
more effective political order, greater social justice, and beyond that of
“playing a part in the larger arena of world politics”, of “exercising
influence among the nations” ’ (Geertz, 1993: 258).
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It is important to note that Geertz does not reduce the issue to an
‘either/or’ choice between expressing ‘primordial’ ethnic identity and
developing a ‘modern’, rational and universalistic form of ‘civic’ politi-
cal consciousness. On the contrary:

The two motives are . . . most intimately related, because citizenship
in a truly modern state has more and more become the most
broadly negotiable claim to personal significance, and because what
Mazzini called the demand to exist and have a name is to such a
great extent fired by a humiliating sense of exclusion from the
important centres of power in world society. But they are not the
same thing. They stem from different sources and respond to differ-
ent pressures. It is, in fact, the tension between them that is one of
the central driving forces in the national evolution of the new
states; as it is, at the same time, one of the greatest obstacles to such
evolution (Geertz, 1993: 258).

Translated into the political idiom of present-day post-communist
central and east Europe, the assertion of the ‘indigenous way of life’ is
most evident in the agenda of ethnic nationalism, reviving the long
tradition in the region which defines national identity primarily in
terms of pre-political, cultural and linguistic markers. The goal of polit-
ical mobilization is the ethnic nation’s acquisition of a state of ‘its
own’. By contrast, in the contemporary central and east European
context, aligning with the ‘spirit of the age’ implies adapting to the
pressures of globalization, but above all, ‘returning to Europe’. The
latter concept is multifaceted: it operates at the psychological level of
asserting the essentially ‘European’ character of the national identity;
at the level of domestic politics, it means establishing the social, politi-
cal and economic frameworks for a way of life similar to those enjoyed
in western European countries; at the international level, it means
acquiring the benefits associated with membership of the European
Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).

The importance of being ‘European’

The aspiration to ‘return to Europe’ played at least as significant a part
in the revolutions of 1989 as the demand for national self-determina-
tion – indeed, the two dimensions of identity were seen as comple-
mentary. Recovering a ‘lost’ European identity for the peoples of
central and eastern Europe meant recovering national self-esteem as a
member of the family of free, independent and above all modern
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European states. Bringing the state into line with ‘European norms’ of
democracy, the market economy, the rule of law and the protection of
human and minority rights has become a prerequisite for admission
to the EU and NATO, which most central and east European states
have identified as their top priority in foreign policy, the basis for
guaranteeing their future security and prosperity. The idea of ‘return-
ing to Europe’ thus inextricably linked the internal and the external
dimensions of change, and simultaneously expressed both psycholog-
ical motives of identification with ‘Europe’ and more pragmatic expec-
tations of security guarantees and economic benefits to be gained
from membership. The potential tensions between the aspiration to
national independence and the demands of joining an ever more
tightly integrated Europe were readily passed over in a peripheral
region anxious to escape from a history of external domination and
internal instability. At the outset, the broad terms of the political and
economic conditionality set by the EU and NATO seemed in line with
what the people of the new democracies wanted for themselves as
‘normal’ Europeans.

The importance of the idea of ‘Europe’ to the intellectuals of central
and eastern Europe is often hard to convey to west Europeans today,
especially to the younger generations who did not live through World
War II, and whose political imagination is far from fired with excite-
ment by the ‘real existing Europe’ of the EU today. Its institutions are
seen as remote from everyday life, staffed by arrogant technocrats and
pampered, even corrupt elites, operating according to obscure, impossi-
bly complex and bureaucratic procedures. The central Europeans’ ideal-
ization of Europe in 1989, however, reflects not only their lack of
contact with the Europe of the EU, but also their underlying sense of the
precariousness of their geopolitical predicament and the fragility of
their new political and economic institutions. In many respects, World
War II only ended in this region in 1989, and the powerful political
motives that underlay the original conception of the mission of the
European Community – overcoming historic national rivalries and ani-
mosities and building a framework for enduring peace and prosperity –
may now be more keenly appreciated in the central and eastern parts
of the continent than in the West.

Western Europeans’ weak attachment to the idea of Europe was first
lamented by Milan Kundera (1984) in his seminal article on the
‘Tragedy of Central Europe’. For Kundera, ‘Europe’ represents the para-
mount value of security in diversity for the variegated national cultures
of the continent which together comprise a distinct civilization:
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Central Europe longed to be a condensed version of Europe itself in
all its cultural variety, a small arch-European Europe, a reduced
model of Europe made up of nations conceived according to one rule:
the greatest variety within the smallest space (Kundera, 1984: 33)

Kundera’s article nicely captures that peculiarly intense, characteristi-
cally central European commitment to the preservation of distinct
cultural identities in the face of the ever-present threat of ‘extinction’
posed by an ‘other’ civilization: the ‘east’, namely Russia: ‘uniform,
standardizing, centralizing, determined to transform every nation of
its empire . . . into a single Russian people’ (Kundera, 1984: 33). As he
argues, for central Europeans, national identity is inseparable from
European identity: ‘The moment Hungary is no longer European –
that is, no longer western – it is driven from its own destiny, beyond
its own history: it loses the essence of its identity’ (Kundera, 1984: 33).
Being on the periphery, the small nations of central Europe are more
acutely conscious of this danger than the larger, more secure nations
of the West. For west Europeans, the threatening ‘other’ that pro-
pelled them towards cooperation with each other and integration was
primarily their own past of mutual destruction. While the Cold War
reinforced the incentive to integrate against the communist threat,
much of the practical responsibility for averting this threat was left to
the US-dominated NATO. The result, Kundera found, was compla-
cency and lack of urgency in the commitment to common ‘European’
values and identity, and the dismaying tendency to ‘forget’ about half
of itself – central Europe, the ‘captured West’ – by accepting the
bipolar division of Europe. And yet it was here that ‘European’ values
and identity were most deeply cherished and heroically defended
against all odds.

A powerfully emotive moral argument emerges from Kundera’s
article. In defining the mission of ‘central Europe’ in terms of guarding
and revitalizing the European idea against the Russian threat, he is also
implicitly making a demand that the West recognize the debt it owes –
a debt which would be called in after 1989. This notion was later
reflected in the widespread expectation that, since the West had to
some extent colluded in the division of Europe, it would therefore
accept responsibility for picking up the pieces after the communist
order collapsed. In Poland, where the idea of ‘central Europe’ was less
enthusiastically embraced by the opposition intelligentsia than in the
smaller countries of the former Habsburg territories, the sense of
western indebtedness to the east was stronger and more explicit, and
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summed up in the understanding of ‘Yalta’ – the moment of betrayal
of Poland. But this sense predates Yalta: it was already present in Polish
literature of the nineteenth and turn of the twentieth centuries, from
which emerges:

. . . an image of Poland – the Martyr and Saviour of Nations, the
country which suffered in order to purify and save Europe. Poland
died (that is, lost political sovereignty) but would be reborn thanks
to her spiritual and moral virtue. Her suffering would redeem other
nations. (Mach, 1997: 36)

This pattern of discourse about Poland’s relations with Europe led to a
‘combination of the inferiority complex of a poor relative and the
heroic image of a former protector, underestimated and forgotten by
the rich and happy western Europeans who neglected the fact that
Poles fought against communists for the values which were the essence
of European identity’ (Mach, 1997: 41).

The ambivalence of Polish intellectuals to the idea of ‘central Europe’
reflects not only the stronger conviction of Poland’s historical and
geopolitical importance to Europe, coupled with a more full-blooded
romantic messianism, but also a lingering sense of Poland’s other
‘national mission’ to the east, towards its neighbours which were once
part of the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth, the ‘Golden Age’ in the
Polish national myth. Thus the ‘Europe’ to which Poland would seek to
return after 1989 was likely to have a different shape, not only from
that envisaged by its western neighbours, but also from that of a com-
mitted ‘central European’ like Kundera. Citing the Czech Frantisek
Palacky, who memorably proclaimed in 1848 that ‘if Austria did not
exist, we would have to invent it’, Kundera suggests that the small
nations of central Europe are existentially wedded to the idea of multi-
national federation. ‘Returning to Europe’, from this perspective, seems
to imply ‘reinventing Austria’.

Emerging tensions

The 1989 revolutions were a moment of truth for these notions of
‘returning to Europe’. The slogan captured the mass popular imagina-
tion, which injected a new practical and substantive content into it.
Nostalgic wistfulness and grandiose visions were overlaid by quite con-
crete expectations of rapidly acquiring the ‘European way of life’, in
terms of welfare and consumer prosperity – expectations that were
bound to be, at least in the medium term, disappointed. At the same
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time, the response of the west Europeans was sobering, if not dismay-
ing. For central Europeans, it was self-evident that ‘returning to
Europe’ meant rapidly becoming full members of the ‘European club’,
in terms of joining every ‘European’ organization. Some proved more
accessible than others: while Council of Europe membership was rela-
tively quickly gained, the two key organizations, NATO and the EU,
were much more resistant to the idea of enlargement. These organiza-
tions’ efforts to persuade the central Europeans that membership was
not necessary, either to guarantee their future prosperity and security,
or to prove their ‘European’ identity and equal worth, were doomed to
failure, and not only on account of the specific ‘central European’
mindset which made membership a self-evident necessity. They lacked
credibility in themselves: the ‘EFTA model’ was not convincing when
the EFTAns themselves were now seeking EU membership; neutrality
was losing its meaning once bipolarity imploded; and anyway, central
Europe was not like Norway or Switzerland.

However, as time has passed since 1989, and especially as the real
implications of EU and NATO membership have had to be confronted,
the relationship between the ‘national’ and the ‘European’ compo-
nents of identity has become more problematic. The ‘day after’ the rev-
olution, as Geertz predicted, euphoric unity gave way to contestation
and uncertainty. This is, first, because of the ambivalent nature of
nationalism, especially in its complex relationship with the ‘European
idea’; and, second, because the ‘European idea’ itself, ever elusive and
subject to multiple contested interpretations, has entered a new phase
of self-redefinition with the breakdown of the cold war division of
Europe. These ambiguities offer scope for different groups to seize upon
different interpretations of ‘nation’ and ‘Europe’ to justify their com-
peting claims to the distribution of powers, rights and resources within
the state, and to protest at the burdens thrust upon them by the goal
of ‘returning to Europe’.

The resurgence of nationalism in the new democracies often pre-
sented a collectivistic and authoritarian face, at odds with the idealized
notion of a ‘European’ identity, centred on the values of toleration,
respect for diversity and the rights of the individual, cherished by 
the central European intelligentsia. While some laid the blame for this
‘un-European’ phenomenon on the continuing manipulative influence
of ex-communists seeking to cling on to power, Adam Michnik
acknowledged it had deep roots in central European societies, and 
had become the main political cleavage structuring post-communist
politics:
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The greatest threat to democracy today is no longer communism,
either as a political movement or as an ideology. The threat grows
instead from a combination of chauvinism, xenophobia, populism,
and authoritarianism, all of them connected with the sense of frus-
tration typical of great social upheavals . . . The most important
conflict in Polish culture today is being fought between those who
see Poland as part of Europe and those characterized by the Polish
sociologist Jerzy Szacki as ‘natiocentric’ . . . these two approaches
today divide the Polish intelligentsia; they cut across all political
lines and can be found among adherents of the ancien regime as well
as within Solidarity and the Catholic Church (Michnik, 1990: 7).

Democratization after 1989 undermined the moral hegemony of the
central European dissident intelligentsia in the articulation of authen-
tic collective identities with the advent of competition for the mass
vote. Free elections exposed the tenuousness of the links between the
intellectual elite and the people in whose name they had hitherto
assumed the right to speak. Everywhere in the region, parties led by the
heroes of the intelligentsia’s struggle against communism were reduced
to a minor role in the new parliaments. In the Polish case, the fragility
of the intellectual–worker alliance that Solidarity had represented
rapidly became clear in 1990 and 1991. As Michnik recognized, the
power of the working class revolt against communism had been due to
populism, appropriating the egalitarian discourse of communism and
using it most effectively against the corrupt and discredited communist
elite. But the consequences of this style of politics for the future
democracy had to be faced:

We also have to tell ourselves finally that the revolt against com-
munism in Poland – and what a successful revolt – was the revolt
of the crowd . . . The language of the crowd is the language of pop-
ulist discourse. Today, it would seem that we are witnessing a
reversion to this language of the crowd, in other words, to modes
of conduct acquired during the period of resistance to commu-
nism; modes of conduct that used to be rational within the frame-
work of a non-rational system because they offered the only
means of delegitimizing the system. Today, these same modes of
conduct are delegitimizing parliamentary democracy and opening
the door to authoritarianism. We have reached democracy without
the political culture appropriate to democratic order (Michnik,
1991: 181–2).
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Michnik’s response to this challenge was to reaffirm the ‘civilizing
mission’ of the intelligentsia: ‘it is our duty as inheritors of European
culture to fight against those attitudes – in the name of all those values
of Judaeo-Christian culture that were defended for centuries at the cost
of great sacrifices’ (Michnik, 1990: 7). If the intelligentsia saw the
problem primarily in terms of a struggle for values and culture, for
most central Europeans, the primary concern was the struggle for
everyday survival in the throes of economic transformation. Most
opinion polls show that everyday concerns such as incomes, the stan-
dard of living, employment prospects and law and order feature more
prominently on central European citizens’ list of priorities than issues
of identity and culture, whether national or European.

But the struggle to be ‘European’ has been disillusioning for the
intelligentsia too, especially in Poland, where the assumption of
Poland’s right to EU and NATO membership has been dealt blows, first
by western prevarications and then by the conditions imposed. ‘[A]s
heroes who have been protecting Europe for centuries, Poles believe
that they warrant better treatment than they are actually receiving,
that they deserve a certain reward for what they did and are doing’
(Mach, 1997: 41). This shows up in acute resentment at perceived EU
high-handedness, inflexibility, and double standards in accession nego-
tiations; and at the damage done by the imposition of the Schengen
regime to Poland’s relations with its eastern neighbours – regarded as a
matter of vital national strategic interest right across the political spec-
trum. The encounter with ‘actually existing Europe’ has been bruising
for key groups of the elite, as well as for the mass (especially for impov-
erished Polish farmers), and the ground is prepared for the emergence
of a sizeable ‘Eurosceptic’ movement. For the first time in October
1999, support for EU membership in Poland fell below 50 per cent.

In Czechoslovakia, the main challenge to the dissident intelligentsia’s
vision of the new order came from Slovak nationalism. The initial
response of leading former Chartists like Vaclav Havel, Jiri Dienstbier
and Petr Pithart was to fall back on the contrast between ‘civic’ and
‘ethnic’ nationalism, the former being ‘modern’, individualistic, open
and tolerant, the latter being backward-looking, parochial, collectivistic
and authoritarian. The ‘return to Europe’ clearly demanded the evolu-
tion of the ‘civic’ form of national identity, in line with the perceived
‘norm’ of western democracies and the imperatives of the age to multi-
national cooperation and supranational integration. The separatist
implications of Slovak national self-assertion were seen as a challenge
not only to the existence of Czechoslovakia as a federal state, but also to
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both nations’ reintegration into European structures. As such, it threat-
ened to undermine their claims to a ‘European’ identity.

This argument was bitterly resented by Slovaks, who saw in it the
revival of the Czech habit of patronizing and denigrating Slovak iden-
tity. The idea of a common ‘Czechoslovak’ identity had always been
more congenial to the numerically and culturally dominant Czechs
than to the Slovaks. The Czechs themselves had recognized the futility
of pursuing this idea some years ago, and, after the collapse of commu-
nism, were prepared to negotiate a reform of the federation. But the
difficulties of reaching agreement on the reallocation of powers
between the two national republics and the federation undermined
confidence in the viability of coexistence in a common state: where
agreement could not be reached on the means of coexistence, the cred-
ibility of both sides’ professed commitment to the common end was
undermined. In this context, mutual stereotypes were invoked to
explain the problem: the Czechs mistrusted Slovak ‘separatism’, associ-
ated in their memory with Nazi occupation during World War II, at
which time the Slovaks had for the first time acquired a state of their
own. For Czechs, this state confirmed their worst suspicions of Slovak
nationalism, being an authoritarian puppet-state dependent on Nazi
support. Yet for most Slovaks, for all its shortcomings, the wartime
republic had boosted their self-confidence as a nation capable of self-
government.

The implicit charge of ‘un-European’ tendencies levelled against
Slovak national assertiveness was countered by the Slovaks who
reaffirmed their aspiration to ‘return to Europe’ – but on their own
terms, with their ‘own star on the European flag’, occupying their own
seat at the table of European nation-states, as the prominent Slovak
Chartist and human rights lawyer, and briefly Prime Minister of
Slovakia, Jan Carnogursky put it. After all, what was ‘Europe’ but a
‘family’ of sovereign nations, among which the Slovaks were merely
claiming their rightful, equal place? It could convincingly be argued
that the idea of a purely ‘civic’ political community of individuals,
without reference to common culture and history, had much more to
do with the American tradition than the European one. European inte-
gration had not led to – nor had it aimed at – the obliteration of
nations, but provided a framework for their coexistence on equal
terms. As such, it might prove a more satisfactory home for the Slovaks
than Czechoslovakia had been, and it remained for the Czechs to
demonstrate why a common Czechoslovak state was necessary for the
Slovaks’ ‘return to Europe’.
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This line of argument provoked the Czechs into a reappraisal of
whether they needed Czechoslovakia either: the misty romantic notion
of Czech–Slovak brotherhood having dissipated in the acrimonious
constitutional wrangling, a more sober and calculating pragmatism
came to the fore in the person of Vaclav Klaus. If the Czechs’ original
reasons for constructing Czechoslovakia after World War I had centred
on the need for strategic reinforcement against the German threat –
now neutralized in an integrated European Union – their current and
future economic interests lay in detaching themselves from the burden
of subsidizing the weaker Slovak economy, and pressing ahead with
the radical economic transformation that the Slovaks were resisting.
Thus for the Czechs too, the ‘return to Europe’ might most rapidly and
effectively be accomplished as a separate nation.

The question of Slovakia’s place in Europe remained, however, unre-
solved after independence, and was the source of much soul-searching
angst on the part of Slovakia’s democratic intellectuals. It became inex-
tricably linked with the internal state-building process as the party
system crystalized into two camps. The parties in the governing coali-
tions under Vladimir Meciar increasingly came to represent a certain
style of politics: personalized, authoritarian rule exercised through
leader-dominated parties organized on the basis of corrupt patron–
client relationships, legitimated by a populist form of nationalism
rooted in the assertion of ethnic identity. According to the political sci-
entist Sona Szomolanyi, this was a deviation from the ‘European stan-
dard’ pattern of party politics which other central European countries
were following. ‘Standard’ European-style parties, based on the familiar
left–right spectrum (social democracy, liberalism, Christian democracy)
were evident only in the opposition (Szomolanyi, 1995). The 1997
decisions of the EU and NATO not to include Slovakia in the ‘first
wave’ of eastward enlargement tended to confirm this analysis on the
practical level. Nevertheless, it embodies a peculiarly selective vision of
‘Europe’: far from departing from the ‘European norm’, Meciar’s
Movement for a Democratic Slovakia could be compared with Europe’s
less attractive ‘post-modern’ faces, Jorg Haider’s Freedom Party and
Silvio Berlusconi’s Forza Italia.

In Hungary, intellectuals of that distinctive ‘central European’, cos-
mopolitan stamp have found it no easier to come to terms with the
potent force of national identity in political life. In the pursuit of
‘modernity’ by means of prioritizing NATO and EU accession, the party
formed by the intellectuals of the communist-era ‘democratic opposi-
tion’ found themselves joining forces with the former communists,
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rebranded as ‘social democrats of the European type’ in the Hungarian
Socialist Party. The nationalist end of the political spectrum, however,
has for the most part been equally infatuated with an idea of ‘Europe’ –
a distinctive reading of Europe, of nations, but not of nation-states.
Nationally minded Hungarians have a special difficulty with the idea
of Hungary as a nation-state, because it does not encompass the whole
Hungarian nation. They are thus peculiarly – for nationalists –
attracted by the ideas of a ‘Europe without borders’ and a ‘Europe of
the regions’. These visions offer the prospect of transcending the divi-
sion between Hungarians living in the ‘motherland’ and the
Hungarian minorities ‘beyond the borders’, validate the Hungarian
demand for the minority territorial autonomy, and suggestively hint at
the impermanence of the Slovak, Romanian, Ukrainian and Serbian
nation-states all round Hungary where the minorities live. To show the
way, the Hungarian government in 1993 introduced one of Europe’s
most radical and far-reaching laws for the national and ethnic minori-
ties living on its own territory, including the right to territorial self-
governments. It has continued to press in European and international
fora for wider recognition and acceptance of this as a model for the
future. From the point of view of Hungary’s neighbours, this looks like
a wolf in sheep’s clothing – old-fashioned revisionism deceptively
dressed up in ‘post-modern’, impeccably ‘European’ garb. From the
point of view of Hungary’s largest ethnic minority, the Roma, the
minorities law misses the point: their needs centre mainly on social
inclusion, education and housing, rather than the (poorly funded)
institutionalization of difference.

There is no doubt that the Hungarians have expended considerable
effort and imagination in attempting to reconcile the demands of their
national identity with those of ‘returning to Europe’, and in diverting
deep-rooted revisionist instincts into less dangerous (and even poten-
tially productive) channels. Nevertheless, a stable balance has not yet
been struck. While Hungary’s success in the race for EU accession has
been a matter of obvious pride, it came at the price of preparing to
implement Schengen-style border controls which undermine its com-
mitment to free access for the minorities in neighbouring countries.
While NATO membership was greeted as the culmination of Hungary’s
manifest destiny by most members of the political elite, Hungarian
society had taken some persuading to approve it in a referendum. The
rather fragile popular legitimacy of this aspect of ‘returning to Europe’
was dealt a bad blow when, within 12 days of joining NATO, Hungary
found itself drawn in to supporting the aerial bombardment of Serbia,
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which included targets in Vojvodina, territory inhabited by the
Hungarian minority. The nationalist assumption that a single, unified
Hungarian national identity transcending Hungary’s borders exists and
must be at the centre of the Hungarian state’s purposes thus faces new
challenges.

Divergence and convergence

The idea of ‘returning to Europe’, first launched by central European
intellectuals in the early 1980s, made an inextricable and mutually
supportive linkage between national identity and European identity for
the peoples of this region. It was a powerful, deeply resonating argu-
ment. But the real prospect of ‘returning to Europe’ has exposed its
inherent tensions in the post-1989 context, and has provoked a fresh
round of debate about national identities, how they relate to the new
democratic institutions and to the emergent European polity.

The post-1989 trend towards diversity and the salience of national
identity in political debate in central and eastern Europe coincided
with the inauguration of a new phase of closer integration in western
Europe, proclaimed in the Maastricht Treaty’s commitments to mone-
tary union, complemented by political union. Many commentators in
the 1990s worried that this further confirmed the fundamental diver-
gence of the historical paths of the two parts of the continent, making
the central European aspiration to ‘return to Europe’ seem hopelessly
quixotic. But ratification of Maastricht provoked fierce political debates
in many EU member states. In the course of these it became clear that
national identities and nation-statehood are still capable of evoking a
deep popular response in west European politics. The relationship
between the ‘national’ and the ‘European’ components of identity
remains contentious even in some of the founder members of the
Union. Moreover, the gulf that Maastricht exposed between a distant
vision of ‘Europe’, promoted and managed by a narrow elite of cultural
intellectuals, technocrats and politicians, and the real aspirations,
concerns and fears of west European societies was paralleled in central
Europe at the same time. Here governments and intellectuals began 
to face up to the task of embedding their visions of ‘Europe’ in 
the political culture and practices of post-communist societies. The
much-bruited ‘democratic deficit’ of European institutions was discov-
ered also to afflict the government of states across the continent.

Meanwhile, national identities both East and West are turning out to
be more fluid and more contested than often assumed. National iden-

260 Identity in Central and Eastern Europe



tity is by no means the dominant concern of most people in central
and eastern Europe, where everyday material concerns regularly top
the list of priority issues in public opinion polls. Attachment to the
nation as the primary focus of loyalty is, somewhat surprisingly, found
to be a minority sentiment: when asked to chose with which they
identified most closely, only 31 per cent of those polled by the New
Democracies Barometer placed their nation-state first. One might specu-
late that the intelligentsia constitute a disproportionate share of these.
Nineteen per cent identified most closely with ‘Europe’, and 20 per
cent combined their national identity with a sub-state regional or local
identity. A rather striking 21 per cent identified only with the sub-state
region or locality in which they lived (see Rose and Haerpfer, 1998a:
23). The perception of national minorities as a ‘threat’ diminished
steadily throughout the 1990s, so that by 1998, only 25 per cent con-
tinued to see them in this way (see Rose and Haerpfer, 1998b: 41).

This suggests not divergence, but convergence between west and
central Europe on terrain that is new and uncertain for both. New pres-
sures are making themselves felt on national identities across the conti-
nent. Societies are increasingly open to cross-cultural contact as a result
of international travel, labour mobility, and the globalization of mass
communications. The effect has not been supranational cultural con-
vergence so much as fragmentation, undermining the grip of state-pro-
moted national cultural homogeneity from below. The appeal of the
‘grand narrative’ of nationalism seems to hold declining appeal in both
parts of the continent. ‘European’ identity remains elusive, and yet the
search to pin it down seems more urgent than ever as the EU confronts
the challenge of enlargement: how an increasingly diverse range of
national cultures can be managed without compromizing the coher-
ence of the Union, its capacity to sustain the momentum of integra-
tion, and its ability to meet its growing role at the centre of the new
European order. While ‘central European’ idealism has taken a batter-
ing in the past decade, and the emergence of Eurosceptic movements
seems inevitable, the underlying rationale of the ‘central European’
vision of ‘Europe’ as their best hope for overcoming their unhappy his-
tories of marginalization and oppression by dominant Great Powers,
socio-economic stagnation, recurrent national tensions and political
instability has not lost its forcefulness (Amato and Batt, 1999). To that
extent, the central Europeans can be expected to make a major contri-
bution to the debate, by revitalizing the sense of purpose of European
institutions that are ripe for radical reform, and still groping their way
towards a redefinition of their roles in the new European order.
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Note

1. Thanks to Martin Kovats, Brigid Fowler and Kataryna Wolczuk for helpful
comments on the draft of this chapter. It draws on work for a project on
‘ “Fuzzy Statehood” and European Integration in Central and Eastern
Europe’ for the ESRC ‘One Europe or Several?’ Programme, award number
L213252001.
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13
EU Citizenship and Pan-
Europeanism
Elizabeth Meehan1

Introduction

In her invitation to the contributors to this book, Helen Wallace (1999)
suggested that we might explore the themes of integration outlined in
her Stein Rokkan memorial lecture of 1998. In that lecture, she sug-
gested that, while there could be no definitive claim about where the
eastern boundary of Europe lay, pan-Europe is what we have with the
blurring of the east–west distinction following the end of the cold war.
Thus, ‘pan-Europeanism’ in the title of this chapter refers to the spatial
arena, and differences within that space, within which EU citizenship
is, or after enlargement may be, practised.

The themes of integration explored in Helen Wallace’s lecture
include not only east–west issues but also different outlooks among
west European states towards the functional, territorial and affilia-
tional purposes of the ‘deep’ integration, of the European Union (EU).
The primary aim of this chapter is to explore the affiliational purpose
of ‘deep’ integration but it should also be noted that questions about
EU citizenship ‘spill-over’ into its other two purposes. Indeed, the
question of citizenship could be a key area for exploring her two
general questions. These are: whether the ‘deep’ integration model is
sustainable in the West; and whether central and eastern Europe can
link into the three categories of purpose sufficiently to make ‘deep’
integration in pan-Europe feasible. It is not the intention of this
chapter to answer these questions, but rather to indicate areas where
further research, such as that within the ‘One Europe or Several?’
programme, might begin to provide answers.

In its Marshallian conception, citizenship is not only about formal
political rights but also about material well-being and ‘belonging’, both
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of which enhance peoples’ ability to use their rights and to participate
in politics. Thus the first two parts of this chapter explore features
relating to well-being and ‘belonging’. Here, the question is raised as to
whether the existence of economic and cultural differences, within
western Europe and between East and West, rule out a sufficiently
common basis for a ‘deep’ sense of pan-European citizenship. The
chapter then indicates some policy questions arising from differences
within the West and between East and West. Such differences, com-
pounded by diverse political traditions and national identities, are
often taken to imply that a ‘deep’ sense of European citizenship could
never emerge. However, there is an argument that supranational citi-
zenship is, in principle, more capable than national citizenship of
being inclusive. In conclusion, the chapter considers whether this
might be achievable in practice in an enlarged EU.

Differences in the material bases for participation

Socio-economic inequalities are irrelevant to a libertarian conception of
citizenship; indeed, compensating for them would be detrimental to the
rights of other citizens. This view is strongest in the United States of
America (USA), though there are traces of it in the United Kingdom
(UK), not only as a result of the advent of Thatcherism, but also deriving
from a traditional preference for negative liberties over positive rights.
Nevertheless, there has been a social and Christian democratic consen-
sus in western Europe, both north and south and including the UK, that
economic and social progress are linked. Its social and Christian roots
may differ, as do British and continental theorizing about industrial citi-
zenship (Streeck, 1997: 1–24), but the practical implications for society
and state in all west European traditions are similar – workers’ rights and
state intervention to promote social cohesion. In this respect, the
prospects for a common material basis for European social citizenship
may be fragile, though such a judgement would have to be tempered by
the coexistence of different assessments of cohesion in the West and
rapid changes that are taking place in the East.

Economic indicators

Dunford and Hudson (1996) summarize economic and cultural differ-
ences in EU states and regions and among its neighbours, some of
which are potential member states. Based on 1991 figures for GDP per
capita, their report shows a strong correlation between wealth and EU
membership and, discounting Norway and Switzerland, relative
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poverty among prospective or possible members. Among EU members,
there were also significant internal differences.

In the EU, they suggest (1996: 5–12), there was a ‘core of advanced
city regions and major international cities most of which lie along a
vital axis that extends from Greater London through the Rhinelands to
Northern Italy with its centre of gravity in the western half of
Germany’. The core was pulling southeast to Stuttgart, Munich, Zurich,
Milan, Turin and Bologna because of faster growth there than in the
major cities of the north-west, such as London and Paris. There was
also a ‘cluster of stronger economies’ in southern Germany,
Switzerland, and Northern Italy and in the ‘global cities of London and
Paris’, with high per capita GDP relative to other regions of the conti-
nent and regions within those particular countries (Dunford and
Hudson, 1996: 19). Conversely, more than 20 per cent of regions in EU
countries fell below 75 per cent of the average per capita GDP.

More recent work, based on later GDP data, reinforces these findings
of disparities among regions within member states and across the EU
and demonstrates the complexity of inter-regional and inter-state dif-
ferences. Dunford and Smith (1998: 8, 11, 12) report a renewed
increase since the 1970s in disparities across the EU in regional devel-
opment and income inequalities. Different member states are develop-
ing along different trajectories internally and in comparison with each
other; only the Netherlands and Greece escape the trend of increased
internal differentiation (Dunford and Smith, 1998: 52). Against this,
Tsoukalis (1998: 19) suggests that the impact of the structural funds is
‘mildly encouraging’ in that, since the late 1980s, there are some signs
of inter-regional convergence within the EU.

As regards East–West differences, Dunford and Hudson (1996: 7–10)
identified a ‘sharp development divide’ between current and prospec-
tive EU members, although Rosati draws attention to some important
changes: Poland (the first to regain its pre-transition GDP), the Czech
Republic, Slovenia, and Hungary have ‘stabilize[d] their economies . . .
and embarked on a steady growth path’ – at faster rates than the EU
average (Rosati, 1998: 5–6). Moreover, other indices, such as Personal
Purchasing Standards and the UN’s Human Development Index [HDI],
also suggest a narrowing gap between some of the applicant countries
and the poorest EU states. For more detail see Chapter 7.

Education

Economic differences within and between countries are accompanied
by differential access to education. Though there is little difference
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among EU member states or between them and prospective members,
in levels of adult literacy and only slightly more in terms of school
enrolment,2 there are differences within the EU over access to further
education and training. For example, in the late 1980s less than 40 per
cent of young people in Portugal were in apprenticeships, training or
non-university education and more than 85 per cent in Germany, the
Netherlands and Denmark. In the UK and countries where ‘a large
number of regions are classified as lagging (Portugal, Greece, Ireland,
Italy and Spain) the maximum participation rate was 60 per cent
(Dunford and Hudson, 1996: 28).

Employment

Although social rights are central to a Marshallian conception of citi-
zenship, there remains a sense that poor citizens are second-class citi-
zens (Lister, 1990). Leonard 1998: 58) reminds us that ‘Europe remains
the only area of the world where even the unemployed can maintain a
decent standard of living’. Nonetheless, if unemployment can be taken
as an indicator of poverty, not only in terms of income, but also in the
sense of access to those facilities and networks which form the basis of
cooperative action (Women and Citizenship Research Group, 1995),
the foundations of European citizenship may be fragile. For example,
in Southern Italy and Spain there are areas where, in the mid 1990s,
unemployment was in excess of 20 per cent.3 This compared with less
than 5 per cent in southern Germany, Luxembourg, parts of northern
Italy and Portugal. In many parts of the EU, there is a problem of
youth unemployment, more sharply experienced in some places than
others. In the UK – even with its relatively stronger anti-discrimination
legislation – unemployment falls disproportionately on members of
ethnic minority communities, who also experience poor health, a
strong sense of alienation from the educational system and discrimina-
tion in the criminal justice system (Meehan, 1999).

Implications of the socio-economic indicators of unequal
citizenship

Rosati’s (1998) purpose is to demonstrate that there is a strategic inter-
est for the EU in assisting, not only those states in central and eastern
Europe closer to membership, but also the others. How far this is
achievable is open to question. Begg (1998: 11–12) suggests that the
ability of the EU to extend the structural funds after enlargement, will
be hindered by the persistence of serious disparities within and
between the existing member states of the EU. These disparities may
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already limit the sense of solidarity within the current EU; yet to divert
assistance from its poor regions to new member states would test the
basis for East–West solidarity. Dunford and Hudson (1996: 27–8) link
differences within and between current member states to the weaken-
ing of national policies of territorial equalization and the erosion of
welfare states. This, they suggest, is intensifying social and spatial seg-
regation and polarizing differences in lifestyles within and between
cities and regions. EU funding to beneficiary regions affects inter-
personal income inequalities only indirectly. EU member governments
remain unwilling to tackle them through the ‘Europeanization’ of
social protection (Begg, 1998: 5; Tsoukalis, 1998: 18, 29).

Closa (1996: 8–9), arguing from theories of citizenship, rather than
socio-economic geography, identifies similar problems. He suggests
that the processes of integration, though motivated by the idea that
prosperity depends on collaboration and EU-wide cohesion, make it
more difficult for states to tackle domestic inequalities unilaterally. The
erosion of the welfare state at the national level coexists with obstacles
to its recreation at the EU level. This is not only because the EU lacks
the relevant policy powers, but also because of differences in national
cultures and the weakness of transnational common identity. Closa
(1996: 10) argues that, as a result, the EU has ‘become an additional
arena for defending privileged national forms of citizenship’ (his
emphasis).

Cultural differences – language and politics

Cultural differences remain a strong feature in Europe, both across and
within states. Linguistic heterogeneity, as well as political variety, has
implications for communication and cooperative development.

Language and social or cultural commonality

Within many European countries, both of EU members and potential
members, more than one indigenous language is spoken. This can give
rise to political tension in some EU member states: for example,
Belgium, Finland, Denmark, Spain, Austria and, to some extent, Ireland
and the UK (Northern Ireland and Wales). Many of the candidate
countries have linguistic variety; for example, Hungary, Romania,
Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia.
Countries with colonial histories have to accommodate non-European
languages as a consequence of immigration. Linguistic heterogeneity
persists despite the efforts of nation-building and modernization both
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to suppress indigenous minority languages and to make migrants
assimilate. Knudsen (1995) argues that governments should accept that
such attempts to suppress do not work and can be counter-productive.

A symbol of resistance to attempted suppression can be seen in (post-
independence) Ireland. Articles 8.1 and 8.2 of the Constitution define
‘Irish as the national language’ and, therefore, ‘the first official lan-
guage’, though it is now spoken by a minority of the population; ‘the
English language’, now spoken by the majority, ‘is recognized as a
second language’. The modern conception of a more inclusive citizen-
ship practice entails recognition of the value of diversity. This implies
it is part of peoples’ rights to be able to use, and be educated in, a
minority language, as well as that of the majority. There are public
policies for this purpose in, for example, Austria, Italy and Slovenia.
Some policy-makers expect the linguistic rights of Italian speakers in
Slovenia and Slovenian speakers in Italy – for example, in Trieste – to
be facilitated when Slovenia joins Italy as an EU member.

The multiplicity of languages is often seen as an important barrier to
the sense of commonality, required for European social citizenship. It
might be thought that recognizing the legitimacy of multi-lingualism
within states would compound the problem of trans-national empathy
and commonality. Knudsen (1995), however, contests this by observ-
ing that people find their first second language the most difficult to
learn, but that, having done so, it is easier for them to learn yet
another.

However, it is clear that few Europeans (and not only the British!)
have taken steps to speak the language of their neighbouring countries.
Though, as noted, some states have policies of bilingualism which
mean that minorities in border regions can speak the languages of both
countries, a recent survey suggests that only about half of all EU citi-
zens can speak another language well enough to hold a conversation in
it (Leonard, 1998: 53). Young people are slightly less monolingual than
the population as a whole. Even so, lack of confidence in a second lan-
guage inhibits young people’s mobility, at a time when an increasing
number of firms look for such a skill among their employees. That only
half the people of Europe can hold a conversation in the language of a
neighbour may skew the benefits of a common labour market more
towards the well-educated than to unskilled workers with poor linguis-
tic abilities. It is hard to imagine a common democratic public space in
which all voices can be heard without vast expenditure on multiple
translation services by civil society organizations and political institu-
tions. To achieve this for oral communications is one challenge, but an
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even greater one for written language, which is more difficult to master
(Knudsen, 1995: 50).

However, lack of fluency in other languages need not rule out senses
of commonality among people who see themselves as rooted in specific
identities. Howe (1995: 27–46), for example, suggests that a common
language is not the only source of empathy among peoples. Indeed, half
of EU citizens have, or expect to have, a European component in their
sense of identity (in addition to their nationality). They feel European
in general without positively identifying with the EU. Moreover, this
double identification is strongest among Poles and Czechs whose states
are not yet members of the EU (Leonard, 1998: 19–20).4 It also seems
that most people may be tolerant of diversity – especially young people,
only three per cent of whom ‘feel uneasy with people from another
nationality, culture or religion’ and 5 per cent ‘uneasy with people of
different races’. Holiday travel, student exchanges and intermingling
arising from migration appear to have increased peoples’ interest in
trying out each other’s food, listening to each other’s music, enjoying
the skills of each other’s footballers and so forth.

But, as with language, the growth of transnational contact may also
be socially divisive. There is some evidence of class bias, hinted at
above, in trans-European solidarity. Business and professional classes
across Europe are more likely than people in other social categories to
support the EU and to believe their countries to have benefited from
membership (Leonard, 1998: 25–8). Indeed, ‘ordinary people’ may
attribute their economic insecurity to the EU. Reactions to increased
asylum-seeking are stark reminders of how easily pleasure in diversity
can give way to xenophobia when people who are ‘different’ can be
made scapegoats for the kinds of material inequalities discussed above.
Solidarity, even among the better-off, may be strained by EU enlarge-
ment. The growing ‘restlessness’ in current EU richer states about
resource transfers to the poorer ones is accompanied by only ‘luke-
warm support for enlargement – partly because of higher costs and
fears of losing regional aid’ (Leonard, 1998: 57).

Political culture, institutions and civil society

Differences in culture in its political sense also exist across and within
countries, both of which are relevant to the creation of democratic
European citizenship. It is not a simple question of whether member
states favour ‘l’Europe des patries’ or ‘ever closer union’ at the level of
‘high politics’. Nor is there a clear ‘north–south divide’ in attitudes to
European integration. In general, two ‘northern’ states, the UK and
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France sometimes seem to be similar in preferring intergovernmental
approaches, compared to other founding states and the ‘south’. At the
time of the recent enlargement to take in Austria, Finland and Sweden,
there were concerns from some southern member states that ‘the
centre of gravity’ of European ideas and policies would take a sceptical
northern turn.

However, as regards the various aspects of citizenship, the range of
opinion does not coincide with any clear geographical generalization.
With respect to freedom of movement of persons, Denmark was on its
own in insisting that such matters must remain a matter for national
decision-making. Its neighbours, along with the ‘core’ and ‘southern’
states accepted in the Treaty of Amsterdam of 1997 the ‘communita-
rization’ of the Schengen agreements. The UK placed itself between
them and Denmark and other EU members by accepting the inclusion
of Schengen in the Treaty on condition that it could be exempt (a
policy that Ireland chose to follow for different reasons). Though there
is no disagreement that workers’ and social rights may have some place
on the European agenda, different understandings of industrial citizen-
ship have impeded agreement on the appropriate scope of common
legislation. Primarily, this has arisen not from a ‘north–south divide’,
but as a result of a conflict of ideas between the UK and Germany
(Meehan, 2000).

Another factor stems from the different constitutional understand-
ings of the proper relationship between the centres of member states
and their component parts, which can affect the capacities of sub-state
regions to cooperate with other regions in trans-state alliances and
with the central institutions of the EU. It is often said that regions in
centralized states are at a disadvantage because they do not have the
powers, administrative infrastructures and economic freedom to
benefit from EU regional initiatives compared to countries where
regions are constitutionally recognized. Indeed, having emerged from
highly centralized state structures, the prospective members are said to
be at a disadvantage in their limited ‘institutional capacity to deliver
regional development’ via EU structural funds (Begg, 1998: 18). But,
although there is a broad correlation between vigorous regional politi-
cal structures and a capacity to succeed in terms of economic develop-
ment, Dunford and Hudson (1996: chapters 5–6) show that this does
not always work. They suggest, for example, that the relative indepen-
dence of Saarland has not contributed notably to its success as a
European region and that, in contrast, Abruzzo’s achievements owe
less to its constitutional status than to the way its political leaders work
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together to manage relations with Rome. In the component parts of
the UK, centralization has been seen as an impediment to the achieve-
ment of regional interests through European channels. Northern Irish
leaders, otherwise divided by sectarianism, work together, as in
Abruzzo (although not through London), to place Northern Irish inter-
ests more to the forefront in the EU. In Scotland, members of the new
Parliament are determined to have direct relations with EU institu-
tions, as well as operating through those of the UK.

Other features of civil society differ in ways which may also affect
the ability of citizens to influence European debates and, in turn,
provoke different experiences of the impact of EU legislation. The
German experience of co-determination at the workplace has been a
manifestation of the shared idea of trade unions and government that
social partnership was critical to economic prosperity. Their agreement
that the national interest lay in the EU produced a powerful voice for
the ‘Europeanization’ of the German social model. Resistance from
other member states, notably the UK, has driven something of a wedge
between German unions and the government’s articulation of the
national interest, and isolated them from other European unions.
Streeck (1997) goes so far as to suggest that their domestic industrial
partnership is at risk.

As O’Donnell argues elsewhere in this volume, it seems possible that
the Irish model of social partnership could become an alternative basis
for a European model. Other variants might, however, emerge. For
example, the strength of French chambers of commerce and industry
(in effect public institutions with considerable resources) means that
they were and remain important actors as in the success of Rhone-
Alpes (Dunford and Hudson, 1996: chapter 4), perhaps providing a
capacity that counteracts the legislative weakness of French regions
compared to the German Länder. As Closa (1996) argues, those civil
society associations that are already strong within individual countries
are likely to be able to compound their pre-existing national advan-
tages at the EU level. Women’s organizations in the UK (Bretherton
and Sperling: 1996: 487–508), vary in their European engagement
according to their domestic ‘presence’. On the other hand, it has been
shown that positive action can counteract the disadvantages of mar-
ginalized women in EU activities (Cockburn, 1991).

This suggests that similar steps would be necessary to encourage soci-
etal involvement in the candidate countries. It is not only the public
institutional infrastructure that is weak as a result of totalitarianism but
also the pattern of civil associations. Recognition of this has already led

Elizabeth Meehan 271



to a considerable effort by the EU Phare Programme to encourage the
development of non-governmental organizations.

Implications of diversity for EU policy

All of these factors of diversity bear on the question of how the incipi-
ent values of European commonality might emerge and gain strength.
We need to be clear about how to avoid jeopardizing them, especially
given the member states’ increasingly expressed ambitions in EU texts
to ensure that ‘Europe’ is, indeed, ‘brought closer to its peoples’.

Incipient values of commonality

Despite the disparities noted in the previous sections, it seems that
there is already a degree of neighbourliness in the sense of interest in
one another’s difference. But, while Europe has always been, and
remains, what Leonard (1998: 50–1) calls a ‘travelling continent’, the
EU has not had as much success as one might have expected in build-
ing upon peoples’ willingness to migrate or to see borders as porous. In
addition to the language question, there are other barriers such as the
high cost of air travel within Europe, compared to other parts of the
world (notably the US) and poor progress on trans-European public
transport networks.

Willingness to be mobile and to accept the permeability of frontiers
should not, however, be taken to imply the promotion of homogene-
ity. Peoples’ neighbourly interest in one another lie in their mutual
awareness of the different things for which different parts of Europe are
known (Leonard, 1998: 58). Rightly or wrongly, ‘ordinary people’ often
believe that the integration project is about standardization. Although
this has economic and practical advantages, it is also widely believed to
jeopardize those things that people value in connection with national
or local identities, their own or those of others. Issues relating to food
are particularly emblematic in this regard, especially if standardization
threatens favoured local products such as Cox’s orange pippin apples
or Bresse chickens. Dunford and Hudson (1996) note that the inten-
tions of economic policy-makers and institutions of economic policy-
making are often similar but differ in detail. Such differences have to
be treated sensitively, as Knudsen (1995: 48–9) stresses in her example
of letter boxes and postal systems. She suggests that it is not that
Danish people believe that it is only the Danes that can organize a
system of postal collection, but that they would be upset if the tradi-
tional colours and design of Danish letter boxes had to be changed.
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Mrs Thatcher sometimes compared the EU with the USA to charac-
terize her fears of deepening federation. A successful federation had to
be built on social and political homogeneity; since this did not exist,
the European project was doomed to failure. Alternatively, homogene-
ity would have to be compelled into existence by a central European
‘state’, the antithesis of the freedoms upon which the EU was based.
This stark analysis rests on something of a misunderstanding about
American federalism. In the ideas of the eighteenth century advocates
of the US Constitution, social diversity and political pluralism were the
sine qua non of their understanding of republican federalism. Thus, it
would seem that, whether one’s vision of Europe is that of l’Europe des
patries or an ‘ever closer union’, diversity is equally important to both.
The prerequisite for European democratic citizenship and neighbourli-
ness, then, is not unlike the new language of citizenship within states –
constructing a régime which simultaneously meets common interests
and accommodates differences.

Practical policy needs

The demands of ‘unity in diversity’ have immediate policy implica-
tions, some of which may need to acknowledge difference and others
of which reflect the need for some uniformity. For example, the
mutual recognition of qualifications preserves diversity, while promot-
ing more universal mobility, whereas cheap and easily usable public
transport networks imply a degree of standardization.

There is, perhaps, also a need for member state governments to
reconsider how well the overall package of EU policies reflects peoples’
differing needs and aspirations. Recent presidencies of the Council of
the EU have emphasized the need ‘to bring Europe closer to its
peoples’. Indeed, recent presidential agendas have reflected the con-
cerns of public opinion: the quality of life, jobs, crime and the environ-
ment. But there is a risk of a continued mismatch between citizens’
concerns and the goals of policy-makers. A member of the Irish negoti-
ating team at Amsterdam (McDonagh, 1998: 80–1) qualified his claim
that governments were paying more attention to citizens by suggesting
that their responsiveness might be more presentational than substan-
tive. For it to be substantive, a number of topics would need to be
addressed, of which only a few can be illustrated here.

For example, a response to urban and environmental issues might
imply a more radical reform of the common agricultural policy than
has been achieved so far (Leonard, 1998: 54–5). There might need to be
an adaption of cohesion policy to cater for differences. As Begg (1998:
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15) points out, cohesion problems vary between: ‘the decline of large
manufacturing centres on the Franco–Belgian border, the inner city . . .
in the UK, . . . bleak suburban developments in France, [and] . . . con-
gestion and environmental degradation in Southern European cities’.
Elsewhere in the EU the main problems remain rural. Thus, he suggests
that support should be targeted on deprivation wherever it occurs and
‘not on regions per se’. Moreover, if something of the social and
Christian democratic consensus is to be maintained, attention must be
paid to the uneasy, even contradictory, relationship between competi-
tion policy, which precludes national intervention, and regional policy
(even if redefined as ‘deprivation policy’), which implies calls for socio-
economic intervention.

Social cohesion is also complicated by enlargement, not only from
the economic point of view. The emergent concept of liberty in the
applicant states seems to be more like that of the US; the negative one
of ‘freedom from’ restraint, not the ‘freedom to’. This is in contrast to
that implicit in Christian and social democracy, the thinking which
still influences the EU model by linking social inclusion and economic
progress. This invites the question of whether the applicant states
might be set fundamentally on a course that, in a new way, would con-
tinue to distinguish them from western Europe. On the other hand, a
libertarian approach to freedom may be a reaction against anything
‘tainted’ with ‘social’ ideas, as being too similar to communism. For
example, a transnational meeting in the early 1990s of the European
socialist feminist movement was confronted by calls from east
European women that the name should be changed. It may also be an
indication of the constrained economic conditions in the new democ-
racies which may rule out, at least for the time being, state interven-
tion in the social sphere. If the answer lies in circumstance rather than
fundamental philosophy, outlooks may become more common as situ-
ations improve. In the meantime, however, both this more libertarian
conception of freedom in the applicant states and the resource implica-
tions of extending the existing Community acquis raise questions
about the ideological commitment and material capacity of potential
new members to conform with either the conceptual or the practical
standards of solidarity in the EU.

As far as formal rights are concerned, migrants and would-be
migrants need governments to face up to the complications arising
from the decision to introduce the status of citizen of the EU while,
leaving rules about nationality to member states. One way of proceed-
ing would be to accept multiple and dual nationality; another would
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be to accept lawful residence, regardless of nationality, as a
qualification for the exercise of rights (Closa, 1996: 7). It can be argued
that there is some evidence of ‘spill-over’ from EU citizenship on to
state-based nationality laws in attempts to reform nationality laws in
Germany. Wiener (1998) suggests that, while nationality of a member
state is still a pre-condition for European citizenship rights, a new para-
digm exists in embryo in which citizenship might be more strongly
rooted in the place of residence than in nationality. The relationship
between lawful residence, whether as a national or an immigrant in a
member state, and rights in the EU as a whole needs to be addressed
more systematically. The basis for doing so is now present in the
Amsterdam Treaty.

Civil society, national ties and supranational bonds

If rights are to be more than symbolic and result in real redistribution
of power or influence, much depends on the ability of civil society ‘to
seize the day’. Closa (1998a,b) sees more potential, in principle, in
supranational than national arenas for democratic citizenship. In prac-
tice, he suggests, however, that European civil society may be too
fragile to transform EU citizenship into an arena for democratic self-
determination from what he calls an enhanced set of private rights to
make the most of new market opportunities (or be sheltered a little
from its threats).

Closa’s argument about the potential superiority of supranational
citizenship rests on a critique of the case that a shared national identity
is a pre-condition for citizenship. For, by insisting that citizenship can
be built only on such bonds, such theories propose that a democratic
practice be based on a commonality that was formed under pre-democ-
ratic conditions. In contrast, a site of democratic citizenship is one in
which people live together under a set of principled bonds, such as
those identified by Robert Dahl (1986) as voting equality, effective par-
ticipation, enlightened understanding, control of agendas and inclu-
siveness. In drawing this contrast, Closa suggests that supranational
citizenship is less likely than national citizenship to be exclusive and
discriminatory because, being unable to draw on comparable non-
principled bonds, its success must depend on democratic and human
rights norms.5

Dahl, of course, is a citizen of the USA, where democratic norms and
ties (albeit defective by today’s standards) preceded strong national
bonding in an overarching American sense. In contrast, Britishness was
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forged by elites, prior to democracy, so as to make bonds between
peoples who had been enemies of one another. It worked for some cen-
turies in the context of different sub-state national identities, while
principled bonds were grafted on to the pre-democratic unifications.
Now, however, there are claims in Scotland and, to some extent,
Wales, which support Closa’s case; that is, that, from a democratic
basis, a new union of principled norms might be negotiated, either via
the supranational level – the EU – or, at least, in its context.

The idea that a multi-state supranational union may be preferable to
unification with a single neighbour arises from experience among the
component peoples of the UK in trying to make what Closa calls their
private EU rights have public consequences. That is, people whose
material interests are enhanced by learning to use EU partnership and
subsidiarity opportunities are trying to redefine their relationship to
the domestic state in a European context, to bring about new forms of
mobilization and interaction, and to influence agendas. But, again in
line with Closa’s theoretical case, unification into the British state left
pre-British civil society institutions intact, especially in Scotland and
Northern Ireland. Hence, there is a basis from which either to improve
the principled bonds of the British state or to negotiate new ones in a
different arena.

Closa (1998b) is guarded about whether there is a strong enough
civil society in the EU as a whole to transcend the defects of national
citizenship in order to bring about the benefits of a régime based on
principled bonds. This would require a willingness on the part of states
themselves to agree to cease seeking to maintain the impression that
anxieties about national identities are well attended to in EU provi-
sions. The changes which he suggests are necessary include: the avoid-
ance of derogations and exemptions which ‘offer shelter to
communitarian understandings of the relationship between individu-
als and the state premised on nationality’; ‘the full constitutionaliza-
tion of a European political status’; greater opportunities for direct
citizenship participation in EU affairs; stronger commonality and reci-
procity of rights in different member states; and willingness by states
to respond to ‘spill-over’ pressures from EU citizenship status on to
varying nationality laws, including greater willingness to acknowledge
dual or multi-nationality.

If Closa is right about the weakness of European civil society in com-
bating a privatized, liberal or libertarian conception of citizenship,
then enlargement may reinforce the challenge. Prospective member
states will be expected to meet the pre-conditions of membership:
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respect for liberty, democracy and human rights. As noted, however,
the emergent concept of liberty in the applicant states seems to be
more libertarian than that which Closa sees in the EU. Moreover, the
construction of the new states in central and eastern Europe is closely
related to highly developed senses of national identity. Indeed, it
seems to be felt that this is the proper basis for the organization of col-
lective life.

Despite the last point, the main issue in respect of enlargement
should not be seen as about the addition of more nationalities per se
into the EU with complex collections of pre-democratic identifications.
Rather, it is that new mismatches among sets of principled bonds may
inhibit the transformation of EU citizenship along the lines aspired to
by Closa. If this is so, there is a heavy burden on those in the political
realm to democratize the European public space so that the various
associations of people can come face to face with their different inter-
ests and agendas (Tassin: 1992). Through a process of dialogue, they
would need to try to achieve outcomes that are, if not wholly satisfac-
tory to all, at least reasonable for the time being. Indeed, Kuper (1998:
285–94) persuasively argues that a project to ‘constitutionalize’ the EU
along liberal lines as a means of removing its ‘democratic deficits’ is
doomed to failure unless it is accompanied by the more republican
political project of fostering an active European citizenry.

Notes

1. I am grateful to the Council of Europe for permission to include in this
chapter sections of my report for its project on ‘European Studies for
Democratic Citizenship’. I should also like to thank Stefanka Hristoskova of
the Higher Education and Research Section of the Council of Europe for her
leadership of the project’s Working Party and Expert Group and her encour-
agement of my work for it.

2. It should be noted, however, that school participation rates are far from
constant (OECD, Education at a Glance 2000, Chapter A, http://www.
oecd.org/els/educ/eag98/eag98_3a.htm). Indeed, since 1995, drop-out rates
have become such a problem in Bulgaria that the Ministry of Education and
Science, in partnership with a Danish–Irish Consortium (Democratic
Development) and funded under the PHARE programme, has established a
project, ‘A School for Everyone’ (http://wwwgo2school.bg/go2school/
main.htm). 1995 figures used by Rosati (1998: 7).

3. These and following figures are from Dunford and Hudson (1996: 23–4,
29–33).

4. For subsequent figures, see Leonard (1998: 60–1).
5. Weiler (1997), too, calls for supranational democratic norms but in combi-

nation with measures to reassure people about state-based competences.
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14
Immigrants, Cosmopolitans and
the Idea of Europe
Ash Amin1

Introduction

Non-white residents and citizens of the European Union (EU) have no
role to play in the ‘Idea of Europe’, which remains an ideal of unity
drawing on a Christian-Enlightenment heritage to bridge the diversity
of European national cultures. The Idea has become a rallying call for
European integrationists, who promise the preservation of national
cultural specificity and autonomy. But, if asked in whose image inte-
gration and preservation, the answer returns, consistently, to a
‘Europeanness’ defined by native Christian-Enlightenment traditions.
And yet, the member states – virtually all of them – have become a ver-
itable mixture of people and cultures from around the world. This is
the result of postwar immigration from ex-colonies and the active
recruitment of ‘guest workers’, and, more recently, the arrival of
asylum-seekers and economic migrants from many Middle Eastern,
Asian and African countries.

In this setting, the Idea of Europe seems strikingly exclusionary,
backward looking, and irrelevant – a poor motif for the future. Is it of
any appeal to the growing population of developing country immi-
grants who rightly wish to preserve their diaspora cultures? Why
should they be fired by its ideal? As Yasmin Alibhai-Brown (1998: 38)
summarizes in reference to Muslims:

While European leaders worry endlessly about coins, bureaucrats
and flags . . . the diverse Muslim communities of the EU . . . do not
yet see themselves as part of the project in any meaningful sense
and many of those in the wider community remain unconvinced
that this group can ever be incorporated into their ideal vision of
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the Union. Even in the most egalitarian states . . . Islam is seen as
the massive blot on the landscape of the future.

Indeed, looking beyond the immigrants, what real purchase does the
Idea of Europe have for the increasing number of culturally hybrid
social groups and generations, who, through travel, consumption,
mixture, social mobility, and so on, display complex geographies of
identification – local, national, European and global? And what does it
do for the millions of Europeans anxious to preserve their ethnic and
regional identities and cultural heritage in fear of ‘external dilution’,
however defined?

I wish in this chapter to dissent from this Idea of Europe on grounds
of both its distance from really felt popular sentiment for national,
regional or ethnic cultural preservation, as well as the opposite reason,
namely that the Idea is not transnational or cosmopolitan enough. The
second half of the chapter develops an alternative, seeking endorse-
ment for the European project through meaningful provision of basics
at the level of Europe, such as enhanced universal welfare rights. The
first part of the chapter outlines the gap between contemporary ideas
of Europe and debates – especially on racism and multiculturalism –
related to the changing ethnic and cultural composition of European
nations.

The Idea of Europe

The Idea of Europe has a long and varied history, with much written on
the topic (see, for example, Delanty, 1995; Heater, 1992; Heffernan,
1998). The Idea of Europe builds on a long tradition stretching back to
the late middle ages, involving a common European identity based on
reason, Christianity and democracy. It is invoked in the name of peace
within an oft violent continent, unity against a common enemy
(Ottomans, Islam, Empire, Communism, Americanism) and difference
from the ‘other’ – societies with different moral beliefs and cultural prac-
tices. Heikki Mikkeli (1998: 230) summarizes:

Europe has, at different points of its history, been equated with civi-
lization, Christianity, democracy, freedom, white skin, the temper-
ate zone and the Occident. Correspondingly, its opposites have
been identified as barbarism, paganism, despotism, slavery, coloured
skins, the tropics and the Orient.

Somewhat ironically, the architects of European unity in the 1950s saw
the horrors of the Holocaust and two world wars as a violation of – not in
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any way connected with – the ideals of action through reason, justice
enshrined in Roman law and order, human rights, liberal democracy, and
a humanism grounded in Christian charity. European federation would
reinforce this tradition, so the script rolled from prominent French,
Italian and German integrationists. The integrationists – then and now –
looked primarily to Catholicism, with its history of crusade and points of
collision with Islam, as the bedrock of European Christianity.

A lighter version of the script continues to inform the European
project, now less driven by the imperative of internal peace (was it
eclipsed during the Bosnian and Kosovan crises because this was the
‘other’ Europe of Muslims, communists, Albanians, unreason and
dogma?). The Idea of Europe now is mobilized for reasons connected
with Europe’s standing in world affairs, of a  primarily economic and
politico-cultural. The economic case is straightforward: economic intenat-
ural  will offer the scale economies and market opportunities for
Europe Ltd to compete against giant US and Japanese corporations in
major world markets. The politico-cultural case relates to Europe’s civil-
izational mission, as encapsulated in the aspirations of two great
Europeanists, Jean Monnet and Jacques Delors. For Monnet in 1962:

unity in Europe does not create a new kind of great power; it is a
method for introducing change in Europe and consequently in the
world . . . European unity is not a blueprint, it is not a theory, it is a
process that has already begun, of bringing peoples and nations
together to adapt themselves jointly to changing circumstances
(quoted in Nielsen and Stubb, 1998: 26).

While Delors, in his 1989 address to the College of Europe in Bruges,
contra Mrs Thatcher’s xenophobic rebuttal, dreams of something bigger:

I find myself dreaming of a Europe . . . which tends its immense cul-
tural heritage so that it bears fruit, a Europe which imprints the
mark of solidarity on a world which is far too hard and too forgetful
of its underdeveloped regions . . . the perennial values of Europe
(quoted in Nielsen and Stubb, 1998: 68).

Equality, fraternity and liberty – no less – as the world project for
Europe, are seen also to bind together the member states. This has been
the thrust behind  European cultural policy in the last decade – pro-
moted by the Commission and the European Parliament to provide a
‘fresh boost for culture in the European Community’ (Commission,
1987) in order to ease European economic integration.



The EU has been careful to avoid being accused of wanting to manu-
facture European identity from above. It has sought to stress unity in
diversity, that is, to acknowledge and celebrate the unique cultural her-
itage and trajectory of individual nations and regions (Benoît-Rohmer,
1996; Commission, 1987) at the same time as promoting common
attributes. These, for Melissa Pantel (1999), are three-fold: first, a
‘shared pluralistic humanism based on democracy, justice and
freedom’ (Commission, 1987: 5); second, a shared history of peaceful
cooperation (with Europe’s wars bracketed as the products of ‘mis-
judged interests’); and, finally, a shared interest in responding to the
external ‘threat to Europe’s cultural independence’ (Commission,
1987: 13).

Accordingly, since the mid 1980s, EU cultural policy has sought to
provide support for cultural exchange and cultural production of a
pan-European nature (for example, audio-visual co-production, pan-
European broadcasting of national televisual programmes, twinning of
towns and schools). Since 1992, the EU has provided for educational
exchanges (for example, ERASMUS and SOCRATES), language training,
information and research, artistic activities at European level, protec-
tion of heritage, translation of European literary works, and other ini-
tiatives to promote a sense of European cultural identity beyond local
and national affinities (Pantel, 1999). More recent effort has involved
the promotion of symbols of European affiliation, such as the EU flag,
anthem and passport, and Europe Day on 9 May (who has heard of
this date?).

EU cultural policy, and the Idea of Europe in general, has been
criticized as an elitist and blunt tool for promoting a sense of
‘Europeanness’ among its citizens. For example, the EU’s own
Eurobarometer public opinion surveys show that 43 per cent of EU citi-
zens do not feel any kind of European identity (Autumn 1998), a deter-
ioration from the 38 per cent of Spring 1992, while only 11 per cent
consider their European identity stronger than their national one
(Commission, 1998b and c). Mark Leonard (1998a: 46) comments
‘even the 50 per cent who feel “European” cannot give it any definite
meaning – it is just something they might feel if confronted with, say,
Japanese or American people’. There is thus no Europe-wide equivalent
of the myths or stories that make up national identities. And without
such stories and myths, ‘who will feel’, as Anthony Smith asks bluntly
(1995: 139) ‘European in the depths of their being, and who will will-
ingly sacrifice themselves for so abstract an ideal? In short who will die
for Europe?’
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Leonard argues (1998b: 7) that European leaders have missed some-
thing in not making more of the everyday ‘latent legitimacy’ that
Europe already has ‘stored away in holiday snapshots’ and ‘schemes
that allow people to experience Europe more directly’. Cris Shore
(1998: 50) agrees that the ‘experience of Europe’s cultural diversity has
become a key dimension of everyday life in myriad ways, from super-
markets and cinemas, to fashion and food’:

Eric Cantona, Jurgen Klinsmann, and Luciano Pavarotti have
become household names in Britain. Branches of Benetton and
Bata now appear in almost every British high street, while Marks
and Spencer have opened up shop in Strasbourg and Brussels.
Balsamic vinegar, sun-dried tomatoes, calamata olives, porcini
mushrooms, and freshly baked French baguettes are now available
in Tesco.

But, unlike Leonard, who does believe in the prospect of a more
popular, less ambitious Idea of Europe than that of the founders of
European integration, Shore  to questions  whether the new patterns of
consumption amount to the formation of a shared European con-
sciousness. One does not necessitate the other – ‘British preference for
Indian food or German cars does not inexorably lead to identification
with India or Germany’, and ‘English football fans may worship Eric
Cantona and still hate the French’ (Shore, 1998: 50).

The Idea of Europe, thus, has gradually softened in recent years,
away from Catholic values, Beethoven and lofty enlightenment ideals,
towards global solidarity, balsamic vinegar and experience of each
other. This said, we should stop to note the desire of Romano Prodi
(1999), President of the European Commission, to put Christian
humanism back into the centre of the Idea of Europe. He has called for
the reawakening of a ‘Europe of the spirit’, based on a Roman Catholic
respect of basic values, including the centrality of the family, free
speech, individual rights, legal protection, and the common good. The
flame of the holy crusade continues to self-ignite. But, coming back to
the  new meanings,  it is doubtful whether a new banal Europeanness
will help cement European unity, and with the same degree of feeling
stipulated by Anthony Smith for national identification.

What does seem clear, however, is that both the lofty and the banal
vision generalize from partial and relatively fixed, territorially defined
cultural identities in Europe. There is a presumed local, national and
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European identity, stylized around traditional homeland imaginaries
and stereotypes – linguistic purity, blood heritage, reason, Christian
values, Beethoven, but also Cantona, sun-dried tomatoes and balsamic
vinegar. What do they mean in a Europe of people from non-European
backgrounds, who have a weak relationship with an Idea of Europe
based on territorial boundaries?

A non-European Europe

A sizeable proportion of the population in a number of member states
consists of residents and citizens from a non-European background.
The EU unfortunately does not publish data on the ethnic composition
or geographical origins of member state citizens, but only the origins
of non-nationals (that is, residents who are not citizens of the given
member state). These data therefore significantly underestimate the
size of the immigrant population by not counting ‘non-natives’ who
are citizens of that state (for example, British Indians or Dutch
Surinamese). For example, in Germany, non-nationals are recorded as
making up 8.5 per cent of the population, with 74 per cent of them
originating from non-EU countries (Commission, 1997a).

A slightly better measure is the proportion of the foreign-born popu-
lation, which would include  who have acquired those citizenship, but
not their off-spring born in the host state. In 1994 (Commission,
1998a), the proportion of the foreign-born population in a selection of
member states was the following: 9.7 per cent in Belgium, 41 per cent
of whom originated from beyond another EU country; 5.3 per cent in
Denmark (of whom 74 per cent non-EU); 11 per cent in France (of
whom 78 per cent non-EU); 9 per cent in the Netherlands (of whom 88
per cent non-EU); 6.8 per cent in the UK (of whom 71 per cent non-
EU); 4.6 per cent in Portugal (of whom 77 per cent non-EU); and 9.9
per cent in Sweden (of whom 60 per cent non-EU). The inclusion of
second and third generation citizens of immigrant parents would
significantly inflate these figures on the proportion of residents in a
country from different ethnic origins (for example, according to the
1991 Census, the non-white population alone in Great Britain was 5.5
per cent).

The outcome of immigration into the EU,  together with increased
mobility within the EU, is that de facto the member states have become
multiethnic and multicultural societies. This is no longer a feature of
only the ex-colonial nations such as Britain, France, Belgium and the
Netherlands, or countries such as Germany which imported cheap
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migrant labour to fuel economic expansion. It marks also countries
such as Sweden, Austria, Italy, Greece and Spain in which recent immi-
gration is related to global poverty and repression. Göran Therborn
(1998: 14) summarizes:

Western Europe has become multicultural, with significant south
Asian minorities (in Britain), Blacks from the West Indies and from
sub-Saharan Africa (mainly in UK and in France), important popula-
tions from North Africa and the Middle East, from Turkey to Iran,
spread over the whole continent but concentrated in France and
Germany respectively. A large number of mosques have been built,
most of them in France, and Britain also has its Hindu temples.
Among urban youth a number of life-style sub-cultures are being
created, and changed.

Public attitudes in the EU towards immigration from non-EU countries
remain ambivalent. In 1997, the European Year Against Racism, the
Commission’s Eurobarometer survey (Commission, 1997b) showed that
21 per cent of EU citizens felt that people from the ‘South of the
Mediterranean’ wishing to work in the Union should not be accepted,
60 per cent felt that they should be accepted only with restrictions,
leaving only 13 per cent who were willing to accept them without
restrictions. While the Spanish, Finnish, Irish, Italians and Portuguese
were the most accepting, more than a quarter of the citizens of
Belgium (38 per cent), Greece, France (both 29 per cent), Austria
(28 per cent), Germany and Denmark (both 26 per cent) felt that these
workers should be rejected.

The attitudes towards foreigners are equally disturbing. The same
survey shows that on average 45 per cent of the EU population believe
that there are too many foreigners in their country, 40 per cent believe
that there are a lot (but not too many), with only 10 per cent believing
that there are not a lot. There are large variations in attitudes between
member states, similar to the pattern concerning work migrants, with
higher levels of tolerance shown in Finland, Ireland, Spain and
Portugal, but with a strong feeling of too much foreign presence in
Greece (71 per cent), Belgium (60 per cent), Italy (53 per cent), and
Germany (52 per cent).

The central question, however, is whether multiethnicity/
multinationality is seen to be threatening, and here, the results are
counter-intuitive. The 1997 EU survey shows that most Europeans do 
not personally find the presence of people of another nationality  (83
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per cent) or  race (81 per cent) in their country disturbing. This seems
to be the pattern across Europe, with the exception of Denmark,
Belgium and Greece where fewer than seven in ten people share this
view. In addition, particularly in attitudes towards immigration, the
young, the educated, the professional classes, and the unemployed
(fearing little to lose?) seem to be least threatened.

The general picture, to summarize, seems to be that, while controls
on immigration are seen to be desirable by Europeans, the majority,
especially those least wedded to national traditions alone, appear san-
guine about the presence of other nationalities and ethnic groups
already settled in their country.

Cosmopolitans, traditionalists and racists

How far do these mixed attitudes towards foreigners indicate a chang-
ing Idea of Europe? How far do the weak signals of tolerance represent
a blurring of the boundaries between ‘us’ and ‘them’ in an emerging
post-national and multiple sense of European identification? Or is tol-
erance no more than a recognition of the legitimacy of the ‘other’ on
both sides? Can we indeed speak of tolerance in a Europe in which the
felt erosion of once-stable  identity and tradition in the face of global
cultural mixture, as well as European and other forms of international
integration, is provoking new forms of reaction and racism?

It would be too simple to settle for any one of these three views,
given the extraordinary variety of, first, national attitudes to Europe
and to immigrants, second, government policies towards immigration,
assimilation and racism, and, third, ethnic, religious, class  genera-
tional senses of self and the other. I do want to claim, though, that, if a
new Idea of Europe is emerging, it is not one of cultural mixture and
hybridity, but one based on the reassertion of difference and in ways
which do not correspond to the traditional appeal in the name of
common European characteristics.

One – potentially progressive – reading in a Europe of immigrants is
that the resulting multiculturalism is consistent with the  process of
global cosmopolitanization of culture and consumption, now said to
be breaking down traditional cultural barriers in any case. Thus, Europe
could ‘travel light’ (Nederveen Pieterse, 1999) as a project of integra-
tion based on the multiple  identities and multiple senses of territorial
identification. A hybrid Europe in continual cultural movement and
renewal, an open project, rather than a Europe of overlapping fixed
identities and a point of arrival.
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This is the Europe claimed by progressive anthropologists or ethnolo-
gists trying to make sense of the detraditionalization of communal or
local identities under conditions of global cultural exposure and
mixture. What if in Europe too – wherever we are – we face the same
processes of cultural pluralism and mixture as elsewhere in the world?
What if we – all of us – cope with  ease with cultural products from all
over the world, see ourselves as part of a local community, region,
nation and international diaspora of some sort, move socially and geo-
graphically without major disruptions of identity and identification,
and are not unsettled by others in our midst as we lose our certainty
about who is ‘us’ and what is ‘ours’? What if we really have become
postmodern? Alberto Melucci is sure that we now live in the age of the
‘playing’ (1996) or ‘multiple self’ (1997) characterized by:

Individuals . . . enmeshed in multiple bonds of belonging created by
the proliferation of social positions, associative networks and refer-
ence groups. We enter and leave this system much more than we
used to in the past. We are migrant animals . . . Thus we are sub-
jected to mounting pressure to change, to transfer, to translate what
we were just a moment ago into new codes and new forms of rela-
tion (1997: 61) [. . .] Choosing seems now to be our inexorable 
fate . . . In terms of everyday experience . . . uncertainty has become
a stable component in our behaviour (62).

Zygmunt Bauman agrees, asserting that, through the ‘overwhelming
feeling of uncertainty’ and ‘ambient fear’ (1997: 50) ensuing from such
global processes as detraditionalization, deregulation, new world disor-
der and media play on its indeterminacy, we are seeing the rise of a
‘heterophilic age’ in which the ‘question is no longer how to get rid of
the strangers and the strange, but how to live with them – daily and
permanently’ (88).

Viewed normatively, this interpretation opens the possibility of a
heterophilic Europe of multiple and mobile identities and a gradual
erosion of the difference between us and them. A Europe – minority
and mainstream – moving irreversibly towards the cosmopolitan self,
as cultural mixture begins to challenge identification with an essential-
ized tradition or homogeneous community. A promise of overlapping
and weakening boundaries, as people come to develop multiple territo-
rial affiliations (for example, no longer just Italian, but Neapolitan,
Italian, and European) and complex geographies of identity formation
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(for example, I am what I eat, where I shop, where I travel, where I live,
what I read, where my family and friends are scattered, and so on).

On the basis of precisely such a reading, Jeremy Waldron (1992) has
argued for initiatives that encourage cosmopolitanism. It is an alterna-
tive with a very different Idea of Europe from the commonly held one:
a project centred less upon the premise of a mosaic of cultures in
Europe, than the work of defiant and emerging transnational identi-
ties. But, how much does the cosmopolitan alternative confuse process
with outcome? How widespread is the feeling of cosmopolitanism? Is
there evidence of Europe ‘travelling light’? It seems not.

First, let us return to Melucci (1996: 116), for whom the playing or
multiple self is far from predisposed automatically to self-mutation and
accepting difference:

there is a profound moral implication: the necessity to keep and to
lose, to cope with fears and resistances, but also with the ability of
going beyond our given identities . . . The possibility of meeting
each other needs a big leap in consciousness, to allow people to
accept that they exist as separate individual and social groups, but
no less that they can co-exist and communicate.

Without the ‘big leap in consciousness’ – which seems unlikely in a
Europe of everyday concerns and waning public interest – ‘fears and
resistances’ may well be the dominant response to the perceived
erosion of boundaries, leading to heightened feelings of loss of identity
and mistrust of others. This is exactly one way of interpreting the con-
temporary resurgence of regionalism, racism, ethno-communalism,
religious fundamentalism and nationalist sentiment in Europe. A
Europe without borders – or more accurately without old certainties of
belonging – might be seen as producing a fractured self and reactions
to difference which are defensive and intolerant.

It is the Europe of ‘heterophobia’ and tradition rediscovered that I
wish to highlight as a more accurate interpretation of contemporary
developments associated with multiculturalism. An obvious issue con-
cerns who is described by the model of multicultural hybridity.
Jonathan Friedman (1997: 79) does not hesitate to conclude that the
discourse of hybridization is the imposition of a small cultural elite –
‘post-colonial border-crossers’ made up of poets, artists and intellectu-
als. Similarly, Robin Cohen (1998: 15) pointedly comments on the
politics of seeing hybridity everywhere:
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There are those who celebrate the new uncertainty principles, who
explore the luxuriant phenomenology of fragmentation and fluidity
for their own narcissistic purposes, and fetishize the borderlands as
sites of cultural or political transgression; en route the migrant and
asylum-seeker, the unemployed and the down-and-out: all those in
need of . . . security and safety . . . are often transfigured into a kind
of nomadic postmodern hero by those who take all that for granted.

The point here is that the egalitarian language of transgression glosses
over the many social worlds which experience very little transgression
of a positive nature. These are the worlds of those at the bottom of the
social heap, in need of material and social security. Equally, for the
‘mainstream’ too, integration – in whatever form – encourages a desire
to draw sharp boundaries against others, including hybrids.

What of hybrids themselves? In her  sensitive book on the lives of six
women in Britain of mixed parentage, Jayne Ifekwunigwe (1999)
reveals how their everyday life of inescapable métissage has involved
self-hate, confusion, oscillation between feeling white or black, and
above all, derision, isolation and bracketing from not only the white
community, but also the black community. Thus, Ruby, travelling in
Morocco with her white husband and a white friend, when automati-
cally taken to be the maid, laments how she was made to feel ‘that my
husband and my White friend were the man and wife, and that the
kids were theirs. That was distressing’ (80). Similarly, Akoussa con-
cludes from her life experience: ‘I think at the end of the day, White
society has never accepted me. They see me as a contamination to their
stock. Diseased person, and even worse than havin’ two black parents,
worse than even that. If you come to extermination we would most
probably go first’ (112). These two experiences are clearly not for gener-
alization, since context, class and colour are likely to make a difference,
but what they do show up are the dangers of thoughtlessly celebrating
hybridity.

Even light hybridity worn consciously as an identifier has its cultural
limits among adherents. To take one example, the anthropologist John
Hutnyk (1997: 110), observes at the 1994 Womad World Music festival
in Reading, which regularly attracts cultural trangressors from around
Europe:

No one seemed too embarrassed at the irregular dancing of the waif-
like hippie woman spiralling trance-circle-ly in sexy rapture in front
of the devotional Islamic Qawwals of Hussain and Party; at the same
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time, no one seemed to want to join in with her, despite her exhor-
tations to the crowd to ‘get up and dance’.

This is not an exceptional but a standard reaction that often accompa-
nies the juxtaposition of difference. We should not be surprised by it.
We certainly should not magic it away. Indeed, there is ample evidence
to show that multiculturalism is often perceived as a threat – by both
dominant and subaltern groups – leading to withdrawal into quite
sophisticated imaginaries of tradition, homeland and difference to pre-
serve ethnic and/or national identity (Hall, 1998; Morley and Robins,
1995). Some of the recent history of cultural conflicts in Europe can be
seen in these terms,  as a reaction to the perceived cultural loss or dilu-
tion resulting from integration – from worries about Americanized con-
sumerism, vilification of the Brussels ‘bureaucracy’ and stereotyping by
national tabloids of other member state cultures, to intolerance of
immigrants and asylum seekers and the rise of ethnic and other region-
alist movements. These are very real and felt reactions, involving
closure and recovery of geographical and cultural boundaries, rather
than hybridity and plural identification.

Let us take the example of non-white minorities in the EU, begin-
ning with the cultural practices of the ethnic minorities, specifically
Muslim groups (estimated at 17 million) for ease of argument. The
early sobriety, piety and conformity of first generation Muslims
(Werbner, 1996) has produced nothing like Europeans or cosmopoli-
tans  among later generations in Britain, France, Germany and other
Northern European countries (except, possibly, among mobile, semi-
detached, liberal professionals like me). Instead, as Yasmin Alibhai-
Brown (1998: 39) puts it:

Interestingly, young, highly educated Muslims are developing a new
sense of superiority through victimhood. Many are attracted to the
idea of intifada and of an unworkable, though romantic, pan-Islamic
identity, and the notion that they can live within their own ideo-
logical and religious imaginary territories.

Alibhai-Brown goes on to ask if ‘Muslims want to be part of Europe or a
part within Europe’ (1998), and concludes that the spectrum of prefer-
ences in Britain at least seems to be polarized between those for whom
their Islamic identities matters most (with ‘integration the last thing
on the minds’) and young Muslims who see ‘themselves as past of a
wider movement of other disenfranchized groups seeking a place for
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themselves in society, (Alibhai-Brown, 1998).2 Either way, considera-
tions of Europe and Europeanness appear to be remote (perhaps also
hostile, as symbols of Christian values) in their attempt to forge strong
identities consciously independent from all things nationally ‘native’.
Like first generation Muslims, they see themselves as different and seek
to remain separate from the national community, but unlike their
parents and grandparents, they also claim the nation. No longer
Muslims in Britain, France and Germany, but British, French and
German Muslims, and as much stakeholders in the national com-
munity as anybody else.

Among many other Muslims and other ethnic minorities, such alter-
ity is not worn on the sleeve as a strong marker of difference (Rex,
1996). It may not even be a marker, for as Jeff Spinner-Halev (1999: 69)
reminds us for some lives across the Atlantic:

When a devout Sikh serves as a Canadian Mounty, eats hamburgers
at home, attends Toronto Blue Jay baseball games on the weekends,
and when his children attend the University of Toronto where they
partake in their own form of cosmopolitan life, then he and his
family are living the cosmopolitan life, one that draws on several
cultural traditions.

But, in the majority of cases, ethnic alterity, even when carried lightly,
does exist as a source of everyday communal identification, helping to
fashion transnational affiliations, special needs and social nourish-
ment. With every step towards national and European cultural assimi-
lation, has grown the demand for denominational schools, recognition
of cultural and religious festivals, participation in ethnic cultural asso-
ciations, travel to the ‘homeland’ and stories of home, reconstructions
of family and diaspora histories and search for solidarity among your
‘own’ people (Werbner, 1996). These do not necessarily amount to a
rejection of the mainstream, or a demand for separation, but they do
extress the value of an ethno-cultural dimension in  shared affiliations
with others.

Good or bad, these are genuine demands for a  ethnic minority
needs and traditions that have little in common with the territorially
defined Europe of Beethoven, Christianity, nationalist sentiment or
hybrids. Certainly bad, however, the politics of cultural difference has
also played into the hands of fundamentalist demands for a Europe of
blood-and-soil based strong nations, without immigrants and ‘foreign’
cultural influences.



Racism has become a European phenomenon, no longer restricted to
individual nations which can be conveniently dismissed as exceptions
to an otherwise intact European tradition of equal rights, freedom and
solidarity. The naked racism of 20 to 30 years ago against non-white
immigrants in Britain, France and Germany, played on the allegedly
‘different endowments of human races’ (Stolcke, 1995) as a basis for
discrimination and violence against particular immigrant ethnic
minorities (Turks, Indians, Pakistanis, Afro-Caribbeans, North
Africans). Some of this remains – perhaps in less naked form, and
among consciously racist individuals and organizations – but it has
also spread to countries of more recent immigration. Many of these
early horrors have been replicated in Italian responses to immigration
from diverse African countries in the 1980s (Melotti, 1997), as well as
in Swedish and Danish reactions to liberal asylum policies towards per-
secuted peoples around the world.

But a new racism, or more accurately a new ‘cultural fundamental-
ism’ (Stolcke, 1995) that plays on the legitimacy of cultural difference
as a reason for territorial or ethnic separation, has also grown as a pan-
European phenomenon, in both old and new countries of immigration
(Modood, 1997). While the old form was all about keeping immigrants
out, or sending them back as undesirable or ill-fitting aliens, the new
phenomenon expresses anxieties about the negative implications –
both for ‘us’ and ‘them’ of ‘having them in our midst’. They and their
cultural practices – from worship and ideology to consumption and
recreation – will dilute and undermine our sacred traditions and our
ethno-national integrity. As Verena Stolcke (1995: 12) summarizes:

Contemporary cultural fundamentalism unequivocally roots nation-
ality and citizenship in a shared cultural heritage . . . The assump-
tion that the territorial state and its people are founded on a cultural
heritage that is bounded, compact, and distinctive is a constitutive
part .

Even declared xenophobes and nationalists – now increasingly drawing
on all sorts of white–black alliances for their activities – have become
cultural relativists alongside ordinary folk, in campaigns across Europe
to rescue national or regional cultural heritage and purity. They com-
plain about encroachment from Europe, worry about the threat posed
by the rights claims of minorities (for example, special schools, recog-
nition of festivals, holidays and customs, funding for associations) and
suggest ways of keeping the ethnic communities separate (from

Ash Amin 293



ghettoization to voluntary repatriation and tight immigration con-
trols). The new mood works less on the exclusionary politics of genus,
than on one based on loyalty to national cultural stereotypes, with the
right of membership possibly spanning across ethnic boundaries (for
example, that cricket-loving Indians should support England at a test
match against India, or Palestinians gather around Swedish maypoles
wild-eyed with enthusiasm on Mayday). Now, perhaps, the require-
ment is for culture over colour and features, but it is just as exclusion-
ary and just as intolerant of cultural mixture in a Europe without
borders.

In summary, the new Europe of porous borders, viewed from below,
seems to me to be less a space of happy hybridity, cosmopolitanism,
and Enlightenment values, than a space of exclusionary territorial and
cultural boundaries in the name of difference.

A Europe of the commons

At stake in an Idea of Europe that assumes mobility, transcience and
multicultural presence from around the world is whether what is
shared or not, what is seen to be gained or lost, poses a threat to both
settled and emerging patterns of identification. If there is no natural
current towards cosmopolitanism or popular endorsement of the Idea
of Europe, is the politics of difference – both progressive and conserva-
tive – the best we can hope for? Like others, I am worried by the fall
from grace of modernist aspirations such as equality and universal
rights, or that a progressive Idea of Europe without threat to self-and
group-identity, might seek harmonized political, social and economic
rights and standards available to all residents everywhere in the EU.

A number of commentators on Europe argue that the new cultural
fundamentalism draws on much the same politics of difference as pro-
gressive arguments in favour of multicultural societies which maximize
group autonomy. Kenan Malik (1998), for example, claims that both
racist and anti-racist projects rooted in the celebration of cultural dif-
ference tend to freeze and essentialize identities around myth and reac-
tion (see also Samad, 1997), instead of allowing the formation of
‘identities freely chosen by those communities’ (134), thereby allowing
‘accomodation to, and exacerbation of . . . inequalities’ (125). Slavoj
Z̆iz̆ek (1997) is even more direct, and labels even the better of the two
projects, namely multiculturalism, as ‘a disavowed, inverted, self-
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referential form of racism’ (44). Jeff Spinner-Halev (1999: 65) draws a
similarly alarming conclusion:

A multiculturalism that tries to create a society with several distinc-
tive cultures deeply threatens citizenship. In this kind of multicul-
tural society, people are not interested in citizenship; they are not
interested in making the state a better place for all; they care little
about how public policies affect most people or about their fellow
citizens. Even the term ‘fellow citizen’ might strike them as strange.
What they have are fellow Jews, or fellow blacks, or fellow Muslims,
or fellow Sikhs. Citizens, however, are not their fellows.

Spinner-Halev argues that this form of strong multiculturalism can be
distinguished from an ‘inclusive multiculturalism’ that usually enhances
citizenship.  He has a liberal model of citizenship in mind, distinguished
by both the legal requirement that all citizens treat each other in a non-
discriminatory way in public, and the moral requirement that citizens
‘are able to talk to one another’, ‘cooperate with each other’, be ‘willing
to compromise’, and look out ‘for the public good’ (1999: 67). This is a
multiculturalism capable of reconciling difference with the common
good. I am not convinced that to strike the balance it is necessary for
Europe (or its member states) to go so far as to inculcate the virtues of
good citizenship – cooperation, listening to others, democratic discus-
sion, scrutiny of policy and politicians, and so on. Moral compulsion of
this sort is difficult, possibly also dubious, in any national setting, let
alone at the level of Europe, which commands little popular allegiance.

What might help, however, is the offer of universal rights at the level
of Europe which are seen to derive material benefits from European cit-
izenship. The different member states discriminate differentially
between their own or EU nationals and non-nationals in the offer of
rights. They vary in their policies and attitudes towards immigration
from beyond the EU. They offer different welfare rights (from health
coverage to education and benefits) as well as economic rights (for
example, minimum wage, industrial relations, coverage for part-time
workers). They vary in their treatment of ethnic minorities (for
example, autonomism in Sweden and Netherlands, cultural tolerance
in Britain, assimilation into the national imaginary in France). It is
hardly surprising that, for example, the Scandinavians fear the Union
as a drain on high domestic welfare standards and the British worry
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about the loss of political freedom, while the Mediterraneans see the
Union as a way of enhancing domestic welfare rights, and all the
national majorities see immigrants as a further drain on resources.

EU-level universal rights might help to moderate such a politics of
envy. But, who should be entitled to the rights? This is a vexed and
much debated question, but I am inclined to agree with Yasemin
Soysal (1994) that if the interests of immigrants are to be taken seri-
ously, the rights of citizenship should be decoupled from their national
constitution and offered, instead, as trans-territorial rights of person-
hood, based on residence rather than citizenship in the EU. In other
words, residents would carry with them a bundle of rights within the
EU, and eligibility would no longer depend on national citizenship,
the acquisition of which is notoriously difficult for immigrants and
varying in rights and duties between member states. As Gerald Delanty
(1997: 299) writes:

If residence is more fully established as the basis of European citi-
zenship, the dimension of inclusion can be enhanced. European cit-
izenship could then become not merely relevant to the some five
million citizens of the member states living in other states of the
Union, but also to the some 10 to 15 million immigrants.

What kind of rights might be included in an EU-model of post-
national citizenship? Soysal has largely human rights in mind, but the
coverage can be extended to include other rights – political, economic
and social. To my mind, welfare rights are central among these in
terms of their offer of immediate material benefits, as well as the
chance to become someone or something else through education,
shelter, health-care, and so on. Gerald Delanty (1997: 293) argues,
‘unless the European Union can reproduce the welfare state on a supra-
national level . . . there is little point in making pleas for a meaningful
kind of European citizenship’. Interestingly, however, the missing
words in Delanty’s claim are ‘a very unlikely prospect’, and I am
inclined to agree with the view that throughout the history of
European integration, national governments have jealously defended
their control over welfare decisions as a tool of fiscal and electoral
control. But it may now be the case that with increased mobility,
immigrant presence, welfare variety (on a downward slide) within the
EU, there is stronger popular support for a European welfare state.

I do not intend to go into the details here of which universal rights
might be pooled, and which retained at the national level. Instead I
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wish to make the more basic point that there is much to be gained for
multiculturalism and social inclusion in Europe through a new EU
model of citizenship based on transnational universal rights. It strikes
me as less divisive than attempts to force people to conform to a given
Idea of Europe or a given ethno-national mythology, or than strategies
of inclusion based on spiralling recognition of group-differentiated cit-
izenship rights to the point of death of the commons. Universals are
the basis on which difference can flourish, and along lines of self-
development as opposed to identity reaction against the other (Joppke
and Lukes, 1999). They might help recognition of, in the words of
Bhiku Parekh (1999: 31) ‘shared humanity and cultural differences’, as
well as ‘how all cultures share enough in common to make dialogue
possible’. There is no in-built conflict between universals and
specificities, as Seyla Benhabib (1999: 45) remarks:

cultures and societies are polyvocal, multilayered, decentred, and
fractured systems of action and signification. Politically, the right to
cultural self-expression needs to be grounded upon, rather than
being considered an alternative to, universally recognized citizen-
ship rights.

A Europe of the commons might indeed, as some observers desire, allow
the experimentation with a new model of citizenship, affiliation and
identity formation that breaks with the EU’s tradition of adopting
nation-state based models. Elizabeth Meehan (1996) draws attention to
action through EU institutions, states, national and transnational vol-
untary associations and regional politics. If the trend is towards societies
that are increasingly polyvocal and composed of shifting and multiple
identities, complex geographies of affiliation and multiple participation,
the EU could do something genuinely different and progressive by
advancing an Idea of Europe that reflects this change. This will not have
the effect of making EU residents and citizens participate in European
political and cultural projects, or better Europeans and Unionists, but it
might make them feel comfortable about not conforming to national
and regional stereotypes, and it might legitimate culture as an evolving
project. It might help, as Pnina Werbner suggests (1997: 263):

to remind ‘Europe’, as it negotiates its internal differences, that the
Continent is fundamentally incomplete, a postcolonial locus of
multiple diasporas; and by doing so, to ‘interrupt’ or ‘disrupt’ singu-
lar narratives of nation and supranation.
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Afterword

At the moment, there seems little party political interest in advancing
the cause of a Europe of the commons enshrined in enhanced welfare
rights. Governments too, as I have already indicated, continue to guard
jealously their own national standards of provision. And yet, without
movement in such a direction, I cannot see how Europe can become a
theatre for progressive experimentation with new models of belonging
and becoming. A small step in the right direction is the Charter on
Fundamental Rights at the level of Europe recently adopted by the
European Council in Nice in December 2000.

A Europe of the commons is not an argument, however, for a slow
moving Europe of toothless declarations. The threat of racism, for
example, is real and prefigering  a xenophobic fortress Europe. The
member states have joined forces to secure EU agreement on the need
to tighten EU borders, on the grounds that excess immigration poses a
threat to security (‘immigrants are criminals’) as well as resources (‘they
take our jobs and welfare services’). They have managed to gain agree-
ment on this, but progress on effective ways of tackling racism and
other forms of cultural fundamentalism has been slower. Since the late
1980s, the European Parliament has produced magnificent declarations
against racism in Europe, not ducking from acknowledging its various
manifestations and sources. Now, there is slow movement towards
member state agreement on the need to tackle racism at the European
level. Yet, implementation remains largely in the hands of national
governments, which have resisted tough common policies at EU-level
in order to use national anti-racist policies for appeasement ‘at home’
or for  vilification of other nations. This is perhaps an overly cynical
interpretation of current policy, but then why has the Christian-
Enlightenment Idea of Europe not been mobilized as emphatically and
effectively against racism as it has been against non-European undesir-
ables?

Notes

1. I am very grateful to Helen Wallace for her comments on an earlier draft.
2. See also Ristilammi (1996) for a compelling account of Muslim alterity con-

structed through such alliances in Malmö.
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15
Towards Post-corporatist
Concertation in Europe?
Rory O’Donnell

Introduction

In recent years, it has frequently been argued that Europe is witnessing
a re-emergence of neo-corporatism through the incorporation of hier-
archical interest associations in the policy process. The role of tripartite
bargains in the stabilization of many of the European economies in the
1990s, and in aiding the surprising convergence to the Maastricht cri-
teria, are cited in support of this view. Yet there are reasons to be cau-
tious in describing the emerging systems of policy concertation and
interest mediation in Europe as neo-corporatist. One is that the current
interest in the return of corporatism may just be the latest twist in a
debate which has turned several full circles in recent decades. A second
is that this return to neo-corporatism has been led by countries, such
as Ireland and the Netherlands, which are not easily classified as neo-
corporatist. Indeed, the policy process developed in these countries in
the 1990s has been understood, by both the actors and analysts, in
terms quite different from neo-corporatism. This chapter draws on 
that understanding to outline some features of what might be called a
‘post-corporatist’ system of concertation.

The next section describes the system of social partnership in 
place in Ireland since 1987, and notes the re-emergence of policy
concertation in many member states of the European Union (EU) in
the 1990s. The main section of the chapter outlines a new interpreta-
tion of social partnership, derived from reflection within the policy
process in Ireland. This perspective emphasizes deliberation and
problem-solving and involves a new view of the nature of a social
partner. It seeks a conception of partnership which is consistent 
with the changing role of the state and the closer link between 
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policy-making, implementation and monitoring. The chapter closes
with a brief discussion of whether the conception of social partnership
that has emerged in Ireland, and the Netherlands, might also apply to
those other EU member states which have relied on concertation in the
1990s.

The emergence of social partnership in Ireland and other
member states

Although the Irish economy performed relatively well through most of
the 1970s, attempts to maintain growth in the face of international
recession involved increased government borrowing during the late-
1970s and early 1980s. Ireland joined the European exchange-rate-
mechanism (ERM) on its establishment in 1979, hoping to achieve a
switch from British to German inflation rates. The period 1980 to 1987
was one of prolonged recession, falling living standards and a dramatic
increase in unemployment. Total employment declined by almost 6 per
cent and employment in manufacturing by 25 per cent. The length and
depth of this depression reflected Ireland’s sharp balance of payments
and public finance adjustment, yet coincided with increasing public
sector deficits and debt. By 1987, the debt/GNP ratio was approaching
130 per cent and real fears of national insolvency emerged. Fifteen years
after joining the EC, Ireland’s economic and social strategy was in ruins,
and its ability to prosper in the international system was in doubt.

In a context of deep despair in Irish society, the social partners,
acting in the tripartite National Economic and Social Council (NESC),
hammered out an agreed strategy to escape from the vicious circle of
real stagnation, rising taxes and exploding debt. The NESC is an advi-
sory body, in which employers, trade unions, farmers and senior civil
servants analyse policy issues and seek a consensus. Its Strategy for
Development (1986) formed the basis upon which a new government
and the social partners negotiated the Programme for National
Recovery (PNR), to run from 1987 to 1990. This was the first of five
agreements that have brought Ireland through more than a decade of
negotiated economic and social governance. The negotiation of each
social partnership agreement has been preceded by a NESC Strategy
report, setting out the shared perspective of the social partners on the
parameters within which a new programme should be negotiated
(NESC, 1990, 1993, 1996).

The social partnership programmes involve agreement between
employers, trade unions, farming interests and government on wage
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levels in both the private and public sectors for a three year period. The
first programme enlisted trade union support for a radical correction of
the public finances. In return, the government accepted that the value
of social welfare payments would be maintained and the tax system
reformed. Indeed, the programmes contain agreement on a wide range
of economic and social policies – including tax reform, the evolution
of welfare payments, trends in health spending, structural adjustment,
Ireland’s adherence to the narrow band of the ERM and, subsequently,
the Maastricht criteria.

While the macroeconomic strategy has been adhered to consistently
since 1987, the agreements contain policy initiatives which are worthy
of note. Local partnership companies were established – involving the
social partners, the community and voluntary sector and state agencies
– to explore more coordinated, multi-dimensional, approaches to 
social exclusion. An Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) evaluation of Ireland’s local economic develop-
ment policies considered that the partnership approach constituted an
experiment in economic regeneration and participative democracy
which is, potentially, of international significance (Sabel, 1996).

An important feature of Irish social partnership has been a concern
to widen the partnership process beyond the traditional social part-
ners. A new forum was established and membership of the NESC was
gradually widened to include representatives of the community and
voluntary sector. Reflecting this, the 1996 programme, Partnership
2000, was negotiated in a new way, involving representatives of the
unemployed, women’s groups and others that address social exclusion.

The process of policy innovation includes measures to promote
partnership at enterprise level and agreement on action to modernize
the public service. New institutional arrangements were created to
monitor the implementation of the partnership programmes. While
partnership began by addressing a critical central issue, looming insol-
vency and economic collapse, it has since focused more and more on
a range of complex supply-side matters. This is reflected in a dense
web of working groups, committees and task-forces, which involve the
social partners in the design, implementation and monitoring of
public policy.

The social partnership approach produced the much-needed
economic recovery and has underpinned an unprecedented period 
of growth since then. Since 1987, employment has grown by an aston-
ishing 34 per cent, and growth of GDP has been the highest in the 
EU and among the highest in the OECD. Irish growth is based on a
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combination of inward investment by leading companies – in comput-
ers, software, pharmaceuticals and finance – the resurgence of indige-
nous manufacturing and the emergence of strong Irish enterprises in
services. Social partnership also produced a transformation in Ireland’s
public finances, low and predictable inflation and successful transition
to economic and monetary union (EMU).

Elsewhere in Europe, there has been a notable reliance on tri-
partite concertation in the 1990s. Compston has shown that there
was a significant increase in tri-partite policy concertation in Italy,
Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands and Germany, and little change
in Austria and Switzerland, where concertation has been the norm
(Compston, 1998; Regini, 1998; Regini and Regalia, 1997). Only in
Sweden has there been a significant retreat from policy concertation
involving unions and business. In addition, Finland, Portugal and
Spain have made use of concertation in their adjustment to
European integration and preparation for monetary union (Fajertag
and Pochet 1997). Indeed, it has been argued that the countries
which have been most successful in achieving welfare reform have
built a broad consensus for change (Ebbinghaus and Hassel, 1999).
These trends raise considerable doubt about the ‘decline of cor-
poratism’ predicted by some analysts (Gobeyn, 1993; Gerlich, 1992).

Now that the continued, or increased, reliance on policy concerta-
tion is recognized, various explanations are being canvassed and
explored. These include the idea that the corrosive effect of liberaliza-
tion has been overrated (Traxler, 1997), an emphasis on the impact of
European market and monetary integration (Rhodes, 1998; Grote and
Schmitter, 1999), and a focus on the altered content of concertation
(Rhodes, 1998; Traxler, 1997).

How should we interpret the emergence and apparent success of
social partnership in Ireland and other member states in the 1990s? It
is clearly tempting to see it as a return of ‘neo-corporatism’ and, as
noted at the outset, this is an increasingly influential view. But the
Irish case, and perhaps also the Dutch case, suggests that there are
several difficulties with this view. First, Ireland displays few of the
structural characteristics traditionally seen as necessary for successful
neo-corporatist ‘political exchange’ (Hardiman, 1988). Second, the sub-
stance of Irish policy under partnership differs from postwar European
neo-corporatism (Taylor, 1996; Teague, 1995). Third, the social part-
ners and government have developed a perspective which goes well
beyond the categories used to understand and characterize postwar

308 Towards Post-corporatist Concertation in Europe?



European neo-corporatism.1 It is this self-understanding of social part-
nership which I draw on, in the following section, to suggest an idea of
post-corporatist concertation.

Social partnership as post-corporatist concertation

The development of social partnership in Ireland since 1987 has
involved a wide range of economic and political actors in a complex
process of negotiation and interaction. Detailed, shared, analysis of
economic and social problems and policies has been a key aspect of
this process. Indeed, that analysis has, for a variety of reasons, focused
on the partnership system itself. To assess the applicability of the part-
nership approach in the new economic context of EMU, it was neces-
sary to assess thoroughly the effects of the centralized system of wage
bargaining and the consensual approach to management of the public
finances (NESC, 1996). In order to widen partnership successfully
beyond the traditional partners it was necessary to thoroughly analyse
the nature, purpose and goals of partnership. That examination
revealed some severe difficulties in making an inclusive system of part-
nership work, but also a new view of social partnership.2 My focus here
is on four central arguments that may have a bearing on the way in
which the re-emergence of concertation or social partnership in other
EU member states should be interpreted.

Beyond bargaining: deliberation and problem-solving

In order to capture the form of concertation that has emerged in
Ireland, and possibly in other member states in the past decade, I dis-
tinguishing initially between two different conceptions, or dimensions,
of partnership:

• functional interdependence, bargaining and deal-making; and
• solidarity, inclusiveness and participation.

It is then argued that while effective partnership involves both of
these, there is a third dimension, which transcends these two:

• deliberation, interaction, problem-solving and shared understanding.

The preconditions for this are less stringent than is sometimes believed.
In particular, they do not include a pre-existing consensus on the
nature, direction or justice of the overall economic and social system.
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The first dimension/conception of partnership – which emphasizes
functional interdependence, bargaining and deal-making – has always
figured in analysis of neo-corporatist political exchange. Its most con-
crete manifestation is the mutual benefit of a core agreement between
business, unions and government. There can be no doubt that this is
an important dimension of social partnership. However, for a variety
of reasons, this hard-headed view is not adequate on its own to
describe or understand the process now. The performance of the
economy is not functionally independent of problems of exclusion and
unemployment.

The second dimension/conception is that which emphasizes solidar-
ity, inclusiveness and participation. This has been an important theme
in many of the key policy reports in Ireland and is reflected in the
widening of partnership beyond the traditional partners.

The partnership process, and the policy-oriented discussion of it,
combines these two dimensions/conceptions, but cannot be based
entirely on either. To rest entirely on the first could be to validate the
claim that the process simply reflects the power of the traditional social
partners, especially if claims for the unemployed and marginalized are
not included in the functional interdependence, and are seen as purely
moral. To adopt a naive inclusivist view would risk reducing the
process to a purely consultative one, in which all interests and groups
merely voiced their views and demands. Ironically, this would lead, by a
different route, to the same end-point; partnership would ultimately be
no different from pluralist lobbying, in which the outcome favours
those groups with the most resources.

These two dimensions are both present, but even together they are
not adequate to explain the process. While functional interdependence
is wider than many think, its immediacy and visibility are certainly less
present in some problem areas than in others. The absence of a rock-
solid affective basis of social solidarity suggests that we resist the temp-
tation to see the partnership model as grounded in some organic
characteristic of society.

There is a third dimension of partnership, which transcends the two
discussed above. Although the concepts of ‘negotiation’ and ‘bargain-
ing’ distinguish social partnership from more liberal and pluralist
approaches, in which consultation is more prominent, they are not
entirely adequate to capture the partnership process. Bargaining
describes a process in which each party comes with definite preferences
and seeks to maximize its gains. While this is a definite part of social
partnership as it has emerged in Ireland and other EU member states,
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the overall process (including various policy forums) would seem to
involve something more. Partnership involves the players in a process
of deliberation which has the potential to shape and reshape both their
identity and preferences. This idea, that identity is formed in interac-
tion, rather than existing prior to interaction, is important. It is
implicit in the description of the process as ‘dependent on a shared
understanding’, and ‘characterized by a problem-solving approach
designed to produce consensus’ (NESC, 1996: 66). This third dimen-
sion has to be added to the hard-headed notion of bargaining, (and to
the idea of solidarity), to capture the process adequately.

The key to these features of social partnership would seem to be the
adoption of ‘a problem-solving approach’. A remarkable feature of
effective partnership experiments is that the partners do not debate
their ultimate social visions. This is not to suggest that partners
abandon their social vision. Their action in partnership is definitely
informed by, and consistent with, the deep commitments that motiv-
ate their work in the public sphere. Indeed, the vision and values that
attract people to join the voluntarily associations of social partnership
are probably more important now than in the past. Recognition of the
prevalence of a problem-solving approach, and the limited debate on
ultimate social visions, clarifies what has been said in the previous
paragraph. Although the process can go beyond bargaining, and can
draw the partners into a process of deliberation and action which can
reshape their identity and preferences, not everything is at stake for
those who participate.

This suggests that rather than being the pre-condition for partnership,
consensus and shared understanding are more like an outcome. This, in
turn, means that the shared understanding cannot be a static, once-off,
condition. Indeed, the extension of Irish partnership in recent years
has involved the community and voluntary groups coming to share the
prevailing understanding of the macroeconomic constraints, but
simultaneously producing and disseminating a new understanding of
the policy problem which concerns them most, namely social exclu-
sion and unemployment.

In the right institutional context, skilled actors engage with one
another in ways which (temporarily and provisionally) resolve conflicts
that are undecidable in more general debate. They can even initiate
practical measures of social solidarity and cooperation, for which no
one can provide a compelling foundation. These can, in turn, disclose
radically new possibilities of social and economic life. If this is correct,
then the key task is discovery of the institutional arrangements which
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can assist this, rather than extended prior discussion of economic and
social systems, democracy, solidarity and community. Furthermore,
both Irish and international experiences suggest that the discovery of
those institutional arrangements is itself an experimental and practical
process (Dorf and Sabel, 1999).

It is a remarkable, if not easily understood, fact that deliberation
which is problem-solving and practical produces consensus, even
where there are underlying conflicts of interest, and even where there
was no shared understanding at the outset. It is also a fact that using
that approach to produce a consensus in one area, facilitates the same
approach in other areas. The key may lie in understanding what kind
of consensus is produced when problem-solving deliberation is used. It
is generally a provisional consensus to proceed with practical action, as
if a certain analytical perspective was correct, while holding open the
possibility of a review of goals, means and underlying analysis (see
below). This type of agreement certainly involves compromise. But the
word compromise is inadequate to describe it. ‘Compromise’ so often
fudges the issues which need to be addressed.

A definite characteristic of successful policy reports is argumentation
or reason-giving. In these reports, the social partners and others
present the society not with a deal, however good, but with the reasons
why a certain perspective or policy initiative has commanded their
agreement. It is to the problem-solving and the reason-giving that we
should attribute whatever success these bodies have had. This contrasts
with the view which attributes their influence to their apparent focus
on high level ‘strategy’ or ‘policy-making’.

A similar account of the elements and process of concertation has
independently emerged in recent work on the ‘Dutch miracle’ (Visser
and Hemerijck, 1997; Visser, 1998a, b). Visser and Hemerijck draw
attention to new combinations of centralization and decentralization,
and emphasise the combination of interest-group dialogue and expert
input which create a common definition of problems. This yielded a
‘problem-solving style of joint decision-making’, in which participants
are ‘obliged to explain, give reasons and take responsibility for their
decisions and strategies to each other, to their rank and file, and to the
general public’ (Visser, 1998a: 12). The institutions of concertation
work where they facilitate shift from a ‘bargaining style’ to a ‘problem-
solving style’. Visser (1998a: 13) considers that ‘the most interesting
property of social concertation lies in the possibility that interest
groups redefine the content of their self-interested strategies in a
‘public-regarding’ way’.
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A new view of what a social partner is now

The second element of the perspective on partnership which has
emerged in Ireland is a new view of the nature and role of the social
partners themselves. Trade unions, business associations and commu-
nity groups tend to see themselves as different, each emphasizing the
severity of the difficulties they face. Yet extended and robust discussion
between them revealed that they all confront the problem of linking
national representation to local action and turning participation in
national concertation into tangible results. From this there emerged a
new definition, or description, of a social partner, emphasizing process
rather than structure, and information rather than force.

In international studies of neo-corporatist systems, there is a clear idea
of what a social partner is (Cawson, 1986; Schmitter, 1979). This tradi-
tional idea is summarized in the left-hand panel of Table 15.1. A key idea
is that to be capable of negotiating and delivering, an organization must
have ‘social closure’ or monopoly of representation of a given social
group. This monopoly gave them an authorized jurisdiction or charter. A
second element was the emphasis on their functional roles in the
economy. Indeed, many went so far as to say that only producer groups
were capable of being social partners. The key activity undertaken by
organizations with these characteristics was bargaining, with each other
and with government. In many respects, the logic of that bargaining is
summed up in the next characteristic listed in the left-hand box: state
intervention in the economy. It was because the state intervened exten-
sively in the economy that it found itself deeply engaged with unions
and employers’ associations. Finally, each of the organizations which
participated was hierarchically organized and concentrated. This gave them
a clear ‘peak organization’, which was capable of both representing and
disciplining a large number of individuals and sub-organizations.

The traditional conception of the nature of a social partner would
seem to have lost much of its relevance. An alternative set of character-
istics is summarized in the right-hand panel of Table 15.1.

The first is the fact that social partners are continuously mobilizing
citizens who have problems that need to be dealt with. Organizations
cannot take for granted their role as representatives of a given group,
with defined and stable economic or occupational roles. They must
offer practical achievements and a vision of a better economy and
society. Rather than relying on fixed functional roles, their strength is
in coordination: they assist in defining and coordinating functions.
Rather than having their base in producer groups, their base is actors in
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civil society who have to respond to the often unintended conse-
quences of policy, economic change or action by other groups.

While the ultimate role of the traditional social partner was bargain-
ing, and achievement depended on the power resources deployed in
bargaining, this is no longer an adequate description. Economic
change has fragmented these power resources and shifts in popular
opinion have made traditional social partners uncertain about how,
and whether, they can deploy them. By contrast, information is the key
resource which a modern social partner brings to the table. They are
needed, precisely because the information is generated within their
organizational ambit. They have the links, the capacity, and the con-
tacts with what is really going on in society.
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Table 15.1 Traditional and new ideas of a social partner

Traditional idea of a social partner New characteristics of a social partner

• Monopoly/authorized jurisdiction • continuous mobilization
• function (economic or regulatory) • coordination of functions
• producer groups • actors in civil society
• bargaining • information as key resource
• state intervention in the economy • new forms of public advocacy

– analysis
– dialogue
– shared understanding

• hierarchy • actor, not just voice

In the place of the old form of bargaining, there are new forms of
public advocacy. These are summarized in the right-hand panel as
analysis, dialogue and shared understanding. It is possible to bargain
without discussing, and a lot of traditional bargaining was like that. At
the other extreme, it is possible to analyse without putting yourself in
the shoes of the actors, and a lot of traditional social and economic
science was like that. In between, there is a combination of discussion,
analysis and deliberation, which might be called ‘negotiated gover-
nance’. The new models of social partnership, at their most effective,
seem to be moving toward that approach.

The final characteristic is that a new social partner is an actor, not
just a voice. Mobilizing, organizing, delivering and solving problems
(with others) seem to be features of what makes these social partners
effective. Indeed, these might be seen as conditions to be an effective
social partner. The goals, methods and knowledge of organizations are
shaped and reshaped in action. A continuous danger of the partnership



approach is the slide to ‘talking shops’. Involvement in action, as well
as talk, is one prevention against that danger. This feature of a modern
social partner is related to a weakening of the traditional distinction
between political work, self-help, charity and labour organization.

The importance of action also reflects the limits of representation.
One of the effects of the many changes in the economy and society is
to qualify further the usefulness of conventional representation. It
underlines the increased role of action, and of organizations that create
and coordinate action. Furthermore, within that, there is an increased
role of direct action by members, rather than action for members, or
organization for the purpose of representation.

Many reasons could be offered to explain why the traditional social
partner (described in the left-hand panel) has become less relevant in
many countries, and is giving way to a new social partner (described
in the right-hand panel). These would include the shift from manufac-
turing to services, technical and organizational change in enterprises,
the collapse of unskilled labour, the emergence of new occupational
roles and work patterns, new information technology, high unem-
ployment, the emergence of other complex new social problems, the
difficulties of large-scale public administration, the development of
new social movements and the growth of self-help or empowerment-
oriented organizations.

New roles for the centre and national partnership

A further reason why the new examples of concertation should not be
seen as a return of neo-corporatism is the changing nature of govern-
ment and public policy. Across the world, we seem to be witnessing a
historical shift in the role of the centre and national government. The
complexity, volatility and diversity of economic and social problems,
and of social groups, are undermining the capacity of traditional,
postwar, legislative and administrative systems. Parliaments find it
difficult to pass laws that can accommodate the variety and unpre-
dictability of situations which need to be addressed. Administrative
systems, designed for uniform delivery of a predictable range of ser-
vices, cannot meet the new needs and demands of citizens (Dorf and
Sabel, 1999).

It is critical that concertative or partnership arrangements are in tune
with the capabilities of government and administration at different
levels. This is not easy, since in many countries there is no longer a
settled pattern of national, regional, local and sectoral policy-making
and institutions. We can, however, paint a provisional picture of the
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way in which the role of central government is changing. The
traditional roles of the centre are summarized in the left-hand panel of
Table 15.2. These roles reflect the power, autonomy and effectiveness
of central government, as it was understood in most western countries
in the postwar period. The democratic legitimacy of central govern-
ment gave it the ability to allocate public resources, to direct the opera-
tion of government departments and agencies, and to administer
complex systems of public delivery and scrutiny. In addition, where
corporatist-type systems existed, government had the role of under-
writing the monopoly representation exercised by business associations
and trade unions.

Changes in the economy and society have undermined the effective-
ness of central government in many of these roles. This development
has drawn attention to the potentially superior effectiveness of
regional or local government, and many countries have decentralized
significant areas of policy-making and administration. But, for a variety
of reasons, central government remains extremely important, and the
role of supranational government, such as the EU, is increasing rather
than diminishing.

The new roles of central government are summarized, tentatively, in
the right-hand panel of Table 15.2. Policy entrepreneurship seems an
important characteristic of successful policy at both national and EU
level. Governments in EU member states and elsewhere, as well as the
European Commission, have in the past decade adopted an experimen-
tal approach in many policy areas (Laffan et al., 2000). An emerging
role of the centre seems to lie in the authorization, coordination, pro-
tection and financing of experimental approaches.

Monitoring is listed as a role of the centre in this emerging system.
Yet, the changes noted above suggest that central government would
have difficulty in accumulating, checking and interpreting the masses
of information necessary to monitor a wide range of public policies
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Table 15.2 Traditional and new roles of central government

Traditional central roles Arena of problem-solving

• allocating • policy entrepreneurship
• directing • monitoring (obliging and supporting)
• administering • facilitating deliberation
• underwriting monopoly • protecting non-statutory 

representation organizations
• supporting interest group formation



and programmes. A new role for central government then lies in oblig-
ing and assisting others in monitoring and benchmarking. This does
not mean monitoring in the sense of checking the implementation of
programmes, the goals and methods of which are defined once and for all
by central government. Rather what is pertinent is government’s role in
setting standards, obliging and assisting monitoring, and in altering
both the methods, and sometimes even the goals, of public policy 
and provision in the light of systematic comparison of successes and
failures (Sabel, 1994).

The next new role of the centre listed in the right-hand panel, refers
to the role of the centre in facilitating communication and joint action
between social interests and organizations. Given the difficulty of
directing and administering policy, central government is often more
effective when it provides an arena for problem-solving by others. This
role is clearly related to partnership, and contrasts sharply with tradi-
tional policy and administrative approaches. It involves the systematic
organization of deliberation and information-pooling. In identifying
the state’s role in facilitating deliberation, information pooling and
action by other organizations, it is not implied that the state is neutral,
or that it comes to issues without an agenda or interests of its own. The
state is much more than a referee. Its democratic mandate and resources
give it a unique role in the partnership process.

Another emerging role of central government would seem to be pro-
tection of non-statutory organizations. An aspect of the exciting policy
change of the past decade has been the move from establishing statu-
tory bodies, with a permanent and guaranteed life, to the use of ad hoc,
or task-oriented, bodies. These seem more flexible and innovative, but
are also more vulnerable. Consequently, central government has a role
in protecting them in their relations with statutory bodies and heavily-
resourced state agencies.

Finally, national governments have the legitimacy and resources to
support the formation and development of interest groups. Their will-
ingness to do this depends on whether they believe that the inclusive-
ness and quality of relationships in society is both a good in itself and is
productive. In the partnership process the state sometimes shares some
of its authority with social partners; this, of course, involves them in
sharing some of its responsibility. In supporting interest groups, it is
legitimate for the state to assign certain tasks and favour high standards
of openness, democracy, representation and direct participation.

National-level concertative or partnership arrangements cannot be
effective if they are premised on an outdated view of the power, auton-

Rory O’Donnell 317



omy and effectiveness of central government. They will not assist in
solving problems if they rely on central government to design, direct
and administer programmes. Social partnership will not retain its rele-
vance if it relies on the state to underwrite the partners’ monopoly of
representation of groups of citizens. That legitimacy must be created
and recreated in action. A major challenge, discussed at some length
among the Irish social partners, is how to refocus partnership arrange-
ments so that they are consistent with the emerging roles of national
government. A second challenge is how to redesign public administra-
tion itself, so that it is consistent with these emerging roles.

Combining policy-making, implementation and monitoring

What has been argued above suggests that we need not only to link
policy-making, implementation and monitoring, but to rethink them. It
may be that these separate spheres of ‘policy-making’, ‘implementa-
tion’ and ‘monitoring’ no longer hold good in the conventional sense.
Hence, the final element of a new concept of post-corporatist concerta-
tion or partnership, concerns the links between policy-making, imple-
mentation and monitoring.

The experience of the past decade suggests that national-level part-
nership focused around national-level policy-making, is unlikely to solve
the complex and diverse problems which citizens confront. Agreement
on a strategic approach, and even on specific policies, means little if
these are not implemented effectively. If they cannot be implemented
in accord with a central design, then they have to be implemented
with local or sectoral discretion. That means little, if we have no way of
telling which versions work and which versions fail. In many areas of
welfare policy, social policy, labour market policy and industrial policy,
how measures are implemented has become crucial, and hence, the
ability to monitor pacts is a necessary requirement. In Ireland, it is now
recognized that this requires the social partnership system to engage
more actively with implementation and monitoring. What is required
is examination of the practical successes and failures of policy, so as to
provide a basis from which to revise both the methods and goals of
policy. This poses profound challenges to both public organizations
and interest associations.

European integration and convergence

I have set out a conception of post-corporatist concertation, based on
the experience of the country which has made the most conspicuous,
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and successful, use of social partnership in the 1990s. Ireland is also a
country which has been profoundly and dramatically changed by par-
ticipation in European integration (O’Donnell, 2000).

There is some evidence, in the work of Visser and Hemerijck (1997),
that a similar understanding of social partnership has emerged in the
Netherlands, which has also been successful in economic correction
and social stabilization.

Further empirical and conceptual work is required to establish
whether the ideas apply to the other member states which have used
policy concertation in the 1990s. Such work needs to compare both
the content of concertation and the process of partnership in various
countries – to test whether it is closer to traditional postwar neo-corpo-
ratism or to the post-corporatist model set out above. The new system
of concertation differs in important respects from the old: it is based
on an open economy; it relies less on demand management to deliver
its social benefits; it does not guarantee privileged access to the tradi-
tional social partners or underwrite their monopoly to the same
degree; it involves a different relation between national and firm-level
partnership; it relies on direct participation as well as representation;
and, most importantly, it is based on deep shared involvement in both
deliberation and monitoring. At first glance, the terms used to describe
policy concertation across Europe in the 1990s – ‘negotiated social
pacts’, ‘supply-side corporatism’, ‘competitive corporatism’, ‘coopera-
tive problem-solving’, ‘macro-economic regulation’, ‘concertation
without political exchange’ – suggest a degree of convergence.

While the dominant continental European models – German,
French, Scandinavian – are under severe strain, remarkable innovations
are emerging in unlikely places and coming from diverse directions.
Inside the space of a decade and a half, the EU has created both a new
internal market and a new macroeconomic and monetary landscape. It
is thus providing the European economy with regulatory and macro-
economic instruments made in, and for, the radically new economic
and political environment which is emerging. By means of the EU, the
countries of Europe can modernize, modify – and in some cases discard
– policies and institutions made for the postwar world. Responding to
the demand of internationalization, small member states, such as
Ireland, Netherlands, Finland and Portugal, seem to be inventing post-
corporatist forms of macroeconomic concertation and structural
reform which sustain strong economic and employment growth.
Under the pressure of integration, Italy is achieving a new combination
of strategic policy and microeconomic invention which seems to
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achieve not only competitive success but also social stabilization. The
peripheral countries, so hungry for integration and modernization, are
adopting the organizational innovations which were invented in Asia,
but which subsequently underpinned the economic regeneration of
the US. Furthermore, wherever these innovations in social and eco-
nomic organization are occurring, the European Commission is to be
found as either a catalyst, a partner or a keen observer of the new
governance.

Notes

1. Studies of Irish social partnership include: Hardiman (1988, 1992); Roche
(1997); O’Donnell (1993); O’Donnell and O’Reardon (1997); O’Donnell and
Thomas (1998, 2000); Teague (1995); NESC (1996); NESF (1997); O’Connor
(2001).

2. This view of social partnership, upon which the argument of this chapter is
based, is set out in a report of the National Economic and Social Forum,
NESF (1997).
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16
Organizing European Institutions
of Governance . . . a Prelude to an
Institutional Account of Political
Integration
Johan P. Olsen

In search of new forms of political unity

For half a century, Europeans have (again) explored the possibility of
new forms of political order and unity. This time change in western
Europe has been non-violent and there have been comprehensive and
possibly lasting changes in the (west) European institutions of gover-
nance. Still, students of European political integration face a partial
and emerging polity, with institutions of governance in change and
not in a stable equilibrium.

Accounting for the dynamics of political integration requires atten-
tion to four questions. First, what is meant by ‘political integration’,
how are such processes to be conceptualized and what are good indica-
tors of changing levels and forms of integration? Second, on what basis
is the new polity – the European Union (EU), as a political organization
and system of governance – being integrated? Related to this, how
much, and what, ties members of the EU together and separates them
from non-members? Third, what are the consequences of various levels
and forms of integration? What are the most significant effects of
changing levels of integration, including implications for the con-
stituent units? Fourth, what are the determinants of political integra-
tion and through what processes does change take place? Why are
there variations in the levels and forms of integration across institu-
tional spheres and policy sectors? Why are there changes over time?

In particular, what is the integrating power of shifting system
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performance in terms of efficient problem-solving and service delivery?
What is the integrating power of shared, relatively stable constitutive
principles, institutions and procedures of good governance?

This chapter is a prelude to answering such questions, and only a
prelude because it primarily catalogues some issues, controversies and
research challenges that need clarification before a coherent theoretical
approach to (European) political integration can be developed.1 The
chapter feeds on an institutional perspective. Yet, it does not aspire to
document the advantages of this perspective. That is, it does not
specify concrete implications that are interesting, non-obvious and
disconfirmable. Nor does it document the phenomena that can be
better understood within an institutional perspective than within com-
peting accounts of political integration.

The chapter starts with the observation that institutional change is a
theme attracting attention from both practitioners and researchers. It
argues that a Europe-specific agenda should be closely linked to a more
general theoretical agenda. Two complications are addressed: the lack
of adequate concepts to capture political integration; and the limited
agreement on the nature of existing European institutional arrange-
ments. The focus in what follows is on two types of change that are
important for the formation of legitimate democratic governance: the
processes through which legal institutions are turned into ‘living’ insti-
tutions; and how incentive-based orders are replaced by orders based
on authority and informed consent.

Three frames for understanding institutional change are sketched. In
contrast to much conventional wisdom, it is argued that an institu-
tional perspective implies a dynamic, not static, view of political life.
Major sources of change are inherent in institutional ideals that are
sought, but never reached, and in tensions and collisions caused by
competing ideals and principles, built into single institutions and poli-
ties. The chapter ends with a metaphor and some remarks about realis-
tic theoretical ambitions.

The relevance of institutions: three agendas

Currently, it is commonplace for practitioners to argue that compre-
hensive institutional reform is indispensable and should be a top prior-
ity for the EU. The practical-political agenda refers to:

• the past: European cooperation has been ‘deepened’ and ‘widened’.
Formal institutions, it is claimed, are to a large extent the same.
They lag behind, due to the stagnation of EU reforms.
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• the current situation: the need to respond to the recent (perceived)
institutional crisis and restore the credibility of the EU institutions,
and

• the future: existing institutions are portrayed as hopelessly inade-
quate for a Union of 25–30 members. Future enlargements of the
EU, with new types of applicants and on a scale never experienced
before, require prior institutional reform.

There have been disagreements concerning the scope of reforms, for
instance, whether the Intergovernmental Conference in 2000 on insti-
tutional reforms should concentrate on the ‘leftovers’ from
Amsterdam, that is, the weighting of votes in the Council, extension of
qualified majority voting, and the size and composition of the
Commission, or whether ‘major surgery’ would be needed. Moreover,
there is no unanimity when it comes to the methods for preparing
institutional reform, such as the use of a small independent committee
of experts or intergovernmental diplomacy. There is more agreement
that institutional reform requires a long-term process, rather than an
ad hoc, short-term intervention.2

The Europe-specific research agenda portrays the EU polity as sui generis.
The key question is what competing analytical approaches and inter-
pretations can contribute to a better understanding of the specific EU
dynamics and continuities, that is, institutional formation and change
in the particular socio-economic and historical–cultural context in
Europe.

The intrinsic importance of the emerging European institutions of
governance is a sufficient reason for the attention of researchers.
However, there is also a more general theoretical agenda. This agenda
goes beyond understanding the ways in which the EU polity is devel-
oping. It aspires to give an account of institutional change and reform
that captures developments outside the Union and Europe at large.
While the EU system of governance has some unique properties, it also
shares important features with other complex polities. For instance, the
metaphor that the EU system of multi-level governance is like a
‘marble cake’ rather than ‘layer cake’, was used nearly two decades ago
to describe inter-governmental relations in the United States
(Sharkansky, 1981).

The key issue on the general theoretical agenda is how European
studies may help us develop more advanced theories of governance,
political organization and institutional change. Taking into account
the significance of shifting contexts, are there any general lessons to be
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learnt about how polities develop, are maintained and change? Are
there lessons that require us to revise or to replace basic theoretical
ideas, concepts, methods, techniques and normative standards?

A basic assumption of this chapter is that a succesful follow-up of the
three agendas is more likely if they are considered together. For
instance, all three depend on some serious conceptual homework. The
task of analysing the dynamics of European integration is complicated
by the limitations of available conceptual tools. The claim that ‘despite
the seeming importance of the EC institutional components, with few
exceptions institutions have played a scant role theoretically in
accounts of European integration’ has not become obsolete (Caporaso
and Keeler, 1995: 49. See, however, Armstrong and Bulmer, 1998;
Aspinwall and Schneider, 2000; Bulmer, 1994; Cowles et al., 2000;
Jupille and Caporaso, 1999; Olsen, 1996). The next section gives an
illustration of some elementary conceptual challenges facing students
of European institutions of governance and of political integration in
general.

Political integration as institutionalization

In order to talk about differences in the level and form of political inte-
gration, as well as institutionalization as an indicator of political integra-
tion, we need a metric for political integration and institutionalization.
Only then can we recognize possible enduring changes towards a
‘higher level of European integration’. Only then can we know whether
Europe is moving toward an ‘ever closer union’, and whether we are
facing ‘a new stage in the process of European integration’.

‘Integration’ signifies some measure of the density, intensity and
character of the relations among the constitutive elements of a
system. Integration may refer to causal interdependence among the
parts, consistency – the degree of coherence and coordination among
the parts, and structural connectedness – a sociometric or network
vision of integration (March, 1999: 134–5). The three aspects of inte-
gration are not necessarily strongly correlated, and here political inte-
gration is primarily seen as changes in structural connectedness, that
is, inter-institutional relations.

Falling back on integration as institutionalization, however, is of
limited help, because the concept of ‘institution’ is also contested.
Institutionalized government is ‘conducted in the light of some
socially standardized and accepted code’ (Finer, 1970: 12). Still, institu-
tion may refer to an abstract regulatory prescription that is supposed to
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govern a certain sphere of conduct, and it may also refer to specific less
than perfect historical attempts to put such abstract ideas into practice
(March and Olsen, 1989).

We may distinguish among three dimensions or processes of institu-
tionalization (March and Olsen, 1995; Olsen, 1997b):

1. structuration and routinization – the development of impersonal rules
roles and repertoires of standard operating procedures, as well as
switching rules between pre-structured responses (March and
Simon, 1958: 170). Institutionalization, then, implies routinizing
some kinds of change as well as routinizing resistance to others.

2. standardization, homogenization and authorization of codes of meaning,
ways of reasoning and accounts (March and Simon, 1958: 165).
Practices and procedures become valued beyond their technical–
functional properties (Eisenstadt, 1964; Selznick, 1957).

3. binding resources to values and worldviews (Stinchcombe, 1968:
181–2), that is staff, budgets, buildings and equipment, providing a
capability to act and to enforce rules in cases of non-compliance.
Authority and power are depersonalized (Weber, 1978: 246).

A perspective on international integration as structural connectedness
suggests that a polity has a low level of institutionalization and inte-
gration if the constituent units just observe, inform, and adapt to each
other through processes of autonomous adjustment (Lindblom, 1965).
The level of institutionalization and integration increases as the consti-
tutive units:

• coordinate their policies in an ad hoc and pragmatic way, based on
self-interest or unit-specific norms;

• remove internal barriers to interaction and exchange, and develop
common rules and standards, rights and obligations through inter-
unit processes;

• develop distinct supranational institutions of governance and rou-
tinized joint decision-making at the system level, allowing various
mixes of supranationality, majority voting and veto-power for the
basic units;

• develop common administrative and military institutions, with
staffs and budgets and therefore capabilities for analysis, planning,
decision-making, implementation and enforcement;

• give supranational institutions the right to change their own com-
petence (kompetenz-kompetenz); and
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• develop a common public space, civic society and institutions able
to educate and socialize individuals into informed citizens with a
shared political identity and culture.

A caveat is in order. Historically, European political developments have
followed complex and varying trajectories (Rokkan, 1999). There is no
reason to believe that the list implies a perfect unidimensional or
cumulative scale of ascending degrees of structural interconnectedness,
or an obligatory pattern of integration and institutionalization. There
may be a high level of integration based upon informal codes of
conduct, soft law and policy cooperation, without supranational insti-
tutions (Wallace, 1999: 13). In addition, supranational formal-legal
institutions are no guarantee for strong integration. For instance, estab-
lishing formal institutions for a common European security and
defence policy without adequate resources may provide less integration
than an informal coordination of national defence capabilities. Ceteris
paribus, however, each step of institutionalization is likely to increase
the level of integration. In sum, integrated polities are ‘organized
around well-defined boundaries, common rules and practices, shared
causal and normative understandings, and resources adequate for col-
lective action’ (March and Olsen, 1998: 943–4). In this perspective,
processes of institutionalization include: (1) reorganizing and rewriting
institutional forms, rules, roles and standards; (2) reinterpreting princi-
ples and doctrines, frames of understanding and justification, includ-
ing who is to be accepted as authoritative interpreters of principles,
rules and situations; and (3) reallocating resources and changing prin-
ciples for allocating resources.

A specific measure of institutionalization can be related to changes in
the use of coercion and material incentives in regulating human
behaviour. An indicator of institutionalization, then, will be the use of
less coercion or material incentives in order to make people follow for-
merly questioned rules and practices. Under some conditions, institu-
tionalization may also be reflected in decreasing demands for
participation, as beliefs in the appropriateness of existing structures
and political authority are strengthened. This leads to a focus on the
normative quality of political orders. In particular, attention is called
to how formal-legal institutional arrangements may be turned into
‘living institutions’. That is, how organizational ‘charts’ are translated
into collective practices based on legitimate authority, defining appro-
priate behaviour and ways of reasoning for specific types of actors in
specific types of situations.
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From legal to ‘living’ institutions

Analysing the dynamics of European integration is also complicated by
the fact that there is limited agreement when it comes to what kind of
polity the EU is (Kohler-Koch, 1999; Schmitter 1996). The evolving
European political order is often portrayed as difficult to analyse and
describe. It is also uncertain what kind of political integration is possi-
ble and likely in a multi-cultural and pluralistic region, organized polit-
ically on the basis of nation-states.

The architecture of the European polity, that is, its basic institutions,
their powers and relationships, has been contested since the original
European Community design and throughout subsequent reforms
(Wallace, 1996b: 37). The current institutional configuration is
complex, ambiguous and changing. It is multi-levelled, multi-
structured and multi-centred, characterized by networks across territor-
ial levels of governance, institutions of government, and public–private
institutions (Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch, 1996; Kohler-Koch and
Eising, 1999).

According to Jacques Delors, the EU is an ‘objet politique non-identifié’.
The EU has come a long way from a bargained agreement among
nation-states, to a quasi-federal polity (Stone Sweet and Sandholtz,
1998: 1). Still, the EU is not a fully fledged polity (Joerges, 1996: 117;
Wallace, 1996b: 39) nor an integrated political community (Mayntz,
1999: 8). Rather, it is an ‘experimental union’ (Laffan et al., 1999), an
‘unfinished polity’ and a ‘journey to an unknown destination’ (Weiler,
1993). The uncertainty of the future is highlighted by the five scenarios
in Europe 2010 developed by the Commissions’s Forward Studies Unit
(Bertrand et al., 1999).

For behavioural students of governance a challenge is that EU insti-
tutions are usually discussed in formal-legal terms, that is, institutional
powers formalized in treaties and law. This activates old issues like the
relationship between legal and ‘living’ institutions and the political
implications of formal institutions and rules. In the study of political
life, legislation – binding for both rulers and ruled – was for a long time
believed to be the most striking manifestation of political power
(Friedrich, 1950: 268). In this perspective, government is about ‘the
formation and application of law through public institutions’ (Peters,
1999: 5). To understand institutions of government, it was necessary to
know their history (Finer, 1999). For instance, understanding western
legal institutions required tracing their roots and routes back centuries
(Berman, 1983). Furthermore, a legal description of political life, where
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political institutions are understood by their legal codes and where
changes in formal-legal institutions and laws are supposed to change
human behaviour, has been seen as ‘a typically European way of
looking at politics’ (Easton, 1964: 154).

The American-led ‘behavioural revolution’ in political science in the
1950s and 1960s rejected this approach to the study of political life as
formalistic, legalistic and old fashioned. There was a need to penetrate
the formal surface of constitutional charters, formal governmental
institutions and laws, and to describe and explain how politics ‘really
worked’ (Drewry, 1996; Eulau and March, 1969: 15–16). A result was
increasing cynicism about the explanatory power of law, constitutions
and judicial institutions. In a world of Realpolitik, such factors were
seen as policy instruments.

Less emphasis was put on law as a distinct method of social control
based on the normative quality of rules, principles and processes. The
main tendency was to ignore law as a revolutionary cultural force in
Europe – one that could change concepts, identities and collective
understandings. An implication was that behavioural students often
ignored historical development where an instrumental view of law as
externally imposed order and discipline was supplemented with a
theory of law as justice. In other words, an interpretation of law as rules
with a defensible normative content, defining appropriate behaviour
and generating pressure for compliance (Berman, 1983; Habermas,
1996, 1998; Koh, 1997).

In contrast, the EU represents a renewed trust in governance by law
and the legal integration of polity and society. While the EU uses a
variety of policy modes, it is to a large extent a regulatory polity
(Majone, 1996). Therefore, the European context invites students of
integration to reconsider the lessons of the behavioural revolution.
What are the relationships between, on the one hand, formal-legal insti-
tutions, legal concepts, categories and ways of reasoning, formal deci-
sions, and legally binding rules, and, on the other hand, ‘living
institutions’, rule-implementation, actual political conduct and out-
comes? For instance, is it possible to build ‘a genuine European politi-
cal and administrative culture’ (Santer) by rewriting treaties and formal
institutional designs?3 What actually happens after the great (formal)
bargains are made and the treaties are written (Moravcsik, 1998)?

A key figure in the behavioural revolution maintains that ‘most of
the basic problems of a country cannot be solved by constitutional
design’. The significance of constitutions and institutions – if it really
matters whether they are well or badly designed – depends on whether
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the underlying social and economic conditions are favourable,
unfavourable or mixed (Dahl, 1998: 127–8, 139). Some lawyers have
also reduced their expectations as to the effectiveness of legislation
(Joerges, 1996: 123). Yet, both lawyers and political scientists want to
‘analyse the Community constitutional order with particular regard to
its living political matrix’ (Weiler, 1999: 15, also Armstrong and Shaw,
1998; Craig and de Búrca, 1999; Slaughter et al., 1998).

Weber observed that every system tries to establish and cultivate
belief in its legitimacy. Some are more successful than others, and
Weber defined the constitution of an organization as ‘the empirically
existing probability, varying in extent, kind and conditions, that rules .
. . will be acceded to’ (Weber, 1978: 50). Both legal and other rules
present more or less precise binding behavioural claims on more or less
specified groups of actors in more or less specified situations.

Rules vary in terms of clarity, pertinence, stringency, adaptability,
coherence and consistency (Koh, 1997; Zürn and Joerges, 1999).
Furthermore, actors – individuals (Tyler, 1990) as well as states
(Checkel, 1999b; Koh, 1997) – sometimes comply with rules and at
other times disobey rules. Under some conditions formal-legal institu-
tions have binding authority so that formal and ‘living’ institutions
coincide. Under different conditions the gap between formal-legal
arrangements and practices is huge. Actors show great caution in exer-
cising their authority, powers and rights, or they lack the capacity for
doing so. There is no straight line from structure to outcome (Caporaso
and Keeler, 1995: 47), and institutional continuity and policy change
go together well (Eising and Kohler-Koch, 1999; Sverdrup, 1999).
Sometimes rules lose their binding authority. They are ignored, con-
tested, changed or replaced. Sometimes legal rules become a ‘mask’
hiding the political effects of legal integration and a ‘shield’ insulating
legal rules from political influence (Burley and Mattli, 1993).

A staggering feature of the EU has been the rather high level of com-
pliance with rules and the development of legitimacy via judicial
processes and legal integration. Therefore, a challenge for students of
political integration is to provide a better understanding of the legiti-
macy and authority of European rules, including the change mech-
anisms between types of rules and motivations for following them.
Which factors affect the probability of acting in accordance with rules
of appropriate behaviour? How can we understand variations in com-
pliance across rules, actors and situations? There is no reason to expect
simple answers. Rather, a variety of reasons for following and breaking
rules can be observed.
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Turning incentives into authority

An institutional perspective, as defined here, assumes that rule-
following is a more fundamental logic of action than action based on
the continuous calculation of expected utility (March and Olsen, 1989,
1995). Still, it is necessary to differentiate between reasons for rule-fol-
lowing. Rules may be obeyed out of habit and ‘traditional unreflective
reverence for pre-existing authority’ (Finer, 1970: 104). Compliance
may be governed by rational calculation of the expected utility of alter-
native behaviours. Rules may also be followed due to an identity-
derived internalized feeling of a moral obligation to do so, for example,
a law-abiding mentality. Or, compliance may be based on interaction
and argumentation. That is, rules are followed because of the causal
and normative reasons given for the rules and the processes and insti-
tutions by which rules are formed and enforced.

Most of the time, the legitimacy of political institutions is under-
stood in functional – instrumental terms (Finer, 1970: 19; Stinchcombe,
1997). Institutions are purposeful, organized arrangements. Structures
and procedures are supposed to promote specific tasks, purposes and
goals. Legitimacy and support are based on technical performance, that
is, efficiency in problem-solving, service-delivery and the capacity to
achieve desired social purposes. Another possibility, however, is to see
the legitimacy of a polity as depending on the degree to which struc-
tures, procedures and rules conform with societal beliefs about legiti-
mate institutions (Meyer and Rowan, 1977; Scott and Meyer, 1994).

Competing conceptions of political institutions are closely linked to
different conceptions of the major institutional impacts (March and
Olsen, 1998; Peters, 1999). When institutions are interpreted in func-
tional–instrumental terms, emphasis is usually on policy impacts.
Political behaviour is seen as interest-driven and calculative and as
externally governed by material incentives and coercion. A supplement
is to argue that political institutions constitute, authorize and publicly
legitimize actors who are supposed to be pursuing collective goals
within a system of rules and due process (Jepperson and Meyer, 1991:
206). Institutions, then, are seen as having the potential to form and
transform actors, their mentality and identity and change logics of
actions, for example, from expected utility calculation to identity
based rule-oriented behaviour.

As a consequence, self-control is added to, or replaces, external con-
trols. Compliance is based on the consent of actors who have internal-
ized the belief that they have a normative obligation to accept certain
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institutions and policies under certain conditions (Elias, 1982, 1988;
Habermas, 1996, 1998; March and Olsen, 1989, 1995; Weber, 1978).
Institutional rules are followed because they are accepted as norma-
tively right and not because of a hope to realize pre-determined ends
by doing so (Habermas, 1996: 153). Change and continuity are
justified by appeals to the moral purpose and inherent value of alterna-
tive institutional arrangements and organizing principles, rather than
their immediate consequences and functional efficiency (Reus-Smit,
1997: 583). In this perspective, political and economic obligations of
EU membership are (eventually) fulfilled because they are seen as
reasonable and just.

The latter conception is reflected in an important development in
European political history; the gradual subjection of human conduct to
due process and the rule of law. Students of international politics,
however, have emphasized the difficulty of getting beyond ‘anarchy’
and cooperation based on calculated alliances and power balances in
international relations. While some also see the transformation to
legitimacy and authority as ‘the essence of governance’ in the interna-
tional context (Ruggie, 1998), the pursuit of justice and virtue is gener-
ally not seen as possible in the state’s external relations (Curtin, 1997).

This view is also common in the European context, that is, the EU as
a ‘benign technocracy’. Then, legitimacy and further integration
depend on functional performance, comparative problem-solving
effectiveness and the ability to satisfy relevant policy interests
(Wallace, 1996b: 44). For instance, Scharpf claims that students of
European integration have become more aware of some ‘lasting limita-
tions’ of European political integration. The legitimacy of the EU in the
foreseable future will depend on its problem-solving capabilities and its
institutional safeguards against the abuse of European power. There is
no pre-existing sense of collective identity, and a shared identity is not
to be expected, given the lack of a European-wide discourse and an
institutional infrastructure that could assure the political accountabil-
ity of office holders to a European constituence.

Adding new member states from central and eastern Europe will
increase heterogeneity and make the development of a common iden-
tity even more unlikely (Scharpf, 1999a: 4, 187–8).

Others see European political and legal institutions as having a larger
potential for transforming mentalities, identities and logics of action.
They argue that processes of opinion- and will-formation, through 
a communicative logic of argumentation and justification, to 
some degree can cultivate citizens’ character and identities and build
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solidarity beyond the level of the nation-state (Habermas, 1996: 506;
also, Checkel, 1999a; Eriksen, 1999; Habermas, 1998; Risse, 2000).
Furthermore, in its self-presentation the EU adheres to several funda-
mental principles of governance common to the member states and
independent of the single policy issue at hand. As formulated in the
treaties, the EU is founded on the principles of liberty, democracy,
respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, and the rule of
law. A Charter of Fundamental Rights was drafted during 2000 and the
principle has been established that decisions are to be taken as openly
as possible and as closely as possible to the citizens. The Union, it is
argued, should also deepen the solidarity of its peoples, while respect-
ing their history, culture and traditions.

A challenge, then, is to specify the degree to which, and the
conditions under which, the main foundation of a polity’s legitimacy
represents superior functional performance and continuous utility-cal-
culation. Likewise, what is the significance of historically developed
and fairly stable internalized codes of appropriate behaviour and prin-
ciples for living together politically? For instance, to what degree does
the effectiveness and legitimacy of legal integration depend on a his-
toric, underlying political culture in western Europe? When and how is
the legitimacy-basis of a system of governance transformed from func-
tional performance to internalized codes of appropriateness, or vice
versa? What is the explanatory power of discourses and arguments?
That is, to what degree, and under what conditions, does legitimacy
depend on the defensible normative content of the Leitidéen, principles
and forms presented in debates over what kind of European order is
desirable?

The long-term interaction between, on the one hand, legitimacy
based on performance and on normative principles and, on the other
hand, institutional forms is not well understood (March and Olsen,
1998). There is no reason to believe that the two are completely inde-
pendent or perfectly correlated. However, one hypothesis is that, if
polities are unable to influence citizens’ identity and mentality and
instead base their legitimacy on continuous performance, they tend to
be unstable. If everyone takes an external calculative approach so that
legitimacy is solely based on performance, rewards and punishments,
change is driven by shifting distributions of incentives and coercion,
and institutions will not last (Habermas, 1996; Weber, 1978).

In comparison, in polities where legitimacy is based on shared politi-
cal identities, collective understandings and emotions, change is likely
to be slow and a result of step-wise reinterpretations or major external
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shocks. One type of cultural shock is when a polity with a law-abiding
culture is extended to countries and groups without a similar respect
for law and due process. Possibly, the argument is relevant for some
candidates for EU membership. Yet, the effect may be modified,
because these new members may emphasize a different legitimacy
basis, for example, becoming a part of a modern and democratic
Europe. If, however, participation in discourses over the aims and
justifications of European institutions and policies is important for
awarding the system legitimacy, a possible development is towards an
increasing legitimacy gap between those taking part in such discourses
and interactions and the bystanders. The bystanders are impacted, but,
because they are not taking part in argumentation over the future of
Europe, they are less prone to give legitimacy to the new polity.

An institutional perspective assumes that institutional change will
depend on both the level of integration and the basis on which a
polity is integrated (Brunsson and Olsen, 1998; Olsen, 1998). Other
frames for understanding institutional dynamics, in contrast, tend to
see institutions as primarily an epiphenomenon, reflecting competitive
environments or the will and power of identifiable actors.

Frames for understanding institutional dynamics

The history of the EU is consistent with the view that all political
arrangments are contingent and malleable, yet not necessarily in a vol-
untaristic way (March and Olsen, 1989, 1995). EU developments reflect
a history of founding acts and deliberate institution-building, as well as
informal and gradual institutional evolution. It is a history where
desired policy outcomes and prefered institutional development have
not necessarily coincided. It is also a history of different dynamics in
different policy areas (Wallace, 1996b: 38–9).

Here, I distinguish between three frames for understanding the deter-
minants of institutional change and the processes through which
change takes place: (1) environmental accounts highlighting competi-
tive selection; (2) strategic agency accounts featuring human will, cal-
culations and power; and (3) institutional accounts privileging the
significance of institutional structures and histories (March and Olsen,
1989, 1995, 1998; Olsen, 1992).

Environmental accounts start with society and portray institutional
change as reflecting shifts in the political institutions’ functional or
normative environments. Each institutional form has its comparative
advantage, in terms of functional performance or how well it ‘matches’
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normative environments. In cases where processes of diffusion and
rational adaptation do not secure good ‘matches’, a process of compet-
itive selection governs which institutional forms evolve, flourish, decay
or disappear. Both structures and policies are largely determined by
environmental forces. Therefore, tinkering with institutional arrange-
ments will have little independent impact as long as the underlying
environmental forces remain constant (Dye, 1975: 20–1).

This view is dominant when European developments are seen as
reflecting the imperatives of international competition, technological
and economic globalization and mass migration. It is supported by
market metaphors emphasizing competitive selection in an increas-
ingly interdependent world.4 Economic and social integration, in the
meaning of causal interdependence among parts, dictate political inte-
gration, in the meaning of structural connectedness and institution-
building.

One complication is that it is notoriously difficult to specify an
optimal political–democratic space (Dahl and Tufte, 1973). Another
complication is that environmental accounts seldom specify exactly
which changes in institutional forms are required by shifting task envi-
ronments and through what mechanisms environmental pressure
brings about change (Oliver, 1991). For instance, does global competi-
tion dictate the size of the European polity? Is territorial enlargement a
functional necessity and, if so, which countries have to be included?
Do global functional imperatives dictate what Europeans are going to
have in common? A single market? Common currency? A defence and
security policy? A common defence capability? An integrated public
sphere and civic society? A shared language? A collective identity? If a
widening and deepening of European cooperation is a functional
requirement, through which processes will this happen?

The same questions challenge accounts that assume a necessary
adaptation to a normative environment of universally legitimate prin-
ciples and forms. Here, one task is to explain why some principles and
forms in a culture attract attention and get support, while others are
ignored or turned down (Risse-Kappen, 1994: 187). For instance, how
can we better understand the changing mobilizing power in Europe
when it comes to concepts like the market, democracy, welfare state,
human rights, civil society, federal state, governance by experts, and so
on? Another task is to specify what each principle, or specific combina-
tions, requires in terms of institutional design.

Strategic agency accounts understand institutional change in
rational–instrumental terms, as reflecting the will, calculations and
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power of an identifiable group of actors. Institutional design and
choice are solutions to perceived problems (March and Olsen, 1983;
Olsen 1997a). This view is shared by intergovernmental interpretations
of European institutional developments as the outcome of bargaining
between the major member states (Moravcsik, 1998), as well as
accounts emphasizing supranational or transnational actors (Sandholtz
and Stone Sweet, 1998). Different scholars favour different collective
actors, yet, the main focus is on human intention and power.

This is an account that entails two assumptions: On the one hand,
that institutional form is a significant determinant of performance, and
second, that human choices are important determinants of institu-
tional forms. The former represents a view of institutions as part of
modern technology, as illustrated by mechanical methaphors of insti-
tutions as ‘instruments’, ‘tools’, ‘apparatus’, and pieces of ‘machinery’
of democratic governance (Olsen, 1988: 2). The latter conception is
supported by a democratic emphasis on having a ‘hypothetical atti-
tude’ toward existing institutions, so that citizens can choose the insti-
tutions under which they want to live together (Habermas, 1996: 468).
In this view, democratic politics is an important source for changing
long-lasting political relations (Shapiro and Hardin, 1996: 5–6).

For rational–instrumental accounts it is puzzling that reformers are
not more efficient in establishing stable institutional arrangements.
Institutional reforms do not seem to reduce the demand for future
reforms, rather the opposite appears to be the case (Brunsson and
Olsen, 1993). Deliberate reform assumes motivation, understanding
and social control, prerequisites often missing (among other places) in
the context of comprehensive European reforms. In the EU it is often
difficult to attribute institutional developments to specific actors.
Multiple and conflicting goals are pursued. There is no shared vision of
a future Europe and how the EU should be governed, that is, the
‘nature and ultimate goals of the integration process’ (Majone, 1998).
There is no shared understanding of institutional requirements and
possibilities, and no single central reorganization authority. A task
within this perspective is to specify what actors are trying to make
comprehensive reforms, under what conditions they are able to
achieve planned organizational change, and under what conditions
institutional reforms are producing expected and desired substantive
results.

Institutional accounts do not deny that changing environments 
and reform strategies can be significant for understanding institutional
dynamics. Rather, the argument is that processes of competitive
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selection and rational design are less than perfect, and that change
cannot be understood on the basis of knowledge about environments
and actors alone. Concepts like ‘historical inefficiency’ and ‘path
dependency’ suggest that institutional change is not always fast and
frictionless. The match between environments, reforms and institu-
tional structure and performance is not automatic, continuous and
precise. An institutional account portrays institutions as having lives
and deaths of their own, sometimes enduring in the face of apparent
inconsistencies with their environments, sometimes collapsing without
obvious external cause. Change processes depend to a large extent
upon the internal constitutive characteristics of existing institutions.
Institutions authorize and enable, as well as constrain, change.
Therefore, there is a need for understanding how institutions may
transform, modify, redirect and integrate, and not only aggregate, the
demands, interests, and powers of societal actors and forces (March
and Olsen, 1984, 1989, 1995).5

A common criticism of institutional accounts, however, is that they
highlight continuity and have little to say about change. To avoid this
criticism, institutionalists have to explain ‘dramatic and unexpected’
changes (Keohane and Hoffmann, 1990: 277), including why major
reform agreements sometimes are reached quickly and often to the sur-
prise of even those involved. A recent example is the redefinition of
the EU from a ‘civilian polity’ to placing security and defence high on
the common agenda and appointing Javier Solana as ‘Mr CFSP’ (to
project the common foreign and security policy).

More generally, institutionalists have to explain how internal con-
stitutive characteristics of existing institutional arrangements (that is,
what integrates a polity) affect the change–continuity mix and the
form change takes. Institutionalists have to explain why institutions
under some conditions adapt smoothly. There is an incremental
modification of internal structures as well as environments (Nystrom
and Starbuck, 1981), as institutions codify their changing experience,
wisdom and morality. Yet, under other conditions institutions are
rigid in spite of changing environments and deliberate reform
attempts. Institutions outlive their functional efficiency as well as
their normative support. They are outdated, promote superstition
and allow exploitation. Then, change may take the form of great
leaps, rather than small steps. For instance, as crises have accumu-
lated, there have been critical junctures and exceptional moments in
state-building and nation-building processes in Europe (Rokkan,
1970, 1999).
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The EU, with its multiple overlapping centres for policy-making, pro-
vides a site for studying institutional impacts on institutional change.
Developments in the EU system of governance have taken place within
a strong nation-state-based order, and not in an institutional vacuum.
From an institutional perspective properties of this order – characteris-
tics of the basic units as well as their relations – are assumed to have an
impact on institutional dynamics. Such properties are expected to have
consequences for both Europeanization processes, understood here as
the development of new institutions at the European level, and for
how the basic units adapt to Europeanization, that is, variations in pat-
terns of change across nation-states and across institutions within the
same polity. An institutional perspective also suggests that the relative
explanatory power of domestic and European institutions will change
with changing levels and forms of European integration and
institutionalization.

Therefore, the EU polity is also well suited for studying key issues in
political integration: For instance what are the relations between
changes in, on the one hand, the level and form of polity integration
and, on the other hand, changes in the component units of the system?
Do changes in the number and types of institutional bonds among the
component units of a polity depend on how the component units are
constituted and how they ‘match’ each other? What impact do varia-
tions in the levels and forms of integration at the polity level have on
the component units? Do polities based on different institutional prin-
ciples make different requirements on their constitutive units
(Brunsson and Olsen, 1998; Olsen, 1998)? Do different types of
international orders strengthen or weaken different types of states
(Ikenberry, 1998: 163, Schmidt, 1999)?

The research task includes exploring the impact of varying levels and
forms of state-building and nation-building, producing states with vari-
able internal cohesion, legitimacy and resources (Rokkan, 1999). Given
variations in state institutions, traditions and bonds of mutual loyalty
and obligations, we should expect different attitudes towards the level
and forms of European integration. Moreover, we should expect differ-
ent patterns of institutional adaptation and not quick and strong con-
vergence in institutional forms. Finally, since the level and form of
institutionalization vary across policy sectors, we would expect institu-
tional dynamics – the key actors involved, the patterns of change, and
the explanatory power of institutional factors – to vary across policy
areas. For instance, patterns of integration can be expected to be differ-
ent in policy areas like security and defence from in market-building
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processes. In the latter, supranational institutions have over time won
a key role which they are not likely to achieve in the forseable future
in, for instance, CFSP. Better specified expectations, however, will
depend on detailed knowledge about institutional variations across
sectors.

As a further response to the charge that institutional approaches
have little to say about change, the next section focuses in more detail
on some internal sources of dynamics, often ignored by static concep-
tions of institutions: the dynamics caused by the fact that institutional
orders are never perfectly integrated.

The dynamics of imperfectly integrated political orders

A major historic development in Europe is the emergence of differenti-
ated and partly autonomous institutional spheres with distinct logics
of action, meanings and resources. Each sphere legitimizes different
participants, issues, and ways of making, implementing and justifying
decisions. Weber observed that institutional orders are never perfectly
integrated and that modernization inevitably produces imbalances,
tensions and collisions between institutional spheres (Gerth and Mills,
1970: 328–57; Weber, 1978; also, Orren and Skowronek, 1994, 1996).
An implication is that, in a multi-level, multi-structure and multi-
centre polity with partly autonomous sub-systems, a key to under-
standing institutional dynamics may be to study how institutions
relate, balance, collide and penetrate each other. If integration, seen as
coherence among the parts, is never perfect, striving for coordination
also becomes a potential source of institutional change, at least in
political cultures favouring consistency and order.

The French institutionalist Georges Renard observed that institutions
are built around foundational principles and organizing ideas that
provide ‘themes of development’ (Broderick, 1970: xxiii). Institutions
strive to achieve ideals without ever being able to reach them, that is,
there is a potential for change because there are always discrepancies
between ideal abstract regulatory prescriptions and actual implementa-
tion. In addition, this potential increases, because single institutions, as
well as institutional orders, are less than perfectly integrated.
Institutions have built-in competing and conflicting organizing princi-
ples, imperfections and conflicts (Broderick, 1970).

All this suggests a dynamic, not a static, concept of institutions. In
general, it is difficult to keep institutions constant by deliberately
reproducing and sustaining patterns of appropriate behaviour. There
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are continuous interpretations and reinterpretations of what the rules
of appropriate behaviour are, how concrete situations are to be under-
stood, and how to map rules on to individual cases. Change may
follow as rules are differently understood and as resources are reallo-
cated so that actors become able to follow rules differently. Here atten-
tion is focused on processes of reinterpretation.

Under some conditions, change results from ‘a reality test’ and a
process of rational learning. For instance, Europeans may learn about
international interdependencies and the loss of national ‘fate control’.
If so, they may avoid wishful thinking and concentrate on alternatives
effective under current international interdependencies. Improved
knowledge may also make them reconsider the balance between, and
justification of, the maximization of market competition and other
social and political goals. Furthermore, actors may adapt collective
aspiration levels, internalize dependencies and the interest of other
member states. As consequence, they may – in the very long run –
develop a European ‘we-feeling’ (Scharpf, 1999b: 283–6). In brief,
according to Scharpf, Europeans may come together to cope with
common practical problems, in search for common gains. Yet, the
process may foster a sense of community.

This view is consistent with the idea that identity formation has a
strong cognitive component (March and Simon, 1958). But learning
processes are not necessarily rational and interpretations of history are
seldom inherent in the events themselves. Interpretations and their
effects are influenced by institutional contexts (March and Olsen,
1995: 44). Most of the time, learning in densely institutionalized con-
texts produces step-wise reinterpretations. Still, in polities encompass-
ing a large repertoire of institutional forms, forms are typically
attended to sequentially or separately, rather than simultaneously and
in a coordinated way (Cyert and March, 1963). Shifting attention
among forms, or a focus on their relations, may therefore also trigger
major change. In polities where legitimacy is largely based on habit
and unreflected tradition, processes of reflection and consciousness-
raising can also produce sudden, dramatic and unexpected change.

In the EU, generalized institutional forms shared by member states
compete with each other and with forms of governance and organiza-
tion particular to each nation (Andersen, 1999). Which of several legit-
imate forms are appealed to and evoked has significant implications.
For instance, an emphasis on the freedoms derived from the market-
building project, compared to a focus on ‘a shared commitment to
freedom based on human rights, democratic institutions and the rule
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of law’ (European Council, Tampere, 1999), legitimizes and activates
different participants and arguments, problems and solutions, and
institutional forms. Therefore, they ‘bias’ decision-making processes
differently.

The dynamics of change will also depend on how proposals are
framed, typically an institution-dependent process. For instance, a sug-
gested transition of the EU to a democratically constituted federal
state, where German federalism ‘might not be the worst model’
(Habermas, 1998: 161), can be discussed in terms of the system’s
problem-solving capability (Scharpf, 1999a, b). It can also be discussed
in a power context; the future of the realm of the political and major-
ity institutions, and the power implications of winning popular elec-
tions in democratic societies (Rokkan, 1966). Furthermore, the
proposal can be discussed in terms of the development of democratic
beliefs and practices, public deliberation and decision-making based on
the best argument (Habermas, 1996, 1998). While all are legitimate
standards of assessment, they typically suggest different institutional
designs.

Change and stability are linked to definitions of the self and the sit-
uation (March and Olsen, 1998: 959), and Union enlargement has
been related to a normative, and not only functional, definition of the
EU. By formulating its policy toward the central and east European
countries (CEECs), the EU has developed the constitutive normative
principles of the European political order. By defining the fundamen-
tal norms and operational criteria of eligibility for membership, or eli-
gibility for assistance programmes, the EU has discovered or defined
important aspects of its self-image and collective identity. Likewise,
EU policy-makers have developed a specific role, identity and rules of
appropriate behaviour for the EU towards the CEECs. Examples are
the notion of an EU responsibility for the integration of the CEECs,
the attempts to delegitimize (or limit) narrowly self-interested behav-
iour towards the CEECs, and the duty to accommodate the interests of
the CEECs in EU policy (Schimmelfennig, 1999; Sedelmeier, 1998,
1999).6

A step-by-step commitment to enlargement as a moral obligation has
taken place – in spite of vigorous opposition and hard bargaining over
the distribution of costs, yet with no thorough debate about the EU
interests involved or detailed cost–benefit analysis (Schimmelfennig,
1999; Sedelmeier, 1999). EU policy-makers have been afraid that
current institutions will not be elastic enough for a major enlargement,
but they have not developed shared expectations about the institu-
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tional requirements of enlargement. It is often argued that the EU will
work better with a small number of willing and similar members
(Wallace, 1996b: 65). On the other hand, enlargement to 12 members
set in motion processes that strengthened Community institutions
(Keohane and Hoffmann, 1990: 277).

The lesson of history is also uncertain, because several of the new
candidates are different from the former ones, for instance in terms
of inadequate institutional capabilities of action, including a capacity
for deliberate institutional reform (Nakrosis, 1999). One possibility is
that the EU, facing candidate states without, or with weak, democra-
tic state traditions, will be more able to demand institutional reforms
than it has been able to do so far in relation to current member
states.

Most of the time, institutional actors take each other into account.
They routinely observe formal or tacit boundaries of their legitimacy
and an established institutional balance. What happens, then, when
the ideals and the rival conceptions of political order embedded in dif-
ferent institutional spheres come into conflict with one another
(Broderick, 1970: xv–xvi)? Such institutional collisions may, for instance,
take place when institutional striving leads to ‘overstretching’ one
ideal and imposing principles and codes outside their traditional legiti-
mate sphere of activity.

The European context provides a laboratory for studies of institu-
tional collisions. This is so because the EU represents a new type of
combinations of institutions, with no dominant centre of authority
and power (Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch, 1996; Sand, 1998: 285,
Wallace, 1996a, b). Therefore, imbalances, collisions and dynamics are
likely. First, they are likely because of the lack of agreement on the
fundamental normative principles and ends according to which the
European polity is to be integrated and governed. Second, they are
likely due to the lack of a clear and stable allocation of powers
between levels of governance and institutions (Curtin, 1997; Kirchhof,
1999; Weiler, 1999). For instance, the EU is a polity where functional
performance depends heavily on national agencies, budgets and staffs
(Wallace, 1999). Tensions between levels of governance, as well as
between territorial integration and functional integration that do not
overlap with territorial boundaries, are also built into the major
European institutions. The EU provides a meeting-place for actors
with different institutional affiliations interacting within a variety of
institutional contexts, emphasizing territorial and functional concerns
differently (Egeberg, 1999).
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Is the Westphalian system of spatial organization then seriously chal-
lenged by European functional organization? The dilemma is well
known in organizational research. As each part of an organization
adapts to its specific task environment, there is an increasing demand
for coordination across functional sectors. At the same time, functional
differentiation and integration, makes such coordination difficult
(Brunsson and Olsen, 1998). Functional specialization and differentia-
tion and institutional ‘fusion’ between levels of governance make coor-
dination difficult at both the European and the domestic level
(Rometsch and Wessels, 1996). So far, however, there is no agreement
that EU functional networks have produced territorial disintegration,
making the nation-state less unitary, weakening the power of majority-
based institutions, as well as of coordinating agencies (Knodt, 1998;
Lange, 1998).

Institutional collisions, including the relations between legal and
‘living’ institutions, can be better understood through studies of how
institutions, after they are formally and legally established, learn their
place in an institutional order. For example, the European Court of
Auditors, as a new institution, had to ‘chart the difficult waters of
inter-institutional relations’ (Laffan, 1999: 255). Defining its tasks,
methods and organizational forms was an important part of the learn-
ing process. It had to establish its credentials, discover opportunity
structures, define ground rules for interactions with other key institu-
tions, and establish trust and appropriate relations. Search and learning
processes took place in a changing normative and cognitive climate,
with increasing concern for financial management and fraud, and
changing formal institutional responsibilities, legal status and
resources. Learning its place, finally, meant coping with the depend-
ence on the resources of national audit offices and the need to develop
cooperation and partnership with domestic institutions jealous of their
independence (Laffan, 1999: 256–8, 265).

The likelihood and consequences of institutional collisions depend
on properties of the polity. In tightly integrated polities, characterized
by high causal interdependence, by coordination and consistency
among the parts and by structural connectedness, collisions may not be
very likely. However, if an external shock causes collisions, change in
one part of the system produces fast and precise changes in other parts.
In loosely integrated polities, with modest causal interdependence, sep-
aration of tasks, powers and responsibilities, and with slack resources
buffering the various parts (Cyert and March, 1963), consequences tend
to be local, with system impacts more modest and less precise.7
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The Treaty of Rome and San Pietro in Vatican

Historically, Europe has been a key site of innovation when it comes to
forms of governance and political organization (Finer, 1999: 14). Now,
the region is again experiencing a period of political experimentation,
innovation and transformation. Building European institutions of gov-
ernance may be compared to building San Pietro in Vatican – Saint
Peter’s Basilica. Some trace its history nearly two thousand years back,
and even the current (new) Basilica took generations to build. There
have been many builders, architects, and popes, as well as artists and
workers. Plans have been made, modified and rejected. There have
been conflicts over designs and over the use of resources. There have
been shifting economic and political conditions and changing cultural
norms, including religious beliefs and fashions of architecture. Such
factors have affected both the motivation and ability to develop the
Basilica. Yet, as parts have been added, modified and even demolished,
the project has had dynamics of its own, constraining the physical
development, the use, and the meaning of, the Basilica.

I ask for mercy from those who know the history in detail. The point
of using the metaphor is simply to suggest that the processes underly-
ing European integration are not well understood. Furthermore, it may
simply not be possible to develop a single, coherent theory of a
complex historical phenomenon like the EU. As has often been the
case historically (Rokkan, 1999), change in the European political order
seems to be an artefact of a complex ecology of processes and trajecto-
ries, rather than the result of a single dominant process. Again, it may
be concluded that ‘the historical processes by which international
political orders develop are complex enough to make any simple
theory of them unsatisfactory’ (March and Olsen, 1998: 968).

Still, the evolving European polity provides great empirical opportu-
nities for those interested in political development. Studies of the EU
may help us understand political integration and disintegration as uni-
versal phenomena unfolding somewhat differently in different territor-
ial, historical-cultural and socio-economic contexts. Studies of a polity
with some special features, like the EU, may improve our ability to dif-
ferentiate between forms of political organization and their key dimen-
sions and characteristics. They may also make it easier to compare
political and governmental structures. In addition, such studies may
shed light on the consequences of institutional form. That is, whether,
under what conditions, how and through what mechanisms institu-
tional form matters. For instance, when and how do institutions

Johan P. Olsen 345



fashion agency, so that constitutive institutional principles and identi-
ties make actors follow a rule-driven logic of appropriateness? When
and how do institutions have an impact upon policies, performance,
power-relations, and the democratic quality of governance?

Inquiries into the co-evolving processes of institution formation and
adaptation at the European and the domestic level may also improve
our understanding of institutional continuity and change. They may
help us understand shifts between periods of radical change and stabil-
ity and, thus, the shifting basis for periodization of political develop-
ment. They may also shed light on variations in developmental
trajectories. Under what conditions do institutions (and actors) gain
and lose legitimacy and support, or see their legitimacy-basis change?
Under what conditions are existing institutions overwhelmed by envi-
ronmental forces, for example shifting social and economic interde-
pendencies? Under what conditions are different types of actors able
deliberately to form and reform institutions and to achieve desired and
intended results? And the key issue of an institutional approach: under
what conditions do institutions, and different levels and forms of polit-
ical unity, modify the change potential of environmental forces and
reform strategies?

This chapter is a prelude to answering such questions. Exploiting the
research potentials of the changing European polity may contribute to
more interesting theories of governance, political organization and
institutional change. In turn, such theories may give a better under-
standing of the significance of Europe as a specific context for political
integration and disintegration.

Notes

1. Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the Workshop on Research
Directions in Relation to Governance and Citizenship in a Changing Europe,
European Commission, DG Research, Brussels 8–9 September 1999 and the
ARENA Annual Conference in Oslo 17 November 1999. A previous version
was published as an ARENA Working Paper in 2000. I want to thank the
participants and in particular Svein S. Andersen, Morten Egeberg, Beate
Kohler-Koch, Ulrich Sedelmeier and Helen Wallace, for constructive ques-
tions and suggestions. Thanks also to Peggy Brønn, Jeffrey Checkel, B. Guy
Peters and Ulf I. Sverdrup and to James G. March, with whom I have
worked on theories of formal organizations and political institutions for
more than 30 years.

2. For an overview of this debate, see Bulletin Quotidien Europe. Also, Dehaene,
von Weizsäcker and Simon (1999). The Commission’s Reform Strategy
Programme, ‘embarking on a process of fundamental reform’ was published
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in February 2000 (http://europa.eu.int/rapid/start/cgi/gue...on.gettxt=gt&
doc= IP/99/769|0|RAPID&lg=EN).

3. Jacques Santer 1999–03–03 (http://europa.eu.int/rapid/start/gue...on.gettxt=
gt&doc=IP/99/143|0|RAPID&lg=en).

4. Ruggie claims, with a reference to Etzioni (1966), that ‘the boldest variant
of functionalism actually posits the existence of evolutionary trends: that in
reacting and adapting to its environment, humanity will build for itself
ever-higher forms of socio-political organization, from tribes to baronies,
from national states to global authorities’ (Ruggie, 1998: 46).

5. In attempts to typologize institutional approaches, this interpretation is
often placed together with ‘the new institutionalism’ in organizational soci-
ology. Such typologies overlook that the two take opposite views when it
comes to the importance of internal factors. The latter argues that: ‘Most of
the institutional change now occuring in any given polity can be predicted
more readily from knowledge of the wider world environment than from
an understanding of internal structure’ (Jepperson and Meyer, 1991: 226).
This approach, emphasizing the spread of a general world culture, is closer
to Weberian ideas of a general rationalization and ‘disenchantment of the
world’ (Gerth and Mills, 1970: 41).

6. Thanks to Ulrich Sedelmeier and Helen Wallace for helping me formulate
this point.

7. Thelen suggests that collisions are likely to be most consequential when
they interfere with the reproduction mechanisms of institutions (1999:
400).
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