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Introduction 

This paper will consider to what extent the methodological approaches developed by 

scholars interested in processes of Europeanisation provide a useful and appropriate 

framework for the analysis of change in the enlarged European Union. It starts by 

examining the emergence of various models seeking to track the domestic pathways 

of top down Europeanisation pressures and to identify the intervening variables that 

determine their differential impacts. It then goes on to chart the attempts of a ‘second 

generation’ of Europeanisation studies to move away from this linear, structurally 

determined model towards a more complex, cyclical conception of change. This 

second generation approach facilitates the examination of parallel ‘bottom-up’ 

Europeanisation mechanisms, whereby change is understood to result from a 

process of interaction between structure and agency at multiple levels of governance. 

Such an approach rejects the definition of ‘Europeanisation’ as a static independent 

variable, and provides a clearer link with other methods developed within the 

governance school.  

However, until now, the vast majority of Europeanisation studies focusing on the new 

Member States have taken a ‘top down’ approach, focusing largely on change to 

institutional structures. Drawing on a recent contributions made by scholars working 

in the EU-CONSENT network, in particular Klaus Goetz and Attila Ágh, it will be 

argued that this while this approach may have had some merit during the accession 

process, there are a number of reasons why the ‘top down’ models developed with 

Western European countries in mind should not simply be applied wholesale to post-

communist polities. These studies suggest that the application of such models could 

lead to misleading ‘sets of expectations’ about the future direction of the integration 

process.  The paper will conclude by considering how new developments in the 

Europeanisation literature could be used by the CONSENT network to help build 

theoretical frameworks that are better able to capture the complexities of change in 

an enlarged European Union, as a basis for the development of credible ‘strategies 

and scenarios for the EU’s future’ (Faber, 2006:4). 
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1. Integration studies: from bottom up to top down- and back again 

The literature on Europeanisation was developed with the aim of providing 

conceptual frameworks for the study of the impact of the European Union on its 

Member States. In contrast to traditional integration theories such as neo-

functionalism and liberal intergovernmentalism, which were interested in the 

construction of the supranational system from the ‘bottom up’, the first wave of 

Europeanisation scholars took a ‘top down’ approach to the study of European 

integration. Like the proponents of other ‘middle range’ theories such as the 

governance approach, these scholars started from the assumption that some kind of 

political system was already in place at European level, and thus considered 

‘Europeanisation’ to be a ‘set of post-ontological puzzles’ (Radaelli, 2006). This 

understanding of Europeanisation was influentially defined by Cowles et al (2001) as 

‘the emergence and development at European level of distinct structures of 

Governance’. Rather than theorising about the construction of these structures, 

however, the focal point of the ‘first generation’ of Europeanisation studies lay in 

exploring how ‘European integration and Europeanisation more generally affect 

domestic policies, politics and polities of the member states’ (Börzel and Risse, 

2000). In other words, Europeanisation is posited as the independent variable, rather 

than the object of study it had been in macro-theories of the integration process.  

It should be noted that although the Europeanisation literature emerged in response 

to a lack of research into the impact of the European Union on its Member States, 

that is not to say that no such studies had been undertaken. Helen Wallace (1971) is 

just one of several scholars who had published important works assessing change at 

domestic level as a result of European integration decades previously. However, the 

innovation by authors such as Cowles et al.( (2001), Börzel and Risse (2000), Kohler 

Koch (2001), and Ladrech (1994), was in the search for a robust methodological 

framework facilitating the study of domestic change. This aspiration towards model-

building (Olsen, 2002), led to a series of attempts by authors such as Börzel and 

Risse (2000), and Knill and Lehmkuhl (1999), to integrate complementary 

approaches into one model of change.  

Börzel and Risse (2000), share with Cowles et al, (2001), Knill and Mingers, (1996), 

and others, the proposition that change depends on the degree of ‘fit’ between the 

policies, processes and institutions at national level, and those of the European 

Union.  A certain ‘misfit’ (Börzel and Risse,2000) between the two puts pressure on 
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the country concerned to adapt. These pressures are then mediated through 

intervening variables which determine ‘how [Europe] matters, to what degree, in what 

direction, at what pace, and at what point of time.’ (Börzel and Risse, 2000:4) Börzel 

and Risse classify the key intervening variables identified in the literature according 

to whether a rational insitutionalist or a sociological institutionalist approach is taken. 

Under the former, the key variables are the number of veto players and the existence 

of supporting institutions, while the latter accounts emphasise the role of ‘norm 

entrepreneurs’ and of a ‘cooperative’ political culture’. These intervening variables 

determine the domestic outcome of these processes, which Börzel and Risse place 

on a scale ranging from ‘absorption’, whereby Member States’ processes, policies 

and institutions are not substantially modified; through ‘accommodation’, whereby 

processes, policies and institutions are adapted ‘without changing their essential 

features and the underlying collective understandings attached to them’; to 

‘Transformation’, whereby fundamental change takes place (idem). In later work, 

Börzel identifies a range of further possible outcomes: including inertia and 

retrenchment; inertia referring to non-compliance or resistance to change, and 

retrenchment denoting a process of resistance which actually results in an increase 

in misfit between national and European level (Börzel, 2003). 

Börzel and Risse note that while rational institutionalist and sociological 

institutionalist Europeanisation studies tend to agree that misfit is the necessary 

condition for change, each would have different expectations regarding the type of 

pressure most likely to cause this change. Essentially, rational institutionalism 

assumes that the higher the adaptational pressure, the greater the potential for 

domestic actors to exploit the new opportunities and effect changes to the domestic 

structures of power. Sociological institutionalism, on the other hand, assumes that a 

high degree of misfit will challenge collectively held understandings at domestic level 

and thus will impede change. Since learning and socialisation are incremental 

processes, Sociological Institutionalism would expect the greatest change to result 

from medium adaptational pressure, where the new norms arising at European level 

are broadly compatible with domestic structures of meaning. 

While the basic proposition of misfit as a starting point for change is shared by most 

‘top down’ studies1, some scholars stress a further dimension that must be 

incorporated into such a model of change: the type of ‘integration logic’ exerting the 

                                                 
1 Not all scholars who draw on the misfit approach consider it to be a necessary condition for domestic change, 
however. Knill points this out explicitly (2001, p. 13) 
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adaptational pressure. Knill and Lehmkuhl (1999), note that while positive integration 

measures, such as new regulatory policies, exert adaptational pressures by 

prescribing concrete institutional models, other policy making processes create 

different, ‘less explicit’ pressures. Negative integration measures, for example, 

require Member States to change any rules that are not compatible with the 

functioning of the single market. As such, their impact is to change the domestic rules 

of the game and thus opportunity structures. Framing policies, on the other hand, 

work by changing the belief systems of domestic actors. In summary, Knill and 

Lehmkuhl (1999) emphasise that it is necessary to consider ‘highly different 

explanatory factors in order to account for the change and persistence of domestic 

institutions in light of European requirements’. Bulmer and Padgett (2004) take this 

one step further and investigate different modes of governance as the primary 

dependent variables, disregarding differences in domestic institutional configuration.  

Despite these variations, all the studies above have a key factor in common, in that 

they conceptualise Europeanisation as a discrete process that takes place in 

isolation from domestic processes and exerts pressures for domestic change from 

above. 

More recent surveys of Europeanisation literature, however have observed a gradual 

move away from a linear top down approach towards a more complex ‘second 

generation’ conceptualisation of domestic change. For Radaelli, (2006:59), 

‘Europeanisation consists of processes of a/ construction, b/ diffusion and 

c/dissemination of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles 

and ways of doing things’. It also consists of shared beliefs and norms that are first 

defined and consolidated in the EU policy process and then incorporated into the 

logic of domestic (national and subnational) discourse, political structures and public 

policies.’ This draws heavily on the definition proposed by Ladrech of 

Europeanisation as ‘an incremental process re-orienting the direction and shape of 

politics to the degree that EC political and economic dynamics become part of the 

organizational logic of national politics and policy-making’ (Ladrech, 1994: 69). 2 For 

the purposes of this paper, the key difference between what will be termed ‘first 

generation’ and ‘second generation’ scholars can be explained simply by a tangible 

                                                 
2 The fact that this definition was written in 1994, before many of the ‘top down’ studies cited above, counsels caution 
in using the terms ‘first’ and ‘second’ generation. In particular, it is worth noting that the terms should be applied in 
relation to particular studies, rather than individual authors, as many of the scholars who were among the ‘pioneers’ 
of the first wave have been equally influential in refining ‘second generation’ definitions of the concept.   
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shift of the meaning of the term Europeanisation from independent to dependent 

variable.3  

Radaelli’s definition does not limit Europeanisation to the structures that are 

developed at European level; here Europeanisation refers also to the outcomes in 

terms of domestic change. This has the effect of broadening the nature of the 

enquiry, because Europeanisation thus understood represents a dynamic, rather 

than a fixed quantity and can be analysed not only in terms of its influence on 

domestic actors, but equally in terms of how actors themselves influence the 

process.  

Many of the second generation studies are critical of the concept of misfit, raising a 

series of interconnected objections which follow logically from their 

reconceptualisation of Europeanisation as the problem, rather than the solution 

(Radaelli, 2006). Most significantly, they cite the empirical evidence found by many 

scholars of domestic change that is linked with European processes but that has 

taken place in the absence of pressure. In their case study of devolution in the UK, 

for example, Bulmer and Burch (2005) found that reform brought the UK in closer 

alignment with the EU’s system of Multi-Level Governance, despite the absence of 

any pressures to adapt to specific models. ‘The key point here was that there was no 

specific ‘requirement’ from the EU that stipulated the development of a better ‘fit’ on 

the part of domestic institutions’ (Idem: 870 ). Similarly, Irondelle shows how French 

military policy was Europeanised in the absence of a fully-fledged EU policy to exert 

adaptational pressures (2000, quoted in Radaelli, 2006), while Knill and Lehmkuhl 

(1999) demonstrate with reference to EU Railways policy how Europe can be used 

by governments to legitimise policies that go much further than what is actually 

demanded by European requirements or expectations.  

As such, a consensus is developing that while goodness of fit may hold certain 

explanatory value for the impact of positive integratory measures on formal 

institutional structures, it misses important mechanisms at work in the many other 

forms of Europeanisation. Bulmer and Radaelli highlight the fact that the concept of 

misfit assumes a ‘clear, vertical chain of command’, while alternative forms of 

governance are defined by the absence of such a hierarchy  (Bulmer and 

Radaelli:347). Even in the case of  traditional hierarchical forms of policy-making, the 

                                                 
.3 Goetz and Dyson (2002) propose a typology of differences between ‘first’ and ‘second’ generation studies. 
However, their categorisation differs from the one used in this paper and is therefore not discussed in order to avoid 
confusion. Among the characteristics identified by Dyson and Goetz as marking out the ‘first generation’ studies for 
example, is an expectation of convergence. Yet the ‘top down’ studies cited in this paper as constituting a ‘first wave’ 
of Europeanisation literature assume domestic divergence rather than convergence. 
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concept of ‘fit’ has been criticised by many authors who note that it is not an 

absolute, but a rather subjective measure, which is open to interpretation and can be 

manipulated at will. As the above examples demonstrate, actors who advocate 

reforms are likely to insist on the disjuncture between national and European policies 

and politics, while those in favour of the status quo will argue that the differences are 

minimal (Radaelli, 2006). 

Underlying all these criticisms is an observation that the concept of fit is excessively 

structural and cannot adequately account for the role of agency in the process of 

Europeanisation. More specifically, it fails to account for the role of ideas, interests 

and discourse (Bache, 2003) that link structure with agency. Although the misfit 

model of change is flexible enough to incorporate the emphasis of sociological 

institutionalism on the ideational dimension, it nonetheless considers domestic 

variables to be static and fixed. It would therefore appear to contradict a basic 

premise of sociological institutionalism- that domestic actors and institutions are 

endogenous to the process of integration and are themselves changing as they 

interact with the EU level.  

Jacquot and Woll (2003) argue that one way to address this gap is to turn the 

process on its head and analyse domestic actors as a variable in their own right. 

Europeanisation, Jacquot and Woll stress, offers domestic actors both ‘immaterial’ 

resources, defined as discursive references, ideas and the use of the European 

public sphere; and ‘material resources’, which include European institutions, policy 

instruments and funding. Rather than simply viewing actors as a filter responding the 

pressures from the EU, their study insists on the discretion that actors have to use 

Europe to effect change even in the absence of direct pressure. They define ‘usage’ 

of Europe as ‘the mediation done by an actor to transform a material or immaterial 

resource…into a political action’ (Idem:6), while Europeanisation is viewed as the 

outcome of interactions between actors and institutions at national and supranational 

level.  

The idea that Europe provides resources for non-state actors is not new. Kohler Koch 

(2005:7), for example, notes that the EU ‘offers opportunities for upgrading political 

influence by providing access to decision making, it grants resources to improve 

action capacity, it provides legal instruments to defend rights and it develops 

principled ideas to legitimise demands’. Jacquot and Woll (2003), however, explicitly 

emphasise that these resources are meaningless unless actors choose to use them- 

there is no impact without usage.  ‘Contrary to analyses focusing on institutions only, 
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our central hypothesis is that political usage is necessary for any impact of the 

European integration process on national political systems’ (Idem:7).  

The advantage of their framework is that it not only brings together rational choice 

and constructivist mechanisms, but also sheds light on how the two explanations 

interact to produce change. The approach assumes that actors rationally seek to use 

European ‘pressures’ to achieve their goals, but emphasises that the cognitive effort 

involved in interpreting these pressures may itself alter these initial preferences 

(idem).  

Liebert (2003) proposes a model that links these insights around the importance of 

agency with the role of institutions as constraining or enabling factors, without 

considering either as static filters processing adaptational pressures. Like Jaqcuot 

and Woll, she considers actors and institutions to be endogenous to the process of 

Europeanisation, and argues that the failure of previous accounts to incorporate both 

cognitive and strategic mechanisms explains their inability to provide adequate 

explanations for patterns of change: ‘cognitive mechanisms - missing in rational-

institutionalist accounts - need to be linked to agency – equally missing in social 

constructivist accounts of Europeanisation. Once both are integrated in accounts for 

transnational change, these will produce markedly more realistic stories.’ (Idem: 

305).   

The disadvantage with this kind of second generation studies is that the complex 

notions of causality which underpin them make for much more messy, less 

parsimonious conceptual frameworks. It is much more difficult to interrogate the 

causes of change when it is assumed that the factors involved are interdependent 

and that ‘Europeanisation’ itself comprises the evolution of both the national and 

supranational levels at the same time. Moreover, Radaelli stresses that researchers 

should be alert to the risk of concept stretching, to ensure that Europeanisation does 

not become a ‘catch all’ term with little meaning (Radaelli, 2005).  However, as Olsen 

has pointed out, it is necessary to take on board this complexity in order to produce 

research that accurately reflects what is really going on: ‘the language and logic of 

fixed dependent and independent variables, can become a strait jacket preventing an 

adequate theoretical and empirical analysis of European dynamics of 

change’(2002:21, quoted in Bache, 2003:5).  
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The attempt by Radaelli (2006) to synthesise these ‘second generation’ insights into 

a clear ‘bottom up’ model of change is therefore of great value. Drawing on his 

definition outlined above, Radaelli proposes that rather than starting with pressures 

from the EU and tracking them downwards, the best way to analyse domestic impact 

is to take as the point of departure the activities of the domestic actor in question and 

then to assess whether, when and how Europe came into play, and with what result.  

As Radaelli (2006) explains, the advantage of this bottom up framework is that it 

opens up the analytical scope of Europeanisation beyond processes of 

institutionalisation, towards the study of changing processes of governance. Although 

Cowles et al. (2001) refer to structures of governance in their definition, it could be 

argued that the clear separation they make between levels of governance at 

European and national level goes against the grain of the assumptions of 

governance scholars working on European integration, which focus on the 

simultaneous evolution of horizontal and overlapping institutions and the mutual 

influence they exert on each other. In addition, the sidelining of subnational actors in 

top down Europeanisation studies makes no sense to scholars for whom governance 

processes are steered by the ‘rising role of public and private actors working in 

overlapping spheres of partnership’ (Cram, 2001: 599).  

Second generation definitions such as that proposed by Radaelli address these two 

problems because they allow for an analysis of the EU which is consistent with a 

depiction of the polity as a system of interconnected, rather than nested spheres of 

governance.  As such, it is possible to analyse change processes which result from 

‘horizontal’ forms of Europeanisation as well as vertical forms. Bottom-up 

Europeanisation scholars then have at their disposal the whole ‘tool box’ of 

governance approaches (Radaelli, 2006) to explain processes of change, such as 

discourse analysis, policy network analysis and the role of cross-national policy 

transfer, policy learning, advocacy coalitions and epistemic communities. Such 

approaches have a much better chance of capturing the complexity of change that 

results not only from clear pressures for institutional adaptation ‘from above’, but from 

more subtle processes of policy framing, creative political agency and changing 

preferences and identities. 

This can be observed in the attempts by a number of authors to bring together 

Europeanisation and Multi-Level Governance approaches. Gualini, for example, 

focuses on the way in which changes to opportunity structures resulting from 

Europeanisation open up access points at various different spheres of governance 
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for non state actors. Similarly, Bache demonstrates in his case study on the 

Europeanisation of regional policy in the UK how shifts in authority upwards to the 

EU and downwards to local authorities were resisted by national gatekeepers, but 

eventually took place despite this resistance as a result of domestic political change. 

 In summary, the Europeanisation literature has developed rapidly into a mature and  

comprehensive approach which is able to grapple with the complexity of parallel and 

interconnected change processes at European and domestic level. These ‘second 

generation’ models encompass a much wider range of variables that can be studied 

as mechanisms of change in their own right, rather than as ‘intervening variables’, 

and focus on how these variables interact to produce change.  As such, they offer 

promising methodological tools for the study of change in an enlarged Europe 

characterized by increasing complexity and diversity.  

 

3. Europeanisation processes in CEE: beyond the top down paradigm 

Despite the advantages offered by ‘second generation’ approaches, however, the 

vast majority of Europeanisation studies focusing on the new Member States of 

Central and Eastern Europe continue to apply a ‘first generation’ approach (Goetz, 

undated). These studies largely consider change to be driven by top down pressures 

from Europe, of which the CEE countries are assumed to be ‘consumers’ rather than 

‘producers’ (Grabbe, 2003). The focus tends to be on the extent to which pressures 

from Europe, mediated by different national contexts, have transformed domestic 

institutional and regulatory frameworks; in other words, how far the EU has 

succeeded in "exporting Europeanisation" (Papadimitriou, 2002). Rational choice 

explanations of change predominate. Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier (2002, 2005), 

for example, argue that candidate countries will adopt EU rules if the benefits of EU 

rewards exceed the domestic adoption costs. Simlarly, Vachudova (2001:34), finds 

that the EU exerts the strongest pressures for change because it ‘offers the greatest 

benefits of membership [and] insists on the most extensive requirements’, while 

Zubek’s study on core executives finds that the extent to which the Polish 

government complied with transposition commitments depended on the incentives 

that were available to encourage ministers and departments to act (Zubek, 2001). 

With very few exceptions, these studies define Europeanisation as an entirely 

discrete variable which is not affected by the process of enlargement itself, (See for 

example Grabbe, 2001)’  
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There are of course valid reasons to justify the use of these approaches prior to 

enlargement. During the decade-long accession process, post-communist countries 

underwent a rapid and demanding process of adaptation to EU laws, norms and 

procedures, in the context of democratic transition and an asymmetry of power which 

provided the EU with coercive routes of influence through which to effect domestic 

change (Grabbe, 2001). Given that these studies were primarily interested in formal 

institutional change and the transposition of positive integrationary models, which 

were driven by a clear vertical chain of command, a ‘top down’ model may indeed 

have been the most appropriate methodology.  However, now that the twelve former 

candidates have become members of the Union, and are thus ‘shapers’ as well as 

‘takers’ of Europeanisation (Börzel, 2003), there are clear arguments to suggest that 

the application of a framework which can encompass a broader and more varied 

array of Europeanisation mechanisms would provide a more accurate picture of 

change in the European Union. At this moment in the integration process, it is surely 

of interest to study how the enormous increase in diversity brought about by 

enlargement is affecting Europeanisation processes themselves, rather than 

assuming that pressures from the European Union exist independently of its 

constituent parts. This is certainly one of the starting points of the EU-CONSENT 

network, which considers widening and deepening to be mutually dependent 

processes. Moreover, there are reasons to suggest that continuing to use a purely 

‘top down’ approach may result in an unbalanced or even distorted picture of 

Europeanisation processes in the enlarged European Union.  

Goetz, for example, has argued persuasively that the application of the concept of 

misfit to the new Member States is inappropriate because its central proposition 

regarding the resilience of domestic institutions does not apply in the post-communist 

context, where ‘the European project does not encounter a set of historically 

validated and deeply entrenched domestic political institutions’ (Goetz, 2006:8). 

Whereas misfit seeks to explain processes of institutional adaptation, in Central and 

Eastern Europe it would be more accurate to speak of processes of 

institutionalization ‘ab ovo’ (idem). Contrary to Grabbe’s assertion that ‘The domestic 

effects of transferring policies and institutions to them are likely to be comparable to 

the effects of the EU on its current member-states’ (Grabbe, 2002:1), Goetz insists 

that these differences in the institutional framework may produce fundamentally 

different effects. Therefore, Europeanisation models developed with the Western 

European institutional context, and more particularly the ‘North-west European core 
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of founder Member States’ (Goetz, undated) in mind cannot simply be applied 

wholesale to the study of the new Member States. Rather, ‘institutionalist categories 

used for conceptualising and explaining patterns of domestic Europeanisation need 

to be sensitised to the specific CEE settings to which they are applied. Implicit 

assumptions (or, rather biases) need to be questioned and, where necessary, 

modified to do justice to Europeanisation Eastern-style’ (Goetz, undated:12). 

Taking into account these differences leads Goetz to develop counterintuitive 

hypotheses about processes of change in Central and Eastern Europe which 

contradict the findings of scholars applying first generation models. For instance, he 

takes issue with the widely held assumption that due to the power effects inherent in 

the conditionality process, the effects of Europeanisation in the new Member States 

are likely to be deeper in effect, speedier and broader in scope than similar 

processes in the old Member States (Grabbe, 2001, 2003). On the contrary, Goetz 

argues, although the adaptation pressures will be much higher where integration 

goes hand in hand with democratization and liberalization,  both rational choice 

arguments and constructivist explanations can be marshalled to demonstrate that the 

resulting institutional effects are likely to be shallow and reversible: ‘The new 

members had little incentive to invest in ‘deep’ Europeanization that would ‘lock in’ 

specific institutional and policy arrangements prior to full membership precisely 

because of their weak uploading capacity as demandeurs. They could hope that, as 

full members, they would be able to challenge, or escape altogether, some of the 

constrictions that a negotiation process that was structured to favor the existing 

members had imposed on them. Moreover, processes of socialization and learning 

that would lend depth and durability to Europeanization and could support and 

complement consequentialist institutional and policy adaptation will take time’. 

(Goetz, 2006:18) In this context, the emphasis of top down studies on ‘speedy’ and 

‘deep’ Europeanisation in Central and Eastern Europe may turn out to be a 

contradiction in terms. 

Wiener’s work on processes of norm transfer further supports Goetz’s argument. 

Drawing on Habermas and Tully, she states that ‘the yardstick for legitimacy in a 

political community is the principle of equal access to participation in debate over the 

validity of norms by all those potentially influenced by the outcome of the process’ 

(Wiener, 2006:53). However, since candidate countries are not given the option of 

renegotiating the norms inherent in the Copenhagen criteria that they are obliged to 

apply, ‘the enlargement process …is largely guided by the expectation of rule-
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following consistent with behaviouralist assumptions about compliance behaviour’. A 

‘logic of consequentiality’ (March and Olsen, 1989) explains why CEE countries 

would institutionalise EU norms prior to accession with a view to gaining access to 

the club, but because they were not part of the long deliberative and interpretive 

process in which these norms were accepted into EU institutions, there is not reason 

to assume that CEE actors regard them as legitimate. Equally, the interpretation of 

these norms by domestic actors is likely to be contested. While a norm may be 

transposed prior to accession, it would therefore not be surprising to find that once a 

country is a member of the club, those measures that do not resonate in the 

domestic context are resisted, either actively, through attempts to reopen 

negotiations at EU level or passively, through domestic implementation failures.   

The above example serves as a useful illustration of a second criticism that Goetz 

levels at ‘top down’ studies of Europeanisation in CEE- their failure to consider 

Europeanisation processes over time.  The model of change which views 

Europeanisation as a linear process starting from pressures for adaptation and 

ending with domestic change does not allow for the fact that this change may not 

represent a definitive outcome. To take a simple example, the domestic outcome of a 

case study concerning a Directive which has been successfully transposed by a 

particular country during the accession process may be categorised by top down 

studies as ‘accommodation’ (Börzel and Risse, 2000). However, in order to 

understand the full picture, it will be necessary to track the implementation of this 

norm post accession, as if it does not in fact become entrenched in domestic 

arrangements, the real outcome may in fact be closer to ‘retrenchment,’ or ‘stubborn 

resistance’ (idem).  For this reason, Goetz challenges the tendency of the many top 

down Europeanisation studies of transposition and compliance to ‘equate successful 

institutionalisation with deep institutionalisation’. He urges instead that closer 

attention be paid to the temporal dimension of Europeanisation.  

For scholars interested in the relationship between widening and deepening, the 

implications of this observation are significant. As discussed above, top down studies 

view Europeanisation as a linear process, the end result of which is domestic 

change. Bottom up frameworks, on the other hand, do not consider this to be the end 

of the process. Rather, they stress that domestic change feeds back into 

Europeanisation, influencing its direction. This implies that studying domestic change 

in the new Member States will have a major bearing on the future dynamics of the 

integration process itself. It also demonstrates the importance of studying the impact 
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of enlargement over time, as there is likely to be a time lag before its effects are 

perceived. As theories of organisational change emphasise, the introduction of 

profound change into a system is often followed by an initial descent into chaos, 

confusion and resistance, until the new patterns become accepted and embedded in 

the structures. Effects that are initially perceived as disintegration may in fact make 

the system more durable and stable in the long term. Conversely,  the rapid 

transposition of the vast acquis communautaire, the ‘largest ever process of policy 

transfer’ (Bulmer and Padgett, 2004) could turn out to have disintegrative effects if 

countries that have been forced to transpose norms that contradict entrenched 

beliefs and values seek to unravel past agreements which they were not given the 

opportunity to deliberate.  

While a number of interesting studies have begun to look at these process of norm 

transfer in the new Member States, (see for example Dimitrova and Rhinnard, 2005, 

Wiener, 2006), little consideration has been given to the implications of these 

processes for the future widening and deepening. Most of the existing studies seek to 

explain when, why and how a particular norm was transposed to the domestic 

context. Future studies will need to consider how domestic resistance and/or 

transformation of the norm in question may affect the degree of success of the EU 

policy in question and the potential for future deepening in that field. 

The bottom up approach can also facilitate the study of another area that is largely 

missing in the existing literature: the effectiveness of new modes of governance as a 

mechanism of Europeanisation in the new Member States. As discussed above, ‘top 

down’ Europeanisation models and the concept of misfit are frequently used to 

explore change in Central and Eastern Europe, yet these models hold  most 

explanatory value when considering the impact of hard mechanisms of 

Europeanisation, such as legal requirements and clear institutional models. This is 

ironic, given that these hard mechanisms are less and less prevalent in European 

policy making, and are widely predicted to decline further as a direct consequence of 

the increased diversity brought about by enlargement. Zielonka, for example, has 

recently argued that as a result of enlargement, the EU as a polity will increasingly be 

characterised by ‘plurilateral governance’. ‘The prevalent hierarchical mode of 

governance is increasingly inadequate under these new circumstances and the 

Union will have to embrace more flexible, decentralized and soft modes of 

governance’ (Zielonka, 2007:187).  
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Since new forms of governance are characterised by the involvement of a greater 

number of actors and partnerships in policy making processes, whose role is central 

to the potential effectiveness of such processes, this highlights the need for a better 

understanding of the role of these actors in Europeanisation processes. In particular, 

a better understanding is needed of how the interactions taking place at various 

levels of European governance are affecting the constellation of power, interests, 

values and ideas in the new Member States, and conversely, how these domestic 

changes will affect integration dynamics. Yet, as Zubek has noted, ‘the literature has 

so far focussed on the role of external, EU-induced constraints. Relatively little 

attention has been paid to the role of domestic variables’, (Zubek, 2005:3). 

The few recent studies that have started to look at the impact of new modes of 

governance in the enlarged Europe clearly demonstrate the insights that can be 

gained by focusing on non-state actors. In their study on the Open Method of 

Coordination in environmental policy in Romania, Poland and Hungary, Börzel et al. 

(2006) find that the involvement of non state actors in EU policy making varied 

greatly according to the country and policy in question, and that this had a significant 

impact on the resulting domestic outcomes. In Poland, and to a great extent also 

Romania, the weak organisation of business and civil society actors, together with 

their distrust of the government, impeded their capacity to “speak with one voice”, 

while the relevant experience and knowledge of environmental organizations in 

Hungary tended to afford them a stronger influence over policy outcomes. 

Interestingly, they also found evidence that the involvement of NGOs in debates over 

certain pieces of legislation was limited due to their scepticism of its value. This 

would appear to back up Wiener’s assumptions about the resistance of domestic 

actors to EU norms which they have not been given a chance to deliberate.  

Similarly, Woolfson, focusing on the case of Health and Safety legislation, expresses 

fears that the Open Method of Coordination may not function well in the domestic 

environment of Central and Eastern Europe because of the weak capacity of non-

state actors. For Goetz, it is the weakness of civil society that explains why, in CEE, 

unstable institutional arrangements would appear to produce strong effects: ‘As 

regards CEE executives, it has been argued that the restrictive capacity of organised 

civil society, in particular, is comparatively weak, making for a high degree of 

executive autonomy’. 
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This gives rise to another important research agenda which remains largely ignored 

in the CEE context: to what extent might non state actors become stronger as a 

result of Europeanisation processes? As discussed above, the EU may provide the 

opportunities for the empowerment of non-state actors, but the question is whether 

non-state actors are willing and able to translate these opportunities into political 

practice (Jacquot and Woll, 2003). This illustrates the importance of recognising that 

civil society actors cannot be viewed as static variables, because their preferences, 

and/or their position in the domestic opportunity structure, may change as part of the 

process of Europeanisation.  Once again, the top down model would clearly be 

unsuitable for the analysis of this ‘horizontal’ mechanism of Europeanisation, (Ágh, 

2004).  

The volatility of domestic institutional arrangements in CEE is a further argument in 

favour of an agency-centred approach, for as Zubek notes: ‘in cases of instability, 

actors matter’. Goetz notes that the findings of a number of studies (eg Zubek, 2005, 

Dimitrova, 2002) demonstrate that weak institutionalisation has led to the creation of  

institutional arrangements around ‘trusted individuals’. This he links this to the much 

remarked ‘personalisation’ of post-Communist governance: ‘The high, if generally 

declining, changeability of governance arrangements in CEE suggests that in post- 

Communist contexts, individuals often come first, institutions second’ (Goetz, 

undated: 12. Agh (2004) takes up this theme in his work investigating the impact of 

the EU’s demands for decentralisation and regionalisation in CEE. While the EU’s 

intention was to facilitate the process of adaptation to the system of Multi-Level 

Governance, Ágh argues that the actual impact of accession requirements has been 

the strengthening of the central executive to the detriment of lower levels of 

governance, the opposite of what was required. The resulting institutional deficit ‘has 

proven to be a serious bottleneck in the post accession period’ (idem:7). This is a 

practical demonstration of how domestic outcomes resulting from Europeanisation in 

turn affect the future capacity of the EU to effect domestic change. Ágh terms this 

cyclical process ‘re-Europeanisation’: ‘re-Europeansiation completes a full circle: first, 

the EU level has emerged, second, it generated changes at national levels, third, 

horizontal structures have been organised and fourth, the changes in these 

horizontal organizations have exerted a feedback on the EU level in both direct and 

indirect forms’ (Idem:3).     
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4. Conclusion: lessons for the EU-Consent conceptual framework 

Post-enlargement, there is a need for careful empirical research into change 

processes in the enlarged Europe. This paper has considered how insights from the 

‘second generation’ Europeanisation literature could help to gain a more realistic, 

multi-dimensional picture of these processes and their implications for the direction of 

the integration process.  In developing a theoretical approach for the EU-CONSENT 

Network, Work Package II-III has come up against a series of methodological 

challenges that complicate the study of change mechanisms. In particular, how can 

the concept of change be defined and measured in a multi-dimensional system that 

by definition is in the process of formation?  Analysis of the formal/legal dimension of 

integration is a key starting point for the elaboration of conceivable scenarios and 

strategies for the future EU. However, analysis of one dimension of change can only 

tell us so much about patterns of change. How do we judge the degree, nature or 

level of change, for example, in a case where formal treaty change has taken place 

but institutional change has lagged behind and there has been a backlash against 

integration in terms of public support? How do we look at the mutual interaction 

between these arenas? And how can we investigate the role of domestic variables in 

accounting for differential impact of Europe when these variables are themselves 

endogenous to the process? 

The studies considered here offer a number of lessons for the EU-CONSENT 

network. Firstly, the institutionalist assumptions of ‘misfit’ hold less explanatory value 

in the CEE countries, where the majority of institutions were constructed ‘ab ovo’ with 

a view to membership of the Union. Using a ‘top down’ model of Europeanisation in 

CEE, and assuming that transposition equals successful policy transfer may result in 

a misleading picture of the extent of horizontal and vertical deepening that is actually 

taking place. A further disadvantage of ‘top down’ models of Europeanisation is that 

while they are useful in the analysis of traditional forms of regulatory policy making, 

they are less relevant to new modes of governance, which are increasingly used as a 

resource to facilitate deepening in a more diverse union.  

In order to gain a fuller understanding of the effectiveness of new modes of 

governance, often viewed as a panacea for the problems of efficient and democratic 

governance in an enlarged European Union, greater awareness is needed about the 

role of non state actors, and the impact of the EU on their preferences, power and 

influence. In order to interrogate these issues, further work must be undertaken on 

the impact of domestic discourses, politics, individuals and civil society organisations 
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in the new Member States on Europeanisation processes. As Goetz (2005) has 

commented, ‘there is, as yet, little systematic research on this bottom up dimension 

of Europeanisation in the new Member States, though there is no reason to doubt its 

importance.’   

A model of change which considers Europeanisation as a bottom up process and is 

alert to the specificities of post communist governance will facilitate the study of 

these questions. Applying such a framework, in which Europeanisation is conceived 

as the dependent variable, offers a number of advantages. It links with other middle-

range approaches and allows for investigation into the role of hard and soft forms of 

Europeanisation, domestic agency, norms, discourse and politics. Its conception of 

Europeanisation as the result of ongoing interactions between institutions and actors 

at domestic and supranational level, rather than a pressure emerging from up high 

and ending with a domestic outcome moves beyond an unrealistically static view of 

the process. 

Finally, looking at widening over the short, medium and long term will help to avoid 

normative assumptions that all aspects that may be considered ‘retrenchment’ 

constitute a trajectory towards political disintegration while all “spillover” effects take 

the EU on a linear journey towards deeper integration. Since they attempt to capture 

the dynamics of this cyclical process, bottom up models are not subject to the 

limitations of middle range approaches that are ‘bound to a specific space and time’ 

(Wessels, 2006:238). As such they could ultimately help to deliver the elusive 

methodology that identifies ‘underlying laws of motion’ in the integration process, 

without neglecting its day to day impact on the member states (idem).   

 



  State of the Art paper WP II / III Theories: Team 1 

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

20

REFERENCES 
Ágh, A. (2006), ‘Completing EU membership in Central Europe: Lisbon Strategy and 

the qualitative catching-up process’, EU-CONSENT Annual Working Paper of 
Team 5, NO D12a. 

Ágh, A. (2004), ‘Regionalisation and Europeanisation in Central Europe’, Paper 
presented to the ECPR Standing Group on EU Politics, 24-26 June 2004, 
Bologna.  

Bache, I. (2003), ‘Europeanization: A Governance Approach’, Paper presented to the 
European Union Studies Association (EUSA) Biennial Conference, March 27-
29,  Nashville, Tennessee, USA. 

Börzel, T., Buzogany, A., and Guttenbrunner, S. (2006), ‘Enlarging Environment: 
Mapping new modes of governance in the adoption of and adaptation to EU 
environmental policies in Poland, Hungary and Romania’, Paper prepared for 
the ECPR Third Pan-European Conference Bilgi University, Istanbul, 21-23 
September 2006/ 

Börzel, T. (2003), ‘Shaping and Taking EU policies: Member states Responses to 
Europeanization’, Queen’s Papers on Europeanisation, No. 1/2003. 

Börzel, Tanja A. (2002), ‘Pace-Setting, Foot-Dragging, and Fence-Sitting. Member 
State Responses to Europeanization’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 
40, No.2 

Börzel, T. and Risse, T. (2000), ‘When Europe Hits Home: Europeanization and 
Domestic Change’, European Integration online Papers 4/15. 
<http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2000-015a.htm> 

Bulmer, S. and Lequesne, C (2005), The Member States of the European Union, 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press) 

Bulmer S. and Radaelli, C (2005), ‘The Europeanisation of National Policy’, in: 
Bulmer, S. and Lequesne, C (2005), The Member States of the European 
Union, (Oxford: Oxford University Press) 

Bulmer, S. and Burch, M. (2005) ‘The Europeanization of UK Government: from 
Quiet Revolution to Explicit Step Change?’ Public Administration Vol. 83, No. 4 
(861–890) 

Bulmer, S. and Padgett, S. (2004)  ‘Policy Transfer in the European Union: An 
Institutionalist Perspective’, British Journal of Political Science, Vol. 35. 

Caporaso, J., Cowles, M. G. and Risse, T. (2001) (eds.), Transforming Europe: 
Europeanization and Domestic Change. (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University 
Press). 

Cram, L., (2001) ‘Governance ‘to go’: Domestic Actors, Institutions and the 
Boundaries of the Possible’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 39, No 4 

Dimitrova, A. (2002), ‘Enlargement, Institution-Building and the EU s Administrative 
Capacity Requirement ‘, West European Politics, 25 (4), S. 171-190. 

Dimitrova, A. and Rhinard, M. (2005), ‘The power of norms in the transposition of EU 
directives’, European Integration online Papers (EIoP) Vol. 9 (2005) N° 16;  
http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2005-016a.htm 

Dyson, K. H. F. und Goetz, K. H. (eds.) (2003) Germany and Europe: How 
Europeanised is Germany? (Oxford: Oxford University Press). 

Goetz, K.H. (2005), ‘The New Member States and the EU’, In Bulmer, S. and 
Lequesne, C. (2005) Member States and the European Union (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press). 

Goetz, K.H. (2006), ‘Territory, temporality and clustered Europeanisation’, EU   
CONSENT netowork, Annual State of the art paper of WP II/III, Team 5 

Goetz, K.H, (undated) ‘Europeanisation in West and East: A Challenge to Institutional 
Theory’, http://www.arena.uio.no/events/papers/goetz.pdf 



  State of the Art paper WP II / III Theories: Team 1 

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

21

Grabbe, H. (2002), ‘Europeanisation goes East: Power and Uncertainty in the EU 
Accession Process’, Paper for the ECPR Joint Sessions of Workshops, Turin, 
March 22-27 2002 

Grabbe, H. (2001), ‘How does Europeanization affect CEE governance? 
Conditionality, diffusion and diversity’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 
8, No. 6  

Grabbe, H. (2001), ‘Europeanising public policy in central Europe: asymmetrical 
relations and uncertainty’, Paper for the European Community Studies 
Association Biennial Conference, Madison, WI, 30 May–2 June. 

Grabbe, H. (1999),‘A Partnership for Accession? The Implications of EU 
Conditionality for the Central and East European Applicants’, EUI Working 
Paper RSC No. 99/12, San Domenico di Fiesole (FI): European University 
Institute. 

Jacquot, S., and Woll, C. (2003), ‘Usage of European Integration – Europeanisation 
from a Sociological Perspective’, European Integration online Papers (EIoP) 
7/2003. http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2003-012a.htm 

Knill, C. (2001). The Europeanization of National Administrations. Patterns of 
Institutional Persistence and Change, (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press) 

Knill, C. and Lehmkuhl, D. (1999), ‘How Europe Matters: Different Mechanisms of 
Europeanization’, European Integration online Papers 3/7. 
<http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/1999-007a.htm> 

Kohler-Koch, B. (2005) European Governance and System Integration, European 
Governance Paper, EUROGOV No C-01-05 

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

Kohler Koch, B. (2000), ‘Framing: the bottleneck of constructing legitimate 
institutions’, Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 7. No 4  

Ladrech, R. (1994): ‘Europeanization of Domestic Politics and Institutions: The Case 
of France’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 32, No. 1 

Liebert, U. (2003), “Explaining Europeanisation: a mechanisms based 
approach’ Diskussionspapier zur Tagung „Forschungslogik und Methodik 
in den Internationalen Beziehungen und der Europaforschung“, 
Evangelische Akademie Hofgeismar, 2.-4. April 2003.  

March, J. G. and Olsen, J. P. (1989), Rediscovering institutions: the organizational 
basis of politics, (New York: Free Press). 

Olsen, J. P. (2002), The Many Faces of Europeanization. ARENA Working Papers. 
Oslo.<http://www.sv.uio.no/arena/publications/wp02_2.htm> 

Schimmelfenig, F., and Sedelmeier, U. (2002) ‘Theorizing EU enlargement: research 
focus, hypotheses, and the state of research’, Journal of European Public 
Policy  Vol 9, No.4  

Schimmelfenig, F., and Sedelmeier, U. (eds) (2005) The Europeanisation of Central 
and Eastern Europe. The impact of the European Union on the candidate 
countries, (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press).  

Schmidt, A. and Radaelli, C. (2004) ‘Policy Change and Discourse in Europe: 
Conceptual and Methodological Issues’, West European Politics, Vol 27, No 2 

Wallace, H. (1971) ‘The impact of the European Communities on National Policy 
Making’, Government and Opposition 6/4, 520-38 

Wessels, W. (2006) ‘Cleavages, controversies and convergence in European Union 
studies’, in Cini,M. and Bourne, A. (eds) European Union Studies, (Palgrave). 

Wiener, A. (2006) ‘Constructivsim and Sociological Institutionalism, in Cini, M. and 
Bourne, A.(eds) European Union Studies, (Palgrave). 



  State of the Art paper WP II / III Theories: Team 1 

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

22

 Vachudova, M. (2001) ‘The leverage of international institutions on democratizing 
States: Eastern Europe and the European Union’, EUI Working Paper 2001/33 

Zielonka, J. (2007), ‘Plurilateral Governance in the Enlarged European Union’, 
Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 45, No.01. 

Zubek, R. (2001) ‘A core in check: the transformation of the Polish core executive’, 
Journal of European Public Policy 8(6): 911–32. 

 
  
 


