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1. The EU entry and post-accession crisis 

 

(1) Post accession crisis as a result of dual pressure 

 

The experiences of the new member states after the first years in the EU have shown 

that there have been two key issues to discuss as the big problems of the new member 

states: completing membership and post-accession crisis. The present political and socio-

economic crisis has demonstrated that the new member states are still very vulnerable to the 

EU pressure for structural accommodation. The ECE governments have also been shaken 

by the recent form of the dual pressure, i.e. by facing the euro convergence criteria from 

outside and the high expectation from the populations for “normal” standard of living and 

public services from inside. This turning point can also be described as a tension between 

the adaptation to the EU by completing the membership (institutional reforms, euro-zone and 

Schengen acquis) and at the same time that of the social consolidation (reaching the 

“normal” level of standard of living and public services). The collapse of the ECE central 

governments around entry-time has indicated that the “monster waves” coming from the EU 

have hit first the governments and macro-politics in general. But the central governments 

have only been the first “targets” to hit, indeed. These monster waves have reached meso-

politics as well, and their absorption capacity has been put under very serious test right in the 

first months of membership. Finally, the demands and pressures have concerned more and 

more the everyday life of all citizens in the new member states, i.e. provoked quick 

transformations in micro-politics as well. This complex situation has been discussed from 

many sides as post-accession crisis. 

Thus, the new situation in the post accession period is at the same time easier and 

more difficult for ECE. It is easier, since the ECE countries have received increased EU 

assistance that can accelerate their socio-economic development and in some years may 

lead to the next, take-off period. It is more difficult, since the further political harmonization 

presupposes a deeper penetration of EU politics and policy into the ECE polities and it 

demands a more radical and more detailed transformation of the legal and political systems 

than before. The new ECE member states have to learn first of all how to represent properly 

their own national interests in order to become effective members. Substantial capacity of 

state and societal power is needed for the new member states to survive in the Brussels 

jungle. Instead of the consensus of the early nineties concerning constitution making, a new 

consensus in the EU strategy is needed in the 2000s. For an effective membership in the 

EU, the national interest has to be defined by all important political and social actors in a 

parliamentary framework as a consensual aggregation process, in which a pluralized and 



  Annual working paper on transition and Europeanisati on WP II / III Theories: Team 5  

EU – CONSENT is supported by the European Union’s 6th Framework Programme  

2

organized civil society participates actively in Europeanization. The democratic deficit with 

the representation and participation paradoxes has been much more marked in the ECE 

region, since the trust in public institutions has been much lower, so the populations and the 

organized interests accept much less the opinions and guidance of their governments and 

parties. A better-informed and more organized participation of the ECE countries’ populations 

is urgently needed for a large and balanced popular support for the Europeanization process. 

 

(2) National varieties of populisms in ECE 

 

The EU accession has triggered a main tendency of economic, political and social 

convergence in the ECE region as a whole, therefore the general crisis of the ECE polities 

has shown up some basically common features. However, even under the common dual 

pressure of Europeanization and social consolidation, there have been some marked country 

specificities. The alternative national strategies of the ECE parties have been formed under 

the usual dual, controversial pressure of the external and internal demands, although it is 

interesting to describe how this varies from country to country in ECE. These variations of 

the ECE approaches might have originated from the different party systems and their 

differing public discourses, including the debates in the ECE parliaments. In Hungary there 

has been a deep split in the political life between HSP and Fidesz, and this bipolar party 

structure has impeded the creation of party consensus on the Hungarian national strategy. A 

diffuse party resistance against the EU membership in some other new member states can 

be bigger, but Fidesz is by far larger and better organized soft eurosceptic party than any 

other centre Right parties in ECE. Hence its soft domestic opposition to the EU and non-

cooperation with the government in the EU affairs might have caused bigger concern in 

Hungary than elsewhere. But this double game played by many centre Right parties in ECE 

is typical, these parties support the EU integration “abroad”, including the European 

parliament, but they issue ambiguous declarations on the EU at home in order to keep the 

anti-EU voters among their supporters. This is very characteristic in Poland with active 

eurosceptic parties in the government bordering on hard Euroscepticism at home and 

abroad. This appears more as a duality in the Czech Republic where the home made 

Euroscepticism has not been conveyed to the European scene so markedly by the politicians 

like in Poland. The Slovak case is exceptional in that respect that active social and national 

populism has been organized on the Left and not on the Right as usual. Yet, Euroscepticism 

has not been so much expressed by the new Fico government in order to avoid even bigger 

confrontation with the EU. The parties on the Left have been usually weak in Poland, Czech 

Republic and Slovakia, since the new requirements of the EU have worsened their chances 
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to a great extent to carry out leftist politics and the constant reference to the Social Europe 

has not satisfied their populations any longer. 

Thus, in the first years of membership the ECE parties on the Right have emphasized 

even more the dangers of the EU integration for their countries and in order to exploit the 

increasing euro-pessimistic mood, they have become more eurosceptic than before the 

entry. The ECE parties on the Left have continued to murmur the mantra of Social Europe 

but have been facing even more the contrast between their EU-related promises and the 

high expectations of population for “normal” standard of living and public services. However, 

very few ECE parties oppose the EU membership or are openly anti-European as hard 

eurosceptic parties, just some extreme right parties can afford this stance, mainly in Poland. 

At the same time, even some well-established parties, e.g. Fidesz in Hungary, have tried to 

combine national populism with social populism. This effort is not unique at all in the ECE 

Right, actually Slovak parties on the extreme right make the same effort. Thus, populist 

danger is running high in both “East” and West in the EU27. Although populist demagoguery 

contains also political references to the unilateral dependence on “Brussels” like previously 

on “Moscow”, the ECE populations are as yet less sensitive to the fact that the decision-

making processes have been concentrated in Brussels, so to say above them, than the 

EU15 populations that have already experienced this distance. The “Eastern” populism has 

formulated its basic slogans more in the terms of social demands than in those of national 

sovereignty, whereas the combinations of social and national populisms have been rather 

widespread. 

 

(3) Democracy paradox in ECE 

 

However, the populations of the ECE countries do not formulate their Eurosceptic 

feeling so much like their Western counterparts in the term of the EU democratic deficit. They 

have perceived this democratic deficit much more at home, in their own national political 

systems therefore a democracy paradox has emerged. The populations of the new member 

states because of the weaknesses of their own national democracy and its performance 

deficit have usually been much less satisfied with the democratic performance of their 

national institutions than with those of the EU, therefore they have been open in many ways 

for the democracy transfer from the EU institutions and have been much less sensitive to the 

EU democracy deficit. Although anti-European and/or eurosceptic parties have “imported” or 

have fabricated home-made anti-Brussels slogans, this is still less important than the 

dissatisfaction with the workings of democracy at home. Thus, the ECE populations have 

perceived the weak performance and low capacity of their national institutions and they hope 
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that the further EU democracy transfer can turn their countries from a low capacity to a high 

capacity state. 

Consequently, a profound cleavage can also be seen between the old and the new 

member states concerning the evaluation of the domestic democracy versus the EU-level 

democracy. Namely, EU-level democracy is appreciated more in the new member states 

than the national one. It is not new, again, because it is still the case in some former member 

states as well. This deep distrust in their own political system is characteristic for new 

democracies, it was - and to a great extent still it is - the case with Greece, Portugal and 

Spain. The situation is opposite in the old member states, since people in most old member 

states are more satisfied with their domestic democracy than with the EU democracy. The 

degree of satisfaction with the EU institutional order in the ECE democracies differs from the 

established old democracies and it was an important pulling factor to membership. It is closer 

to the prevailing mood in some former member states because Portugal and Greece are also 

relatively new democracies. This democracy paradox in the new member states 

demonstrates that they need further Europeanization cum democratization process. 

 

2. The Constitution debate and the “crisis studies”  in the EU 

 

(1) Conflicting approaches on the EU “crisis” 

 

The EU27 tries to cope with the so called constitutional crisis. The EU has the usual 

problems of deepening and widening, i.e. internally the problems of constitutionalization and 

externally the “final borders of Europe” as a combined issue of the further enlargements and 

neighbourhood policy. The new member states have also the above discussed internal and 

external problems as the post-accession crisis and completing membership. These four 

issues have been closely interwoven, therefore their analysis gives as a general overview of 

the current state of the art in the EU, including the perspectives as “future of Europe”. This 

paper analyzes this complex process of constitutionalization or further institutional reforms 

from the point of view of the new member states concentrating on the preparations for the 

team presidencies in the new member states. This analysis explores at the same time the 

internal and external horizons for the ECE as well as the tensions in and the tasks for the 

new member states. 

The incoming team presidencies have a major goal of reinventing the EU for the 21st 

century or Constitutionalizing Europe with the new perspectives. However, at present, the 

“crisisology” is the most productive branch in the European Studies. Almost all EU analyses 

deal with the crises phenomena and many publications concentrate on the crisisology that 

has been some kind of the “crisis studies”. There have been three main approaches in 
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explaining the EU crisis. The first explanation is the internalist that points out that the EU has 

always had deep international contradictions from the very beginning, since it has been 

based on democratic deficit. The second explanation is the globalist that thinks that the EU 

crisis has been generated by globalization, since the US has outcompeted Europe, and 

Europe has also lost ground to China and India in the global trade war. The third approach is 

the externalist that has currently become the mainstream explanation for the crisis. It argues 

that all the problems have come from outside, from the Eastern enlargement, since it has 

broken the former harmony and brought in extreme heterogeneity. Of course, these three 

approaches are but analytical devices to differentiate between the diverging views. Therefore 

the concrete descriptions of the EU crisis usually represent or concoct a particular mixture of 

these approaches with a stress on one of them. In a more detailed way these approaches 

are as follows: 

1. Internalist – internal nature oriented. There has been a continuous debate about 

the EU’s internal nature represented by the contradiction between the transnational, non-

elected Commission and the intergovernmental, nationally representative Council. 

Giandomenico Majone has elaborated a classic concept along this line saying that the 

present EU crisis provides an excellent occasion to ask about the real meaning or common 

sense of the European integration, or “what is Europe”. He offers a general theory of crisis 

based on the analysis of the Big Institutional Triangle (Commission-Council-Parliament) in its 

historical dynamism. His starting statement is that concerning the EU “its truly important 

contribution to the European civilization – the establishment of a supranational constitutional 

order – is belittled or even ignored.” (2006: 607). The democratic deficit is the price we pay 

for wishing to integrate our national economies while preserving the core of national 

sovereignty, which has been caused by the “stealthy approach” to European integration what 

he calls crytofederalism. There has been a dilemma between the increase of the 

transnational organizations by losing legitimacy and the decrease of the positive integration 

by keeping national legitimacy. The EU integration has always been promoted by the 

national elites exclusively and this elite project has recently provoked widespread popular 

resistance. The most recent “provocation” has led to the failure of the ratification process of 

the Constitutional Treaty. 

This concept has been based on the critical assessment of the Big Institutional 

Triangle. The main problem has been identified in the European Commission, which is a 

“non-elected, politically independent body” and pursues “objectives of political integration and 

self-aggrandizement while pretending to solve specific policy problems: integration by 

stealth.” With some exaggeration, the Commission does a good job but it is illegitimate: “In 

conclusion, there is clear evidence that the Commission, and arguably also the Court of 

Justice, on many occasions have used the Community method well beyond the limits 
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envisaged by the drafters of the Treaty of Rome”. Thus, there has been throughout the 

history of the EU a basic dilemma: “the democracy vs. integration dilemma (…) has been 

resolved by the Community method in favour of integration. Later attempts to reduce this so 

called ‘democratic deficit’ by such devices as direct election and steady expansion of the 

powers of the European Parliament and various ‘social programmes’ (…) have failed entirely 

to alter the nature of the basic dilemma.” (Majone, 2006: 613,616). This dilemma can be 

solved as the “big trade-off” in two ways, by “federalism” or by “democracy” in order to 

legitimate either the ongoing positive integration or rejecting it, because the masses 

organized in the national framework have turned against the further steps of the positive 

integration. Majone supports the “federalist” solution but he thinks that it has already failed: 

“Unfortunately, federalist ideas proved unable to mobilize the masses and push them into 

political action. In the course of half a century a certain Europeanization of intellectual, 

economic and political elites has taken place, but this process has hardly touched the large 

majority of citizens. No ‘Europeanization of masses’ has taken place even remotely 

comparable to the ‘nationalization of masses’” (2006: 617). 

The Europeanization of the “national” elites as a complex process has taken place to 

a great extent but the Europeanization of the masses as the emergence of the EU demos 

has been lagging behind very much. In this situation national politics versus supranational 

economics demands either sacrificing democracy to protect market integration, or impeding 

positive integration by preserving national level politics and democratic mechanisms: “I have 

already argued that democracy and integration could be made compatible, rather than 

conflicting, values, only if a majority of Europeans supported a federalist outcome of the 

integration process.” Finally, Majone predicts the “eternal crisis” in that respect, that the EU 

will keep the same basic dilemma also in the foreseeable future: “In sum, the economic 

constitution of Europe finds expression in the rules of negative integration, while attempts to 

pursue positive integration with inadequate material and normative resources too often 

undermine the legitimacy of the constitutional order.” (2006: 621, 625). 

Thus, in the internalist approach there has been an inherent contradiction in the EU 

between the Council and Commission in their principles and actual workings, hence 

according to this view the Eastern enlargement does not play any role in crisis. The typical 

representatives of this approach are from the small - Nordic and Benelux - developed 

member states. This is on their part a usual damage limitation exercise in the EU by focusing 

on more democracy and transparency, mostly through the EP. In this theoretical construct 

the further enlargement could not deeply influence the crisis, since the problem is endemic. 

The EU crisis has been caused by the democratic deficit in the Commission and by the 

missing EU demos. But these smaller countries are not ready to give up their national 

sovereignty or speciality either. What is more, they have been the most outspoken 
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representatives of the smaller states’ role in the EU against any kind of the “enlightened 

absolutism” of the bigger member states as a directoire. 

2. Globalist – EU as a “loser” in global competition. The globalist approach has 

always been a favourite explanation of the neo-liberal economists but it has also gained 

momentum with the central role of the Lisbon Strategy that has been based on the positive 

perspectives of the global competition for the EU. Policy widening as a process of the 

incoming policy areas in the EU from the early nineties pushed the neo-liberal approach into 

defensive but with the obvious difficulties of the Lisbon Strategy it has become much more 

offensive in the 2000s. The ultimate argument of this globalist-loser explanation is that the 

key for the global economic success can only be provided by the maximalization of the 

availability of the cheap labour in Europe as well. The typical representatives of the globalist 

approach are the UK politicians and their experts from the business circles. This approach 

has also some damage limitation function when it acts as a pressure group pushing for 

neoliberal strategy with minimal social policy and maximal labour market flexibility. 

In this globalist approach the EU has been in the losers’ situation and its main task 

can be identified as the establishment of a strict economic free market regime: competitive 

market economy without too much burden of social policy and labour market regulations. The 

globalist-loser approach has generally been connected in foreign policy with a preference for 

the hard security issues and the promotion of democracy by force. Therefore, in this 

approach any further enlargement will be welcomed without insisting too much on the EU 

preparedness of that given “allied” country (e.g. Turkey), since in this view further widening 

can weaken deepening and it will strengthen the common free market by excluding any kind 

of Europeanization in social policy, or any other new policies. 

3. Externalist – enlargement oriented. The most recent and most popular approach of 

crisisology has been the blaming and naming the new member states for the “lost harmony” 

in the old member states. It has become the mainstream explanation of the current crisis. It 

has no empirical foundation whatsoever, nevertheless, in the big countries suffering from a 

long recession the enlargement related false fears have still been a stubborn political fact 

and prolonged feeling even without any empirical foundations. The standard descriptions of 

the Eastern enlargement in the European Studies note as usual that after the Eastern 

enlargement “the prevailing mood was ‘enlargement fatigue’. The widespread impression 

was that the EU had expanded too far too fast.” (Lavenex and Schimmelfennig, 2006: 137). 

This remark about the “impressions” in the West belongs to the mildest comments on the 

Eastern enlargement but without bothering to mention that it is a false fear in the West, and 

without specifying that it is only a perception, and not the reality. The typical representatives 

of this view are from the big states - Germany and France – and they project their internal 

crisis into an EU general crisis. Their usual damage limitation effort has been concentrated 
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on their suggestion for creating the directoire that is the concentration of decision in the 

hands of big powers to avoid “chaos” coming from the too large membership and from its 

increasing heterogeneity. In this view any further enlargement would be simply tragic, in most 

cases not so much distinguishing between Croatia and Turkey, i.e. between the high and low 

EU capacity. This view is counterproductive even within the EU25, since by advocating the 

directoire it generates growing resistance on the part of all smaller states to the decision 

making monopoly of the big states. In such a way it produces an increasing heterogeneity 

between/among the EU approaches and standpoints of the member states. 

 

(2) Crisis or normality: The “pragmatic” Europe prevails 

 

1. Home crisis exported to the EU 

Many voices can also be heard from all sides against the fashionable crisisology that 

there is no crisis in the EU, only business as usual with strong continuity in policy making. 

The summary of the year 2005 in the Journal of Common Market Studies (JCMS) 2006 

volume starts with the following statement by Sedelmeier and Young: “The themes of crisis, 

continuity and normality have dominated the European Union (EU) in 2005. A widespread 

sense of crisis engulfed the EU in the wake of the negative referendums on the 

Constitutional Treaty in France and Netherlands”. So the crisis here, in this summary is 

minimized. If there is a crisis at all, it is reduced to the negative results to the referendums. 

Thus, there is no “general crisis” of the EU, since “beyond these eye-catching events, the 

less visible developments are equally telling about the EU in 2005; and these developments 

are more evocative of continuity and normality. In a sense the very source of the crisis can 

be interpreted as a sign of the EU as a maturing polity.“. In sum, there is no (real) crisis, only 

“normal politics” or business as usual, since this “minimized” crisis is a normal phenomenon 

of a new polity in the making (2006: 1). It is true that in some countries the “enlargement 

fatigue” has switched to “enlargement disgust” but this issue is not that much important, 

since the final conclusion in this widespread approach is that “Thus at both the EU and 

Member State levels, 2005 showed a remarkable degree of business as usual despite the 

upheavals of the French and Dutch rejections of the Constitutional Treaty”. (2006: 3). Paul 

Taggart also argues in this volume that although most analysts perceive the 2005 situation 

as crisis, in fact, it is not a crisis: “The events of 2005 in Europe, despite the protestations of 

many in the European studies community, do not amount to a crisis for European 

integration.” As a direct criticism of this community of the EU scholars, according to Taggart 

the problems are not so much in the reality but in their minds, since “the events of 2005 

highlight the difficulties for the way we as observers understand Europe”. It is because the 
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view of many observers, starting from their own domestic politics, “has obscured the real 

relevance of the events of 2005 for European politics as a whole.” (Taggart, 2006: 23). 

In a word, the “pragmatic” analysts think that those who have visualized a crisis, in 

fact, they have projected their own “home feeling” of crisis into the European politics as a 

whole. However, this approach has often questioned the need for a big vision, since it has 

been based on the priority of the “pragmatic Europe” of the successful policy making to the 

Europe of the big visions. They argue that visions are not necessary at all, or at least they 

are not so important, since many small practical EU projects or the everyday policy making in 

its organic continuity give the real sense of the EU: “There is a general feeling that European 

cooperation on mega projects has passed its peak. No such mega projects are in sight.” (EU-

25 Watch No. 3, 2006: 12). Thus the image of a “practical” Europe has emerged as the 

Europe of small projects or Europe of policy making instead of the Europe as a community of 

values. Making Europe work (better) means simply improving the processes of transposition, 

implementation and enforcement, and regulatory reforms are also needed as varieties of 

regulatory capitalism. Although Europe at work as pragmatic Europe is important, but this 

sober and narrow sighted approach is part of the problem as “flying blind”. This explanation 

is a crisis product itself and it cannot be the solution. 

 

2. Crisis as normality: The basic pattern of the EU developing through crises 

Some analysts consider that the crisis is bad and the cry for wolf. Some other 

observers consider that the crisis is simply normal as the basic pattern of development in the 

EU. Europe always at the crossroads, therefore, as they point out, “crisisology” is as old as 

the EU itself. For an illustration of this approach, André Sapir quotes a statement from the 

Commission White Paper (June 1985) that could have also been written in the same crisis 

mood in 2005: “Europe stands at the crossroads. We either go ahead – with resolution and 

determination – or we drop back to mediocrity. We can now either resolve to complete the 

integration of the economies of Europe; or, through a lack of political will to face the immense 

problems involved, we can simply allow Europe to develop into no more than a free trade 

area. The difference is crucial. A well-developed free trade area offers significant advantages 

(…) But it would fail and fail dismally to release the energies of the people of Europe (…) and 

it would fail to satisfy the aspirations of the people of Europe.” (Sapir, 2006: 389). In this 

approach the crisis is normal and positive, and the long term vision with an increasing 

positive integration is basic for the EU. The EU crisis has always been a creative crisis, since 

developing through the series of internal tensions has been the normal way of development 

for the EU. The big visions and fundamental reforms are needed, but they cannot be carried 

out without generating deep crisis situations. Thus, crisis is not a reason for pessimism but 

for optimism because it indicates the ensuing deep transformations. This approach sees 
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Eastern enlargement as a challenge that gives a good chance for the EU to reinvent itself, so 

the enlargement is not a roadblock at the end of a long road but a motivation for reinventing 

the EU. This meaning of creative crisis gives the key to overcome the present crisis. 

 

3. Constitutionalizing Europe: the new perspectives  

 

(1) The short term task: inventing the Common European Public Space 

 

In the Europeanization debate and in the Europeanization of the debates it has 

become clear that the crisis may exist or not, but it is for sure that “Europe matters”. The 

debate on Europeanization has gone beyond the inner circles of EU Studies and the term as 

well as the problem has been frequently mentioned in the EU everyday parlance. This has 

resulted in an effort by the Commission to organize it into a Debate Europe to explore the 

popular views on Europeanization. The ongoing debate has shown that the EU has an 

immediate task of inventing the Common European Public Space because the European 

mosaic of the national media has been unable to cope with the EU communication. What is 

more, it has been very nation-biased and in such a way it has been not a vehicle for but an 

obstacle to the EU reforms. 

After the failure of referendum in France and Netherlands many observers have given 

an explanation by arguing that it was due to the “incoming masses” and “belated politicisation 

of the EU” (Fossum and Trenz, 2006: 3). In fact, this change goes back to Maastricht when 

masses entered for the first time and the “elite EU” step by step came to an end. The 

internalist approach discussed above has already focused on the criticism of the elite Europe 

because the “European integration was always, and as the recent events have shown, 

continues to be, an elitist project.” Majone has pointed out that the progress towards a more 

“federalist” Europe has been sidetracked by the incoming masses, since the median voter is 

conservative and the vested interests are roadblocks to a unified Europe. This is the reason 

for the failure of ratification, since “Never before had the distance separating the common 

people from the political, economic and intellectual elites appeared so great.” Consequently, 

in the internalist approach the main factor is the missing demos, the EU population as such is 

missing, and there have been only fragmented national audiences with very narrow and short 

sighted national interest. The EU is in crisis because a European demos is still absent “in a 

sense of ‘a collectivity in which the identification of members with the group is sufficiently 

strong to override the divisive interests of subgroups in case of conflict’ (…) In sum, the EP 

cannot represent a (non-existent) European people in the same sense in which national 

democratic institutions represent a historically defined demos.” (Majone, 2006: 

609,616,619,622). The task for mid-term is to reform the Big Institutional Triangle in 2009 
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with a new Treaty instead of the failed Constitutional Treaty. Finally, the new Institutional 

Triangle can work properly in the long run if the enlarged Europe can create an enlarged EU 

identity. 

 

(2) The mid-term task: reform of the Big Institutional Triangle 

 

In the Debate Europe it has become evident, however, that the popular objection to 

Europeanization has been centred on the dominant vertical, top-down character of this 

process, since the member states have been pushing for “projection” instead of pure 

“reception”. The most frequently voiced criticism of this top-down approach is that it assumes 

a passive role for member states, which are indeed not only “takers” of the European 

impulses or pressures, but also active “shapers” of these same impulses. The 

Europeanization is in fact a two-way process: European integration shapes domestic polities, 

politics and policies, but the member states also seeking to shape the trajectory of European 

integration in ways that suit national interests. This tension between takers and shapers 

revives the age old debate between the intergovernmentalists and federalists, or between the 

pro-Council and pro-Commission “agents” in the EU Studies. The popular views have not 

been necessarily formulated in these terms but expressed the same worry about the 

Brussels “monster”, whereas the policy elites in the member states have supported the 

transnational institutions in order to improve the efficiency in the EU. 

These two camps nowadays have been combined with pro-EP supporters offering a 

future solution in the competition between the Council and the Commission or between the 

two organizing principles, since the European Parliament has become the fashionable 

solution. This solution can also include the bigger role for the national parliaments. Andreas 

Follesdal and Simon Hix have offered a pro-EP solution for the tensions in the Big 

Institutional Triangle, namely they suggested “allowing the majority in the European 

Parliament to nominate the Commission President instead of the European Council. This 

would have established a much clearer link between the outcome of European elections and 

the formation of government at the European level.” The authors argue that in such a way 

“the potential costs of not ratifying the Constitutional Treaty are not obvious to most citizens. 

Hence, the governments should have been bolder in promising something new for the 

European public, such as genuinely more democratic set of institutions.” (2006: 556). The EP 

election could decide the future direction of the Commission and therefore it can mobilize the 

EU population by moving them closer to politics or to the transnational institutions. In this 

general approach to the reform of the Big Institutional Triangle – as they argue - one needs a 

brave and innovative political leadership. 
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Many people see the reason for troubles in the fact that nowadays the EU has no 

innovative political leadership. There are no “locomotive” states any longer as France and 

Germany were for decades. Also there are no innovative personalities with a high prestige as 

Jacques Delors was who could give a new vision, mobilize the populations for this vision and 

could also manage the ensuing transformations. The EU-25 Watch No. 3 has mentioned with 

justification that after this recent period of reflection as the sound of silence, “given that 

Germany takes over the presidency in 2007 many expect a new impetus for the 

constitutional process and the functioning and coherence of the EU at large” (2006: 11). Due 

to the high expectations concerning the Europeanization of debates, the results of Debate 

Europe can produce a situation in which some kind of “Constitutionalizing Europe” process 

can be relaunched and will bring some results by preparing the next Treaty during the 

German and French presidencies. Just political leadership and new initiative are required 

from old member states that can be completed and supported by the new member states. 

The member states can agree upon preparing a Road Map or timetable for institutional 

reforms or for “Constitutionalizing Europe” that they would accept at the June 2007 Summit. 

Renegotiating the institutional reform package can be done by a new intergovernmental 

conference to be concluded by the end of the French presidency in late 2008. In 2009, after 

the EP elections and with the new Commission the review of the Financial Perspectives can 

also be achieved and an inter-institutional agreement can be reached both on the correction 

of the Financial Perspectives and on the smooth workings of the Big Institutional Triangle. 

 

(3) The long term task – restructuring the EU and its neighbourhood 

 

1. External borders – widening of the EU and/or the ENP 

As a result of the Eastern enlargement there are nowadays “three new Europes” as 

Michael Smith argues. “First, there is a Europe of ‘boundaries’, in which a variety of 

geopolitical, transactional, institutional and cultural forces create a world of separated 

spaces, framing inclusions and exclusions. (…) Second, there is a Europe of ‘layers’, in 

which political/economic spaces are defined in terms of their scope and scale, and in which 

issues of competence and linkage are salient. (…) Third, there is a Europe of ‘networks’, in 

which the key focus is on spaces of flows, connections and communications, and in which a 

variety of economic and political agents (both ‘public’ and ‘private’) meet on relatively 

unstructured terms.” (Smith, 2004: 77). Indeed, the Europe of boundaries separates Europe 

into two – EU and non-EU – parts. The Europe of layers shows its “depth” in some kind of 

“multilevel governance” of various policies. The Europe of networks demonstrates its “width”, 

since the business, cultural and intellectual networks exist across the borders throughout 

Europe as a whole. The Europe of boundaries can only be changed in the direction of the 
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further enlargement as the “width” of the EU when the Europe of networks intensifies its 

contacts to that extent that it can create the EU capacity in the non-EU states with a real 

“depth” of Europeanization in these countries in the terms of multilevel governance. 

Globalization generates continental regionalization everywhere but also creates 

pressure for an intensive neighbourhood policy. Continental regions and their countries have 

a growing interest in several policy cooperation projects with their neighbourhood. This is an 

“age of borderlands” in both meanings, with small borderlands between/among the EU 

member states discussed above and with big Borderlands at the boundaries of the 

continental regions. At the level of the global macro-politics these huge Borderlands turns to 

be shared spheres of influence between the great powers that can be detected first of all in 

the European Eastern Borderland. The EU-US-Russia shared spheres of influence have 

taken shape with many conflicting overlaps and quickly changing “borders of influence” in the 

EE region, and to a great extent also in the Central Asian region between the US and 

Russia. This situation in the US versus Russian case can be understood in the terms of 

classical security and in a “realist” approach, while in the EU case in a much more “de-

securitized” and more economized approach. For the ENP the shared influence zone exists 

in both the Med and the EE regions. In the Med region basically with the US, whereas in the 

EE region with the US and Russia combined. The most sensitive parts of the EE region are 

the Baltic and Black Sea areas with the Kaliningrad enclave in the North and with the 

Ukrainian-Russian disputes in the Crimea and over the Black Sea territorial waters in the 

South. In the case of the EU external borders the processes of widening and deepening are 

clearly separated in such a way that it has been clearly distinguished whether membership 

perspectives offered or not to a given state. Schengenland is – or will soon be - a strict 

border around the EU member states in the East. It has also been an effect as well as a 

symbol of the new global era or the New World (Dis-)Order for the EU as a whole facing 

global migration waves. The particular EU dilemma in the ENP is that the EU’s attraction 

capacity has been in deep contrast with its absorption capacity in its neighbourhood. 

Thus, in a word, the EU has recently made great strides towards a more effective and 

efficient “external governance” in its Borderland. In addition, the Balkan or South Eastern 

dimension has been strengthened very much after the entry of Bulgaria and Romania, and 

afterwards the West Balkans will be high on the agenda despite the remaining huge 

difficulties, which predict long delays in their Europeanization process. This statement begs 

the question how to define Europe, not just geographically but as a community of values and 

also in more concrete terms of the economic, political, social and cultural EU capacity. This 

EU capacity, however, at a particular point of time gives a clear answer where the virtual 

borders of the EU-Europe can be. In the problematization of deepening and widening the 
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basic duality comes back new and again discussing the “limits of the EU” or “future of the 

EU27” as incoming new common policies. 

 

2. New common policies – reorganizing the EU Space 

In this overview of the new borders of the EU inside and outside with borderlands and 

Borderlands, finally the new perspectives offered by policy widening as deepening have to be 

tackled, since outlining the “Policy Areas” has appeared as response to globalization. There 

has been a series of the incoming new policy areas and their growing intensity can also be 

observed in the Lisbon Strategy and elsewhere. This policy widening leads to the deepening 

of the EU in both policy making and institutional structures. The cases of the euro and the 

Schengen acquis as particular policy areas have been analyzed in this book several times as 

articulating and structuring the EU’s internal space into “Policy Areas” as geographically 

defined units along special policy fields or areas like Schengenland or Euro Zone. The 

several Policy Areas have created a multilayered Europe of special policies and some of 

them cover the entire EU and some others (Schengenland, euro zone) just a part of it, while 

some Policy Areas go well beyond the EU borders (EEA+). Above all, the EU intensifies its 

efforts for creating an “area of freedom, security and, justice” as a global response to global 

migration and terrorism. The more these Policy Areas are getting organized, the more the EU 

has to deepen both the corresponding policy making processes and the relevant institutions. 

The policy revolution with these “revolutionizing” policies has restructured not only the 

internal European Space accordingly, but they have also changed the European “internal” as 

well as the “external” governance in general beyond recognition with new modes of 

governance in the new incoming policies. This internal restructuration has also been a 

European response to the turbulent changes in the global world that were discussed earlier 

as the emergence of developmental state and continental regionalization. The Tampere and 

Hague programmes have much less emphasis on the classical meaning of security and 

much more on the new meaning of security as an EU wide normal, undisturbed way of life 

with the rule of freedom and justice. But the term of security cannot be overstretched. This 

new emphasis on policy cooperation and sustainable social competitiveness has been the 

substantial feature of these Policy Areas and the policy innovations of the new Europe 

already cannot be expressed and programmed adequately in the terms of security. 
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4. Team presidencies as a new opportunity for catch ing up 

 

(1) Maiden presidency in the new member states 

 

The first presidencies ever have always been a big task for the incoming member 

states. It is even more so for the present new member states, which still have to cope with 

the task to complete their membership and/or “the European Union still has to fully digest the 

new members” (Palmer, 2007: 6). In fact, this combination of the presidency role and the 

completing membership perspective can trigger synergies, i.e. these two tasks can reinforce 

each other. In this new frame of team presidencies Slovenia enters soon the presidency role, 

first indirectly with Germany and Portugal, and later, in the first half of 2008 directly on its 

own. So does the Czech Republic in the first half of 2009 (coupled with France and Sweden), 

and Hungary in the first half of 2011 in the next team with Spain and Belgium. Poland will 

follow suit in cooperation with Denmark and Cyprus (2011-2012), while from among the East-

Central European (ECE) states Slovakia will be part of a team presidency in 2016-2017. This 

paper focuses on the opportunity how they can complete their Europeanization and 

“upgrade” themselves in the EU by good performance in this leadership role. 

Even old and experienced member states start preparations for presidencies 3-4 

years before. The preparations for the presidency in the new member states need a double 

track approach, namely their presidency role presupposes for each new member state a 

close cooperation with two groups of states. First and foremost, they have to cooperate with 

their presidency partners in order to elaborate a cooperation model and to create a common 

strategy with detailed policy guidelines. Second, they have to share their specific 

experiences with the fellow new member states. As discussed above the presidency role is 

an opportunity for completing membership and it facilitates overcoming post-accession crisis, 

but beyond this it provides a vehicle for the modernization of public administration and 

strengthens the EU identity in the new member states. Namely the modernization of public 

administration is important, since the new member states are still fighting with the 

“implementation gap”. The ECE political systems have not yet reached the stage of 

“performance legitimacy” or “good governance”, since their public administrations are not yet 

effective and efficient enough, so the performance pressure for the presidency role may 

mobilize and modernize their institutional systems. The EU identity is also an outstanding 

issue because the new member states have not yet coped with the “accession democratic 

deficit” deriving from the narrow social participation in the accession process. The presidency 

period can strengthen the EU “community-feeling” and decrease the “cognitive dissonance” 

(supporting contradictory statements), which is still so common in the public opinion of the 

new member states concerning the EU. 



  Annual working paper on transition and Europeanisati on WP II / III Theories: Team 5  

EU – CONSENT is supported by the European Union’s 6th Framework Programme  

16

The completing membership or the full Europeanization task has also necessitated 

the introduction and development of so called “frontier” sciences. They are applied social 

sciences for strategic research produced by the policy institutes in the old member states. 

These policy institutes are very influential and they serve as “epistemic communities”. In 

order to get integrated “fully” to the EU, to be successful and competitive in the EU, the new 

member states have to create their own public policy networks with an active interchange 

between governments and professionals on one hand and with that between their policy 

institutes and the pan-European epistemic communities on the other hand. This is the basic 

precondition for the formation of the Friends of Presidency expert groups in the new member 

states. These groups are – if not the basic but one of the most important – preconditions on 

their part of the effective and successful presidency roles. Thus, concentrated efforts are 

needed also in this respect for a successful presidency. The mobilization of Friends of 

Presidency groups in the new member states at the initial stage of the preparations for the 

presidency role is of prime importance, since it allows the creation of proper EU and 

domestic scenarios for the presidency. 

 

(2) Common scenarios for the team presidency 

 

1. EU scenario – general tasks and common concerns of presidency partners 

The political leadership function in its complex meaning presupposes the following 

tasks for the partner countries in team presidencies as the general tasks of the EU: 

(1) Pre-programmed tasks and rolling policies – those issues which come from the 

“Road Map” of the EU developments and can be foreseen as well as those policies which 

belong to the previous presidencies but they will be and/or may be rolling into next 

presidencies. 

(2) Expected problems and crisis points – based on the analysis of the EU situation in 

that given team presidency period (in 2010 and 2011) preparations have to be made to 

predict which problems and tensions may emerge, and when those crisis points appear in 

order to be ready for crisis management. 

(3) Challenges of future – as a “contingency approach”, the preparation for the 

unexpected events and problems that may occur in combining them with above tasks into 

complex scenarios. All presidencies will face some unexpected events as well and the 

presidencies need capacity to manage them without neglecting the “business as usual”. 

(4) Cooperation model – each presidency has to elaborate the special ways and 

means to cooperate with presidency partners, including job sharing in all fields and 

discussions on common priorities and concerns, by organizing formal and informal meetings 

to secure to smooth running of the leaderships tasks. 
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2. Joint domestic scenarios – national approaches and concerns of team partners 

There are four kinds of priorities that are based on the long term national interests on 

one side, and have to be identified and fitted together as the emerging common concerns of 

the team presidency partners on the other side: 

(1) Regional priorities – each member state in office has emphasized the importance 

of its particular region and its neighbours for the EU as a whole and it has suggested 

concrete action plans to promote this particular regional dimension. In addition, there has 

been a typical regional set of policies in the EU, e.g. the Nordic states have a preference for 

the environmental policy and the Southern states – and the new member states – for the 

structural policy. 

(2) Policy priorities – the incoming presidencies have usually stated their own 

preferences for particular public policies, beyond the “rolling policies” inherited from the 

former presidencies. It has usually been expressed rather directly, but the preferences for the 

EU redistribution policies and practices have generally promoted indirectly. The national 

priorities are coming from the national traditions and geographic-cultural contacts. For their 

promotion the given manoeuvring room has to be identified in order to discover how to 

convert “national” priorities in a narrower sense to “strategic” priorities of the EU through a 

legitimate negotiation process. 

(3) Strategic priorities – presidencies have clearly formulated their preferences for the 

EU development perspectives as the specific relationship that has been developed by the 

given member state to the “ever closer union”, or nowadays more explicitly to the 

constitutionalization process that has been the most important cleavage line between the EU 

member states. 

(4) National competitiveness and country image – all presidencies combine their 

efforts for a good performance in the presidency role with their specific efforts to improve 

their competitiveness. They take also the opportunity for improving their country image, given 

the fact that in the presidency period there is a special attention paid to their country in the 

EU and in the world in general. Also the mobilization situation in the country gives a unique 

chance for solving those modernization tasks as well that are closely connected with the 

presidency duties (e.g. improving the performance of public administration through reforms). 

The national programmes may cover these issues, although so far there has been no 

experience how to elaborate the cooperation model but there has been a soft tradition to 

indicate the national priorities. Obviously, all countries prepare a domestic programme as 

well, which explores the particular concerns and tasks of that given country in all details that 

gives – parallel with the “EU scenario” – a “domestic scenario” for the member states 

concerned. 
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(3) Tentative suggestions for the ECE common priorities 

 

The new member states share great deal of a common history and have some 

common objectives that predetermine their priorities. These priorities can be tentatively 

outlined for initiating discussions in the following way: 

1. Qualitative catching up process 

The new member states have a long term interest not only in the quantitative catching 

up process in getting closer to the EU average in GDP per capita terms but also in the 

qualitative one through radically transforming their economies in the Lisbon terms of 

knowledge based society. They have a comparative advantage in the rather well developed 

research sector and higher education, so they have to push for a revision of the present EU 

budget around 2009 in the direction to financing more the “new” economy. Also they have a 

common interest in a Road Map for the new member states to support their “post-Lisbon” 

targets. 

Complementary or conflicting interests: Poland has more interest in keeping the 

agricultural subsidies than the other ECE states but consensus may be reached, since no 

ECE state wants an abrupt change in CAP. 

2. European Neighbourhood Policy 

With the Eastern enlargement the geo-political situation of the EU has changed 

beyond recognition, since the EU has moved eastwards. The Eastern enlargement of the EU 

has produced some new neighbours and the new member states have certainly a common 

interest in stabilizing their Eastern neighbours as the main part of the European 

Neighbourhood Policy. The Eastern dimension of the ENP has to be put to the fore in its very 

broad terms and the ENP in general has to be “dynamized”. Otherwise, for the long run the 

EU will be surrounded by an “arc of instability” from Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova to the 

Caucasus. 

Complementary or conflicting interests: some ECE states have a clear interest in 

promoting the West Balkan integration, while Poland due to its geographical location has a 

dominant interest in a narrower meaning of Eastern dimension, focusing on Ukraine and 

Belarus. Consensus may be reached in putting together a timetable for the West Balkans 

and elaborating a real deep free trade in the EEA+ for Ukraine (and later Belarus). 

3. The smaller country’s friendly EU decision-making process 

It has been too often mentioned that the increasing membership of the EU may need 

a more concentrated decision-making structure as some kind of a “directoire” of the great 

powers. Making coalitions with the fellow smaller countries, the new member states have to 

push for a more democratic and legitimate model of the deepening integration with the parity 
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and partnership of all member states. The parity participation of member states helps to 

avoid the overwhelming dominance of the bigger states, which would provoke an alienation 

of the smaller states’ populations from the EU. The smaller states have to revive and 

reinforce the efforts for the Common European Public Space with the communication 

strategies like the current “C” and “D” campaigns of the European Commission in order to 

integrate their populations more intensively to the emerging common European “demos”. 

Complementary or conflicting interests: Poland identifies itself as at least a would-be 

bigger power but in the present situation it can join forces with the smaller new member 

states to escape from the trap of a directoire consisting of the Big Three. 

4. Emerging regional cooperation in Central Europe 

The V4 cooperation beyond trade and environmental issue has been controversial 

and has had a hectic history in the long decade behind. It has been even more so with the 

V4+ cooperation, i.e. embracing Austria and Slovenia as partners. Yet, in spite of many 

controversies and setbacks, the common interests of the Central European region have 

appeared very markedly with the EU membership of the ECE states. The economic 

cooperation has been rapidly increasing and also the pre-Summit consultations of the V4 

states, as the first steps of political cooperation, belong to the successes of regional 

cooperation. The presidencies may give a new push for deepening of the regional 

cooperation, including the involvement of Austria into the preparation and execution of 

presidencies. 

Complementary or conflicting interests: The period of the “negative sum game” from 

the nineties is over and the slight turn towards the “positive sum game” may be noticed in the 

practice of the ECE states. It applies to some extent also to their political cooperation with 

Austria, or to the willingness of Austria to accept the ECE states as Central European 

partners with common interest and common future in the EU. 

 

Conclusion: the creative crisis brings about a common future 

 

In the present crisis even the common past, the common history of Europe has 

regrettably been questioned. However, the overcoming of the crisis will create a new, 

common future with shared new values and achievements. It will bring back the common 

history as a common pride for all European peoples. The common future as new 

perspectives will create the common European demos in some generations. A more 

pragmatic EU with more efficient policy making is necessary but it is not enough. The EU 

needs visions as well, therefore one has to return to the basic issue: What kind of EU? The 

simple and short answer is: we need a complex EU as an economic, political, social and 

cultural unit. After the age with the “nationalization” of masses there is a need for the 
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Europeanization of masses with their politicization, socialization and “culturalization”. There 

have been many efforts to predict and prepare the EU’s future using the instruments of the 

“frontier research”. The biggest innovative effort has come from the designers of the Lisbon 

Strategy. These visions have meant a radical turning point in the EU’s history and the social 

sciences have provided a strategic planning to support the basic decisions where to go, what 

kind of Europe has to be planned and built when the EU arrives at the crossroad. The future 

of the EU has been formulated as a task, indeed, as reinventing the EU for the 21st century. 

In the spirit of the common process of deepening and widening the team presidencies 

have to envisage three new types of integrative balancing as the full absorption or integration 

of the new member states. Integrative balancing has to work first of all in the Council 

decision-making process through “upgrading” the new member states and taking them as 

real partners (completing enlargement). Second, the enlarging Common European Public 

Space has to produce some kind of “cultural enlargement” to the EU27 through which the 

member states learn about each other more and the old member states realize more that the 

new member states have become closer partners for them than their traditional-historical 

partners elsewhere in the world. Third, integrative balancing has to take place also through 

the “enlargement to citizens”, since in a community of five hundred million people the 

consulting the populations have become more important than before. The big innovation in 

the team presidencies is that nowadays Germans, Portuguese and Slovenians learn more 

about each other, and hopefully Hungarians are going to learn a lot about Spaniards and 

Belgians. Consulting and socializing citizens for the European cooperation as a real “more 

Europe” programme may be the most important role of presidencies. Integrative balancing 

has to take place also in the souls of the EU citizens. 

*This paper has been based on further developing of my book (Ágh, 2006) and two 

recent papers (Ágh, 2007b and 2007c), which contain all the other references. 
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