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iv
OZET

Avrupa Biitiinlesmesi surecinin Avrupa ulus-devletine olan etkileri ve ulus-devlet
kavraminin aldigi son sekli irdeleyebilmek icin gegmisten ginimize yapllan bir ¢gok
" analizin vardigi ortak nokta, ulus-devletlerin etkinligini korudugunu géstermektedir.
Globallegsme ve bitiinlesme hareketlerinin olumsuz etkilerine ragmen iglevlerini ve
glicini tamamen kaybetmemis olan ulus-devlet, bir ¢ok agidan Avrupa Birlidi
icerisinde de siyasal hayatin halen en etkin ¢ikigs noktasidir. Alinan tim kararlar,
baslatilan tim stlregler ve siyasal bltiinlegme yolunda atilan her adim, Birlige lye
ulus-devletlerin kontrolinden ge¢mektedir. Her ne kadar ileri boyutlarda ulus-
devletlerden Avrupa Birligi'ne egernenlik devii ve kurumlarin giderek daha etkin karar
alma guclne ulagtigi goériilse de, bu durum tamamen ulus-devletlerin 6zgir
iradeleriyie meydana gelmektedir; doiayisiyla Birli§i amaclarina ulagsmada motive
eden ve gereken insiyatifleri dreten baslica kurum ulus-devlettir. Bu baglamda ulus;
devietler AB semsiyesi altinda, globallesme ve karsilikli bagimiiigin giderek arttigi b%r
‘ortamda kendilerini yeniden Uretme firsati bulmaktadiriar. Bu surette, AB, onlar igin
karsi konulmas‘l gereken bir tehdit degil, tersine ekonomik ve siyasi faydalariyla
varliklarini daha gigld bir bigimde surdldrmelerine olanak saglayan “demirledikleri
kuytu bir liman” haline gelmektedir.. Avrupalilastirma politikalari sayesinde kendi
baglarina altindan kalkamayacakiar bir gok alanda yakin i§b?fli§i olanagi bulan ulus-
devietler, ekonomiden sosyal yasama sayisiz reformlar (halk destegi olmadig
durumlarda AB'ye siginarak) gergeklestirmistir. Avrupa Birligi ister federal bir devlet
haline gelsin, isterse genigleme ve giderek yavaslayan karar alma mekanizmalari
yliziinden bir gerileme siirecine girsin Avrupa ulus-devietlerinin varliklarini degisime
ugrasalar da sirdiurmeleri ve AB’nin gelecedinde baglica s6z sahibi durumunda

olmalari kaginilmaz gibi gérunrnektedir.



ABSTRACT

The European nation-state, which did not lose its functions and powers despite the
negative effects of globalisation énd integration movements, is still the main corner-
stone of the political life within the European Union. All the decisions, processes and
every step toward the political integration are under the ultimate control of the nation-
states. In spite of the fact that the European Union is strengthened by the transfer of
sovereignty from the member nation-states, this situation emerges from the free-will
of nation-states themselves; by this way, the main institution that produce the
essential initiatives and motivale the European Union in the way of achieving its
goals, is the nation-state. Within this perspective, nation-states find the opportunity d:f
regenerating themselves under the umbrella of the European Union, in aﬁ
environment where the effects of globalisation. and increasing interdependency are
quite high. So, the European Urion is not a threat that must be prevented from, for

the nation-states, but it becomes “a still harbour” that provide better solutions to the

economic, social and political problems.



Introduction

The aim of this thesis is to examine the effects of European integration on the European
nation-state through the perspective of different theoretical approaches. Regarding the fact
that the concept of nation-state did not lose its functions in the current system of states,
especially in the EU member states, the difficulties of creating a political entity in Europe anEd
sustaining such a structure will be analyzed in the light of historical perspective and current
conditions in Europe which are evolved in the past 50 years, full of integrational

developments.

In this integration, when we look at the European Union Member-States, we see two different
structures; supranational and nation-state identification. In this thesis, analyzing the
developing of the European states, the changing in the way of integration in the Union will be

examined with the aspects of governance and socio-political differentiation.

So, it can be said that the aim is to conceptualize the specific posi;ibn of “nation-state” within
the European Integration in terms of its historical and theoretical framework and its
reflections in the practical developments. In order to shape an adequate framework for nation-
state theory paying attention to its existence as the most important component of European
political integration the thesis will first of all give a perspective on this concrete political
entity in Europe by an analysis of the past and current conditions which are evolved since the

French Revolution of 1789, the years full of European Integration ideas. Then, it will be



explained that why and with which neccessities do the European idealists need to formulate
the background of this political entity with a scope of “creating a common conscience like in

an ordinary nation-state in Europe”. Here, the case of “citizenship” will be evaluated.

i
¢

Also, how the members of the European Union are regarded under the pressure of integration
and the difficulties of multi-level governance, how and with which conditions will the EU be

governed as a unique state will be another subject of this thesis.

The study will then outline the Europeanisation process of the nation-states, which fostera
transformation period within the continent. To shed a light on this transformation, the starting
point is the question of current position of the nation-state within the EU. For this purpose, the
important point that the challenge of the EU with the nation-state system will also be the
central study area. This question will lead us to examine the specific issue areas like the
. adaptations of nation-states to Europeanisation in order to maintain the core idea of neither
the nation-state nor the EU should not be the winner of this game or process; the result should
be a synthesis of these two entities within the region which can be regarded as a political

integration of nation-states.

So, the thesis is set up on the idea of “nation-states, in spite of many outcomes of the
European Integration process, remain as the main supportive points of governance,
democracy, Iegitimécy and identity. These four concepts are still the most powerful fortresses
of the nation-state phenomenon. Infact, neither the European elites, nor the drivers of the EU

éan not have an intention to create a European political entity in which nation-states would be
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vénished for the sake of a new form of state. That sounds utopic, because of some reasons,
First of all, the EU’s capability of providing democracy and legitimacy at the supranationa[f
level is still quite weak as a result of the lack of a European public sphere. The emergence of
such an enfity hich may be called “European Socity” will take a long period of time.
Secondly, the EU is not an end product. It is still a progressing process; the direction of this
process has been much discussed in recent literature. Mainly intergovernmentalism and
federalism have been the most supported integration theories in this thesis. The most recent
form of intergovernmentalism, “liberal integovernmentalism” is introduced for explaining the
European Integration’s strengthening effects on the nation-states and federalism is supported
as the future perspective for the process. In the third section, as the most importantidea of the
paper, the Union’s evolution towards an advanced form federation will be evaluated in detalil;

its one section is concentrating on federalist ideas which were recently proclaimed by key

leaders of the EU membqr—states.

Finally Ithe last section mainly concludes the thesis by analysing the key issues addressed in
the first two sections in terms of centrality and regeneration of the nation-state within the

European Union.
The hypotheses and assumptions of this thesis can be listed ds;

1. The European integration cannot be examined without taking into account the specific

location of nation-state phenomenon.

2. All the developments and achievements within the European Union are also the

\

elaborations of individual fnember-states which are still accepted to be nation-states,



2. Allthe developments and achievements within the European Union are also the
elaborations of individual member-states which are still accepted to be nation-states,
thus the coming political integration will not be independent of national
identifications. |

3. Economic and political integration which is about to be realized by the EU institutions
must be supported by studies on mental transformation in the level of social
integration in order to maintain the “European identity formation” in all member-
states.

4. The neccessities of “creating a common conscience” and formulating an opportunity

for the future member states should be taken into consideration.



CHAPTER | : THE NATION-STATE AND THE EUROPEAN

INTEGRATION PROCESS

1. CONCEPTUALISING THE NATION-STATE

1.1 State From Different Perspectives

State is un doubtedly a political institution and an organizational structure, according to
Weber, itis “human community that successfully claims the monopoly of the legitimate use
of physical force within a given territory” (Weber,1996:12). From this description, we come
to the point of sovereignty which the state owns in particular, without sharing except of
special cases. Social scientists created a common definition on state. State is a complexity of
institutions. These institutions are ruled by the state’s own staff. They are mostly in the centre
of a region which is geographically bordered. State is responsible of taking care of national
society at home and being interested with other larger societies which it has to be in
relationship with. State monopolizes the ruling mechanisms within its borders, an this
situation is needed for the creation of a common political culture that is shared by all citizens

(Hall,2000:642).

|
Briefly, state can be defined as the political expression of societies as a solution to thei_!r

societal problems within the relations and conflicts between each other reasoned by thé

emergence of inter-societal differentiations in the period of transition



of humanity from barbarism to civilization. State, as a form of organization, aims the
institutionalization and continuity of solution to the problems which could not be solved
within the natural relationships of humanity. The continuity of solution is only possible with ‘
t;hevcontinu'ity of the institution whe brought it. And this is the problematic of this institution
as it has to provide its supremacy within the society at the level of common conscience. At
the political level, it becomes the “state”, as a result of this, state, in the historical process, is
not occured spontaneously, but it emerged to provide the continuity of solution which is not

able to renew itself.

In this framework, state can be defined as an institution of society which organizes and
regulates actively the society’s highest level of solution and mostly shared conscience

(Coskun,1997:95).

State is a partofa humaﬁ society which is associated with common obedience for a unique
sovereignty. This sovereignty can be defined as the authority that controls the society. When
the rules, occured from different authorities, fall into disagreement, the regulative, supreme
and decisive authority takes the final decision. Law is only effective when supported by
certain sanctions (ibid:95). Thus, the governance right and legislative authority ere the baéfis
of sovereignty; this perception brings forth the meaning of the relationship between state arfid
sovereignty that “the state is an institution which holds the forces of governance and

legislation as the exclusive authority”.

The term “state”, historically found its form in the early development of the western political

institutions. This term was used firstly in the 16.century. It was used against the existing

\



political traditions, in order to give a new meaning to sovereignty, thus maintain the decline of
the traditional western political structure (ibid:95).

In the medieval age, there was a dilemma about the emergence of the state in the political
system: the pope and the emperor; After a long and successful struggle, the modern state

emerged.

However, the first person to transform the theory of “state” into a more comprehensible form
is Jean Bodin. Inspired from the France of the XVI. Century, Bodin lived in a country where
tﬁe medieval political institutions and traditions were maintaining the power of royals.
According to the Christian traditions, the church had a credible destiny and duties against the
kings. The solution of Bodin to this struggle between the church and royals was “there must
be a unique legislator who should be recognized by all as thé last authority to have a say”. The
problem of Bodin's understanding of sovereignty was “there was not so- much power in

comparison with legal rights for this authority” (Agaogullar,2000:10).

1.2 Nation As a Political Entity And Nationalism
After pointing out the concept of state, the second component, nation will be issued in this
section. The term “nation” refers to a cultural community in which the individuals have the
Qonscience of belonging undoubtedly by the existence of solidarity, history, common values
and fate. The concept of nation refers to a human community who share common myths and
historical memory, a common mass public culture, a common economy and common legal

rights and duties (Smith, 1999:16). It cannot be divided, it is unique. The nation has its roots



in the cultural differentiations; it is not a voluntary association, all the members were born
into it, live in it and die in it. This characteristic of nation makes the people share common

values, fate and history (Giddens,2000:146).

Nation can also be described as a rather large organization form in which the people are
gathered. But it also refers to a historical development. From the historical perspective, the
societies in which the components of nation appeared, provided the full characteristics of
“being a nation” in the real meaning only after establishing their own states. In today’s
comprehension, nation means the community of people who has a common history and

similar thoughts about the future, thus who has an accord of belief and conscience.

According to sociological approaches, nation is treated as the integration of sub-cultures with
a supreme culture which is standardized, homogenized and supported by central authority in
the process of economic and political systems’ intersection (Leca, 1996:15). Nation can refer
to a human community which transformed the conscience of possessing the same ethnicity
and the conscience of political loyalty to the most important component of group
belongingness for a sociologist. On the other hand according to a jurist a nation is a

community of people who belong to a state with the link of citizenship.

Itis, according to Walker Connor, a mass-based community of belonging and interest, whose
members share a backward looking sense of common genealogical and geographic roots, as
well as forward-looking sense of destiny. As a community of belonging, members typically

vieyv the nation as an extended family related by common ancestry, although this belief in a



common ancestor is based more on myths and legends than on an appraisal of the nation’s
real history (Connor,1978:377). Many scholars, like Benedict Anderson, claimed that “a
nation is an invented or even imagined community”, because the members of even the
smallest nation will never know mos’; of the other members, meet them or even hear of them.
So, the nation can only be understood within the intersecting dynamics of history, language,
ideology and power (Erézden, 1997:11). Also, there is the fact that it is the existence of
legends, well-known tales that create a “nation” which is constructed like a building which
stands on its ground (the ground is not seen from outside but its strength makes the building‘
secure against external effects). Departing from this example, the members of a nation are noji
always wholly visible, the past and future generations are also the ensured members of thé
nation. .This feature is reflected on the concept of national identity, which is based on the
conception of a collective national consciousness, whose sources are culturally based, but
need not be predetermined . According to Anthony Smith, it is a complex and highly abstract

concept which incude several dimensions. He lists them as:

¢ the territorial boundedness of seperate cultural populations in their own homelands

o the shared nature of myths of origin and historical memories of the community

e the common bond of a mass, standardized culture,

e acommon territorial division of labour, with mobility for all"r’hembers and ownership
of resources by all members in the homeland,

¢ the possession by all members of a unified system of common legal rights and duties

under common laws and institutions (Smith, 1995:323).

The emergence of nations is dependent on the emergence of the political doctrine of

natipnalism. This doctrine has three components in general:
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1. There is a definite and self-evident nation.
2. The interests of this nation are more important than those of other nations.
3. Nation should be independent and this aspect requires the recognition of its political

sovereignty (Leca, 1996:15)
In this regard, some approaches to the concept of nationalism can be argued in order to give
-an overview about the development of the national idea. As the first approach, primordialism
claim that nationalism has its roots in human associational life (Wollman, Spencer, 2002:27).
According to this approach, “biology, psychology and culture may also be summoned in

support of the idea that nationsa are an ancient, neccessary and perhaps natural part of social

organisation, an organic presence whose origins go back to the myths of time”(ibid:27).

Defenders of another approach, ethno-symbolists claim that the source the power of
. nationalism are the myths, memories, traditions and symbols of ethnic heritages and “the
ways in which a popular living past has been and can be rediscovered and reinterpreted by

-modern nationalist intelligentsias” (Smith, 1999:9 in Wollman and Spencer,_ 2002:28).

However, the modernist approach to the nation and nationalism aims to create a more
concrete and critical view of nationalism than that claimed by primordialists and ethno-
symbolists and increase the possibility of transcending nationalism and overcoming the

limitations of nation-state (ibid:55).
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The emprical altematives to these approaches can be seen in the distinction between civic and
ethnic nationalism ideas. In the ethnic model of nationalism in accordance with ethnic:
symbolism, nations are seen to be the products of history; thus the nation is a result of fatei,
not free-will. No one is able to chooée to join a nation, it is exclusive and closed rather than
open. Citizenship is acquired by birth (ibid:101). Civic nationalism accepts that all the people
regardless of their ethnic origins, colour, gender or language are the components of the nation
if they “subscribe to the nation’s political creed”; it is called civic nationalism because it sees

the nation as a community of equal, rigthful citizens who are attached to it with patriotic

sentiments (ibid:101).

The fusion of nationalism and citizenship which time to time get in contradiction with each
other, makes the political integration and its intersection with cultural integration, the most
im;;ortant component of modemity (Leca,1996:16). This aspect of nationalism has two major

charactersitics:

1. When it becomes the instrument of struggle for sovereignty in the name of a definite
culture, it has a supplementary and exclusive character.

2. When it legitimizes the citizenship in the name of the volition that constitutes the
nation-state, it has an inclusive rather than exclusive'individualist character.

(Leca,1996:16)

According to Charles Tilly who identified specifically the nationalism with the history of
national states, in the formation period of nationalism, the political variable played a more
important role than the economic variable. He determines the discriminating character of

modemn nation-states és the reinforcement degree of power of the central administration and
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According to Charles Tilly who identified specifically the nationalism with the history
of national states, in the formation period of nationalism, the political variable played
a more important role than the economic variable. He determines the discriminating
character of modern nation-statés as the reinforcement degree of power of tht?
central administration and the increasement of capacity to motivate the citizens ancé

industrial or agricultural resources an the area of state (Tilly, 1993:3).

1.3 The Emergence of the Nation-State in Europe

The idea of “nation” led to the emergence of the era of the nation-state. In order to
understand today's Europe, it is neccessary to analyse the evolution of the nation-
state whose creation aé a collective unit with a common identity from the fusion of
‘vast sum of ethnic units with its own identity is a very complicated process. But an
adequate analysis of this process will give a basic idea about the conditions and
prerequisities of creating a collective “European unit” and a collective European
identity which are in the process of developing within the European Union. From this
point of view, such an analysis will also place the nation-state model as an example
to the political integration model about its different conditions of emerging from that
of today’s political environment, but the basic principles and neccessities are almost
the same as in two hundred years ago. Richard Minch underlines - three aspects of
the process by which “larger collective units with a common identity are created from

smaller ones:
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1. outward demarcation and external struggles

2. inner homogenization

3. inclusion: the differentiation between centre and periphery (Miinch,1996:2)

While intoducing these aspects, Miinch accepts that every nation-state model is
different from each other in terms of historical perspective and he also maintains that
the progress of any nation-state developed in Europe cannot stipulate the future of a
European supranational collective unit with a common identity. In fact, if we analyze
these three aspects, we come to the existence of problem in nation-state formation
unit which should at the same time create common values and common “others”
while setting out a safeguard mechanism to preserve its emerging unity. However he
argues that the emergence of the European nation-stétes can be regarded as an
historical case on a lower level of development of the current process of European
integration (Miinch,1996:4). The argument is the same as the classical approach to
the nation-state: “due to the expansion of economis trade, larger economic units
arose: political battles led to accumulationé of power, that were in territorial
expansions” (Mlinch,1996:5). In this process, the smaller political units came across
a fatal choice between two alternatives: first, surviving by joining together with
stronger units, or, two, subordinating themselves to larger'-units by expanding
themselves and conquering other smaller units, by merging or by capturing a suitable
place of their own. In ’_this regard, the first examples of European nation-states are
United Kingdom, France and Spain who built larger political units from smaller ones
in the course of eighteenth and nineteenth century. As Miinch notes, they connectedj
different regions with their own cultural and social structures into one political unit. He::

undgrlines this emergence by analyzing the first examples of nation-state formations
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" and formulates his perspective about the approachment between the two terms as:
" “the convergence of state and nation was a construction of the state-builders, first
under absolutist rule and finally under democratic rule- a convergence
paradigmatiéally illustrated by ’;he absolutist centralization of France and its
transformation into a democratically centralized nation-state after the revolution of
1789. Just after the French Revolution, when royal power had lost its efficiency and
being the unique reference, there occured a need for some values to back up state
pdwer" (Miinch, 1996:3). At this time, nationalism served not only to legitimize the
state, but also to provide a new context and identity for individuals who were suffering
from the loss of their traditional and local sources of identity (ibid:52). Here, the
nation became a symbol of the united people against the absolutist rule of the king.
The revolution transformed the two opposites of nation and absolutist state into the

unified nation-state” (Minch,1996:3).

The modern state had three functions in the absolutist monarchy. The first was law
and order which differentiate the former types of state and modern state. State, in the
name of the public, demand some duties from the individuals and forbids Sqme types
of behaviors having the tools to apply these rules. Secondly, it provides an effective
public financial mechanism, as a result of the need for a continuous professional
army. Thirdly, it implements an economic policy by maintaining mercantilism, whosé
basic principle was the priority of national economy. It supplemented the capitalist

trade and helped the states cover their economic deficits with precious metals.

In the historical context of Europe, it can be observed that the unifying aspect of

eéonomy constructed the nation concept. Before 1860, there were two major nation-
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states (Great Britain and France) and after this time, Sweden, Denmark, Norway,
Portugal, Switzerland and Netherlands could be accepted as nation-states. In the
example of Great Britain, it has a peculiar geographical position within European
nation-states which results in thé fact that this country has never been forced to
defend its borders. This aspect differentiates Great Britain from France or Spain, who
had to struggle for a long period of time to define their borders. Also it is far different
from Germany that based its nation concept not on soil but on language and cultural

basis (Geuhenno,1993:6).

The example of France constitute a different situation; the inflation of ethnic groups
from Vikings to Normands brought about the neccessity of establishing a common
unifying culture and served to revolutioners of 1789 to establish a nation-state in
which every people had to speak French. The French Revolution injected new values
against the religious traditional structure of Europe while bringing a meaningful
idealism, in other words, the conscience of being nation. It connected the concept of
nation with the concept of state. Also, nationalism defined itself with the liberal anc§
radical movements in the tradition of French Revolution. These principles also

caused the emergence of totalitarian movements in the 20.century after constituting

the main reasons of 19.century revolutions (Brzezinski, 1996:26)

So, nation-state is accepted to be a recent development. It was not known in the
ancient era nor in the medieval age. Instead, there were city-states, empires, feudal
and dynastical or religious states. The modern nation-state was emerged in the

Netherlands, England and America with the influence of revolutions (Kohn, 1967:1).
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Coming to the “internal homogenization” point, Miinch states that this feature has
broken down mutual prejudice, regionalism and inequality by the welfare policies of
the nation-states barely after their emergence process. The legislations in the nation-
states have created more formall.y standardized life conditions, the economic growth
achieved by a unified economic area has brought a high standard of living, education
and communication; these sophistications lead the way to the “expansion of a unified
national consciousness and the extension of cultural horizons, and have broken
down provinciality” (Minch,1996:3). So, political, administrative and legal
standardization with a sense of centralization has replgced the regional or ethnic
identity of groups with an identity of “nation”.

From the historical perspective, nation was established as a “gemeinschaftl”
(community) and state as a “gesselschaft” (voluntary association) (Holton, 1998:33)}.
But when a community becomes a state, there is seen a disagreement between the
different communities before an establishment of an institution. So, the early
emergence of the nation-state concept was a result of the existence of borders
(absolute lines) rather than frontiers (indefinite lines) between some traditional states
(ibid:34). These borders were drawn on the map of a nation’s sovereignty area and
any attack to one part of borders is certainly perceived as an attack to the nation’s
éntirety. But in today's world, these borders become frontier again as a result of
emerging close relgtionships with other countries and the emergence of

supranational structures..

"The ordinary nation-state” whose mother was Europe, inspired from renaissance

and reform, was born in Westphalia, trained with industrial revolution-and lived its
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golden age between the second half of the nineteenth century and first half of the
twentieth century. In the post-Westphalia era, while the map of Europe was shaped,
the concept of modern nation-state emerged in the nineteenth century. In the
Congress of Vienna (1815), the. principal states reconstructed Europe; England,
Russia, France, Austria and Prussia gathered under the name of Concert of Europe.
The pre-condition of this concert was the acceptance of juridical equality, common
rules and responsibilities as the guidence by the European states. This framework,

established in the congress, reshaped Europe (Kriiger, 1993:100).

Atter the Congress of Vienna (1815), the wealths of nation-state were classified in six

categories (Kriiger,1993) as;

1. The modern constitutional nation-state with parliament (i.e. England)

2. Traditional nation-states in which the government involves into conflicts (i.e.
Spain)

3. The nations which struggle to establish nation-states but being forced down by
other nation-states (i.e.Ireland)

4. The nations in which the conscience of being nation exists but because of
inability of orginising into one politicial entity, cannot bée categorized as nation-
state in spite of their early modernization movements (i.e.Germany)

5. The nations which are divided into more than one states (i.e. Poland)

6. Multi-national empires i.e. Ottoman Empire)

Almost all national movements achieved to be successful in Europe and as a result of

this, an international system of nation-state emerged in Europe. But this situation also
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brought forth a conflict between the dominant national groups and other ethnic

groups in minority.

1.4 The Dynamics of the European Nation-State

There are five elements of nation-state concept, four internal (language, religioq,
history and culture)and one external (an image of enemy) (Er6zden, 1997:106). Thfe
idea of the need for a common language in order to establish a nation was expressed
firstly in France, where the citizenship right had been obtained by speaking French
after the Revolution. Also in Germany and ltaly, in the uniﬁcatioﬁ processes,
speaking the official language was the first condition of being a citizen and being a
citizen was the first condition of belonging to a nation. From these examples, one can
say that language is a political concept, but under no circumstances, only a common
language can be a basic and objective element of a nation for the demands to

establish a nation-state.

National history and culture form the main tools of the concept of the nation.It is very
meaningful that the moment at which the nation-state first took place in the history
was just after the French Revolution; the direct realtionship between the fiction of
nation, the nationalism, nation-state and the transformation of history-writing into a

scientific discipline, thus reveals.

The mixing of nation and religion concepts comes from the setting up of homogenity

of human community. This situation is an extension of the principle “cius regio, eius
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religio” (the religion of the prince is the religion of citizens), an idea that was brought
up after the Reform Movement in the German principalities. Therefore, the first
absolute connection of political and religious borders occured. In Norway and
Denmark, the church became a .state institution and the priests became officials in
this period. The thesis of attribution by ethnic groups of the differences between
themselves and other ethnic groups in order to define themselves was brought up by
John Armstrong who was inspired by Barth and Beneviste’'s works
(Er6zden,1997:110). The fifth and only external dynamic, which is accepted to be a
negative aspect, the creation of an image of enemy is absolutely very important in the
nation-state formation process. In fact, it is a spontaneous reaction; the very reason
is, the majority of today's nation-states had been forced to struggle for their
independency or their entirety. The external threat in this struggle constituted directly

i

the enemy image.

The concept of nation-state is undoubtedly one of the results of self-determination
right of the people. in the French Bill of Rights, it is declared that, every nation is
independent and this sovereignty cannot be turned over to anyone (Hobsbawn,
1995:23). The concept of nation-state can be defined by the triplet of nation, state
and people, and it depends on an etnic or ethno-cultural critetia (because ethnicity is
also constituted by history, religion and language), a geopolitical criteria (realm and
sovereignty) and a socio-political critera (citizenship and the conscience of belonging
to a nation). Thus, the concept “nation-state” expresses the fusion of a political

identity (state) and a cultural identity (nation) in a definite realm.
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But the traditional dynamics of nation-state concept ultimately lost their importance
as a result of the emergence of information society that replaced industrial culture
and industrial technology which remained as the main elements of nation-state for
the last 200 years. Neveﬁheléss, the basic content of the concept remained
untarnished till today, the state, or nation-state is still the most important actor with
the exclusive right to take authoritative decisions within its borders. It still decides on
the fate of its people, regulates the internal economy and political-social life with its

tools like bureaucracy, has the last word to say in defense issues and the like.

So, in Europe, with the nation-state centrai adrﬁinistration became widespread and
the routins of daily life, culture and accumulation of wealth became dependent to the
state. The states began to impose the national languages, national education
systems and national military systems internally and to the outside of the country;
they began to control seriously the movements through their borders with application
of duties as the instruments of economic policies and border restrictions while
restricting the rights of strangers. Nation-states not only monopolyzed the problems

of public sphere or political regulations, they also intervened effectively in the

economic activities.
As a result of the integration movements en route to establish the nation-states,
regional authorities were suppressed to make definite the authorities of central
administration and thus “the absolute state nationalized” (Hobsbawn, 1995:76). This
suppression of regional authorities (then universal authorities, like religious ones)

caused the emergence of new identities in Europe in the modern era. In fact, the

number of socio-political identity units has dramatically decreased. In 1500, there had
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been approximately 500 political units in Europe, but in 1900, this number was

decreased to 25 nation-states. Sociologist Stein Rokkan who analyzed the formation
périod of nation, developed a three level model in which he fused the economy,
culture and 'politics variables. In the first level, the state formation period takes place.
This process has been passed through in a long period of time between the late
medieval age and French Revolution, in certain regions of Europe. The specific
peculiarity of this period is the emergence of homogenity among the elites regarding
economic and cultural aspects. In the second level, regional identities began to be
replaced by a homogenous and central identity which persuade the people to be
loyal to the system. In the third level, these people gradually gain the political
participation skills and learn to demand within the system by expressing themselves
politically. The system also reproduces itself in every level in terms of economic
conditions and public services, thus the processes of “nation formation” are

completed (Rokkan,1975:25).

In his work “The End of Nation-State”, Geuhenno defines the nation as a
spontaneous political entity and claims that it is the last degree to reach for a society
as a matter of fact. He also maintains his hypothesis for nation-state that it is a
transition level between the age of kingdoms and age of new empires, so it is a
témporary political form which should be accepted as an exception of Europe

(Geuhenno,1993).

However, in one sense, today's nation-state in Europe is remarkably different from
the one of a century ago. Firstly, the Western European states lost their colonial

power step by step after the 1. World War and the most dramatic result of fascism,
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the 2.World War changed the nature of international relations. By this time,as a result
of high capacity of political and social interaction, the decisions are more inspired
from common policies and reactions of other states; it may be argued that this case
has the same peculiarities with that of a century ago, but the substantial difference ié,
this situation goes beyond the regular structure of state and the limits of national
sovereignty with the tool of supranationalism and constitute a “lock-in”, a state where

nor “turn-back” neither “escape” mechanisms are suppressed.

Supranationalism makes this change slightly, as in Weiler's saying, “at the pure statal
level, it replaces the liberal premise of international society with a community one”
(Weiler,1999:3). Indeed, this replacement brings forth a question about the “place of
state” against international law, its aspects like self-determination and sovereignty
become the core of the question. Weiler answers to this problem with a pure logic:
“the classical model of international law is a replication at the international level of a
liberal theory of the state. The state is implicitly treated as the analogue, on the
internatiénal level, to the individual within a domestic situation. In this cbnception,
international legal notions such as self-determination, sovereignty, independence an‘b
consent have their obvious analogy in theories of the individual within the state. In th§e
supranational vision, the community as a transnational regime will not simply be a
neutral arena in which states will seek to maximize their benefits, but will create a
tension between the state and the community of states. Crucially, the community idea
is not meant to eliminate the national state but to create a regime which seeks to tame
the national interest with a new discipline. The idyllic is a state of affairs which
eliminates the excess of narrow statal “national interest”. The challenge is to control at
societal level the uncontrolled reflexes of national interest in the international sphere”

. (Weiler,1999:5).
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In his words, it can be argued that Weiler, as a strong supporter of community idea,
thinks that “national interest”, a nation-state’s first priority in the international arena,
must be diminished for the séke of creating a supranational mechanism. He
maintains the redefinition of the boundaries of the state, between the nation and state
and within the nation itself. In my opinion, it is not surprising, then to come accross
Weiler's thoughts in the statement of “European Integration was elite driven. Ideals
discourse may be part of the explanation of the mobilization of those elites”
(Weiler,1999:7). According to his “pure logic”, the supranational neccessities were at
first times acceptable by the peoples who were ruined, destroy and lived the worst
years of the century in the heart of Europe. The Second World War, did not only
destroyed the homes and bodies of the people, but also “discredited the previous
international order and for many Europeans, the basic element in that order: the

sovereign nation-state” (Weiler,1999:10). 1

4
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2. THE TRANSFORMATION OF NATION-STATE IN THE

EUROPEAN UNION

2.1 Beyond the Nation-State: Community Idea

The community idea in Europe emerged from vast sum of studies and practical
efforts by both the politicians and scholars throughout centuries. So, the idea is an
old one, romantics like Victor Hugo, or other philosophers like Dubois and Saint-
Simon expressed this idea in many of their works; Napoleon Bonaparte and Adolf
Hitler aimed to achieve it by military force, but only with common sense which
evolved in the second half of the 20. century, the European nation-states managed to

walk towards this idea. ;
]

i

Wallace evaluated this process by focusing on the relations among the European
nation-states in order to understand this evolving of post-modern international
sqciety. He examines this evolution first by naming it as a new pattern of international
relations in the context of Western Europe’s established system of highly-

institutionalized multilateral politics (Wallace, 1997).

This institutionalization occured from the above mentioned need of European nation-
states who became ‘weak and dependent to USA economically after the Second
World War. In this regard, we can say that 2.World War and aftermath changed the
direction of pqlitical conscience in Europe dramatically in terms of national

sovereignty concept.
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After a relatively short period of reconstruction and re-development in the next years
of war, the positions of major governments within Western Europe began to change:
they started to insist on controling the interstate agenda in the formation process of
the first stéps towards the integration. This caused the emergence of a new
interstate order, in which, as Wallace declares, the tools and actions are merely
different. So, interactions between governments, economies and societies within
Western Europe have moved well beyond the traditional model of relations among
nation-states (Wallace,1997).

European Integration has been taking place in a world characterized by comple):]<
interdependence. In today's world, different from fifty years ago, international politicé
are not characterized by the consequences of potential conflict among states,
especially within the boundaries of the EU; so, complex interdependence approach,
conceptualised by Keohane and Nye, challenge the realist assumptions by
mentioning the important role of actors other than states, which is useful for us to
shed a light on the nation-state’s position in today's consequences (Keohane and

Nye, 2001:77).
This approach has three characeristics:

1. Multiple channels that connect societies , including informal bonds between
elites in terms of international arrangements and informal bonds among non-
governmental elites and transnational organisations like multinational banks
and corporations. Keohane and Nye name these channels as “interstate”,

“transgovernmental” and “transnational” relations. By the term “interstate”, they
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accept the realist assumptions. By “transgovernmental”, they assume that
states act coherently as units and by “transnational”, they “relax the
assumption that states are the only units” (Keohane and Nye, 200178). The
actors of these multiple ch.annels are important because of their missions in
making government policies in industrialised countries more sensitive to each
other. With the help of transnational communications and multinational‘zj
organisations, the aim of governments in domestic activities became more‘
coherent on one another. Therefore, there is an important difference regarding
the effect of foreign policies on domestic economic activities in comparison
with the past, as in the cases of environmental regulations and control over
technology.

. The second characteristic of complex interdependence approach depends on
the absence of hierarchy among issues; they are not arranged in a clear or
consistent hierarchy. In today's world, the military security doeé not dominate
the interstate agenda, this aspect of interstate relations makes the distinction
between domestic and foreign policies weaker. One reason of this change
comes from the multi-level decision-making by which the important is_sues are
considergd in different and several levels or departments. The adequacy of
policy cdordination became more important because of higher costs. So, when
there are multiple issues in the agenda, which threaten the interests of
domestic groups but do not threaten the nation-state as a whole, the problem
of finding a coherent and consistent policy occur; this problem, today, became
too difficult for one nation-state to overcome, purely domestic remedies are no

longer adequate.
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3. The last characteristic is the minor role of military force; complex interdepence
is. in some ways an integration concept, so, in one region when complex
interdependence prevails, military force is not used by governments toward§
other governments (Keohane and Nye, 2001:78). It may be important in thesée
governments’ relations with outside governments but today, especially in
economic issues among the members of an alliance, it became irrelevant.
Despite the largely accepted fact that military force is always a central
component of political power, especially among industrialised and pluralist
countries, the fears of attack have decreased. For example France has
abandoned the “tous azimuts” (defense in all directions) strategy; the United
Kingdom and Germany have no perception of threat by each other. “Intense
relationships of mutual influence exist between these countries, but in most of
them, force is irrelevant or unimportant as an instrument of policy” (Keohane

and Nye, 2001:80).

To sum up, complex interdependence approach is a criticism towards realist
assumptions which tradifionally deny the role of international organisations and give
 the state the power of dominance in world politics. They divide the policies as “high
politics” like military security and “low politics” like economic and social affairs. But
complex interdependence goes beyond such a traditional classification of
international relations, this approach emphasizes the growing economic and political

interdependence among states that may facilitate a process of integration.

This may shed a light on the recently seen emergence in the field of international

politics, the effects of globalization, “in terms of responsibilities and obligations,



28
| | |
sovereignty has evolved largely in response to developments in Eurocentru;:

international society but it is now most likely to change under the influence of the
broader global experience through which international relations are

moving”(Wéllace,1 990:10).

This change, or movement, however has political and social components, parallel to
the developments‘ in the integration process. The “excluding force” or “privilege” of
the nation-state is about to be forgotten as a result of the recent emergence of trans-
border social interaction within the union. With the initiative procured by treaties like
Schengen (1985) and Amsterdam (1997), “the loss of national control over the
movement of citizens and aliens has been balanced by the growth of transnational
cooperation among state law enforcement agencies: police, customs, immigration,
intelligence services, judicial administrations, interior-ministries-the guarantors of
domestic order can only be guaranteed through extensive international
cooperation”(Wallace,‘1 990:16). We can add the interaction among the state agents,
such as ministries, as it proceeds parallel with social transformation. Today, the
European Union member states’ ministers do not work in their “ivory towers” like in
an ordinary nation-state, they travel accross the continent at least 2 or 3 times a
week and their agendas are shaped by the round of regular multilateral meetings and
the bilateral consultations which supplement them. This, from my point of view, form
a powerful element of change in the attitude towards the “national sovereignty” in
particular. We can see this change in Rosenau’s argument about the attitude to the
near past on the same issue: “to the extend that states hide behind their sovereign
prerogatives as a reason for resisting or avoiding collaborative international projects,

sovereignty as an illisunary symbol of independence that blocks a full atcomodation
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to the realities of interdependence or by providing an excuse for responding

aggressively to neighbors who are said to be ‘threat™(Rosenau in Wallace,1990:24).

Regardless of the traditional definition of national sovereignty about its legitimate
power within unlimited borders, it breaks down the inside/outside distinction. This is
the distinction between identity and difference, self and other, inclusion and
exclusion, and unity and diversity. Inside, law, justice, freedom and social progress
are ensured by the sovereign authority of the state and outside, the lack of asupreme
authority leads to power politics, conflict and war. At this point, it can be said that the
evolution of the European Union, en route to create an invisible link between the
nations within Europe under a supranational authority, takes the “state-sovereignty”
concept on itself and tries to modify it in order to enforce the creation of a “European

nation-state”.

2.2. The EU and National Citizenship

The classical nation-state concept which originated from England and developed by
the ideas of American and French Revolutions legitimate itself on the phenomenon of
“citizen”. This phenomenon is defined by some rights and Fésponsibilities that are
taken under guarantee by law. As a general rule in democratic nation-states, all
citizens have the same rights and obligations with no regard to their race, religion or
economic characteristics. As Raymond Aron notes, “citizens rightfully demand that
the state respect their rights, because the state rightfully demands from citizens that

they fulfill certain obligations” (Aron, 1974 in Schnapper, 1994:318). ;

i



30

However, citizenship is originally based on “human rights” and it is exercised by the
citizens with “claim rights”. The concept “claim rights” means the rights of the citizens
to receive services from the state like the right to a job, metarial well-being,
educational opprtunities (Schnapér, 1994:203). According to Schnaper, citizenship
itself has evolved over the past two centuries and the emphasis was placed on claim
rights (ibid:203). This period was started just after the French Revolution, developped
by the labour protection rights after the revolutions of 1848, gained velocity by the
establishment of welfare state concept after the Second World War and recently by

the law of European Union.

The political basis of the citizenship originates from the establishment of the nation-
state and the rise of nationalism. In this regard, there are two s developments in the
history; first, in the nineteenth century, citizenship emerged with the modern nation-
state after the collapse of feudalism and second, recently the European Union
eliminates the economic and social restrictions of nationalism and national borders to
provide a new kind of citizenship for all the “Europeans”. European Union, at this
point, created a new understanding of citizenship at a different level, but this situation
raises two questions:

1. Is it neccessay for all politiéal entities to be based oh a self-conscious and
active body of citizens that is capable of directing its claims to central
institutions?

2. Should the European Union be based on a certain organised community whicr;

is bonded through “a sense of belonging?” (Van Ham, 2000:3).
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Thirty or twenty years ago, the answer to both these two questions was generally
negative according to the actual conditions. As an example, Aron noted, “rights and
duties, which in Europe as elsewhere, are independent , can hardly be called
multinational. In fact, they are. quintessentially national... Though the European
Community tends to grant all the citizens of its member-states the same economic
and social rights, there are no such animals as ‘European Citizens’, there are only

French, German or ltalian citizens” (Aron, 1974 in Schnapper, 1994:203).

Since the post-Maastricht period, this answer seems archaic, as Keane criticises it to
be remained in the borders of classic nation-state concept. “Aron’s conclusion is
based not only on the legal tatology that individuals can only become citizens
because they belong to a sovereign state which is the sole guarantor of citizenship
rights and duties. It also does not take account of the growth of multinational states
and societies and the trend towards the definition of the rights of European
citizenship, available to all who live within the European Union region. If and when
the Maastricht Treaty of the Union is finally implemented, this trend will be greatly
strengthened. Citizens of any state resident in another member-state will be entitled
to vote and to stand for office at the levels of local government and the Europea?n
Parliament. Citizens will enjoy the rights to information across frontiers, to petition thé
European Parliament, and to make use of a Parliamentary Ombudsman. And they

will be entitled, when travelling abroad, to full diplomatic protection by any other EU

member-state” (Keane, 1994:183).

This point is particularly relevant to Schnapper's diagnosis about the “new

citigenship”; he notes that thinking economic and social rights as the simple condition
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neccessary to exercise political citizenship is to think in terms of the classical
citizenship. But in fact, he notgs, these rights represent the background of the new
citizenship by which they affect the political status of the individuals. The European
institutionsdevelop at first the social law, they define the status of citizen and the
rights of it; they guaranteé the right to work freely, the social rights of immigrants and
gender equality. Therefore, these laws permit the European citizens and foreigners to
survive in Europe possessing a strict political status with rights and ol;ligations which
are expressed by the European level institutions in the on~gluing process. “EC law is
about to create a specific citizenship founded on a conception of solidarity and social
justice that is common to all Europeans. The national state undoubtedly remains the
only authority that can confer the status of European citizen through national law. But
European citizens can take their case to the European Court of Justice, eventually
arguing against their own national state- which has sometimes actually been
sentenced by the Court to defend the rights of European citizens against their own
national state. There is now a European as well as national citizenship}”

(Schnapper,1994:205)

Supporting the ideas of Schnapper, Meehan find the roots of this new citizenship in
EU history. The economic community, began by lowering custom duties and led to a
common market and a common currency and this economically strong community led
to a political entity. The economic interest groups became transnationalised and they
act in the same direction. The Maastricht Treaty as another step forward a political
union gave local political rights to all Europeans and provided the right to petition.
From this time, Europe and'its regions, and‘ no longer nation-states uniquely, deal

with the problems of education, poverty, unemployment, urban and rural problems.
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As another step, “regions committee” of the European Parliament creates a space for
the regions to have a say at the European level. Furthermore, multiple identities
arises like the new kind of rights and obligations that are expressed by the increasing
number of institutions. This development configures the complex manner of national,
regional and European political authorities” combination with transnational interest
groups. So, the new citizenship, according to Meehan, emerging through these
measures, institutions and actions, cannot be defined as national or cosmopolitan,

but it is multiple (Meehan,1993:172-186).

This would appear to be supported by the proponents of post-national citizenship,
who acknowledge that the sovereignty of national law is weakened by the
development of European law and also by multiple legal allegiances due to theé
mobility of people. So the political construction of Europe and existence of fore)ign::
residents force the conditions to differentiate the link between nationality and
citizenship (Schnapper,1994:208). They disagree with the new citizenship concept in
terms of social cohesion and integration subject, according to Jacqueline Costa
Lascoux, this may lead a “functionality’ of democratic practices. In order to overcome
this dissociation between the nationality and citizenship, “citizenship contract” is
proposed between foreigners and authorities to provide the Earticipation of them in
the life of European societies (Schnapper, 1994:209). Consequently, Jiirgen
Habermas shapes this proposal as “constitutional patriotism” as an argument against
“conventional form of national identity” which connects nationality with citizenship.
This dissociation leads to a detachment from national allegiance and becomes likely

to build a European identity for which the European Union can become the place for
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democratic political practices, seperated from national feelings and passions

(Schnapper, 1994:210).
2.3 The EU and The Transfer Of National Sovereignty

Today's nation-state is at the heart of a transformation period, forced by the extreme
interdependence, an inevitable global economy and the emergence of international,
transnational and supranational structures of governance. It is also challenging the
"internationalisation of social ‘movements, transnational epistemic communities and
the emergence of some semblance of a global public opinion”. In fact, the na’tion-:sj
state is influenced not only by the growing intematipnal structures, but also by‘
regional movements and by the transformation in the aspects of internal policy-
making dictated by global interdependency (Eriksen,Fossum,1999:3). All these

factors are creating a pressure against the nation-state in terms of traditional state

structures and sovereignty.

A proper analysis of the nation-state deserves a good understanding of its variations
in its structural and institutional formation, and a particular approach to its
sovereignty, which is challenged by significant transformati:)'ns within the area of
international law (Fossum,2001:7). The recognition of individuals and groups as
subjects of international law and the changing focus of international law from the
political and geopolitical matters to economic, social, communication and
environmental matters lead the way to an inevitable pressure on the nation-state. So,
“international law recognizes ‘powers and constraints and rights and duties, which

have qualified the principle of state sovereignty in a number of important respects;
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sovereignty per se is no longer a straightforward guarantee of international
legitimacy. Entrenched in certain legal instruments is the view that a legitimate state

must be a democratic state that upholds certain common values" (ibid:7).

In this circumstance, Thomas j. Biersteker, concentrating on sovereignty of state,
changes the focus on the transformation of its meaning over time. By doing this, hJ_e
emphasizes how "claims of authority are issue specific and change" in time, but hfs
intention is not to present another type of system. According to him, looking for terms
for the changing meaning of sovereignty is not to search for an alternative to the
system of sovereign state authority that already exists or is about to appear. The
modern state system that perceived as having emerged from the Treaty of
Westphalia did not come to be a result of a break with the past, and there is no
reason to expect any transformation far from the ideal of the Westphalian State
sovereignty system to be different. “Elements of the past continue in the present;
changes can be perceived only after we develop a vocabulary to describe them.
Forms of understandings of sovereignty will emerge, like an image out of a fog; they
will come into view only gradually and dimly. We do not have to identify a claraly
defined new global authority or imagine a return to the heteronomy of the Middle
Ages to discuss emerging forms of of sovereignty. A more frultful way to proceed is to

focus on variations in claims of authority" (Biersteker,1999:28).

Undoubtedly, Biersteker refers from authority the institutionalised and formal power;
anyhow, he distinguishes authority from power as maintaining authority's legitimacy
of claim: "implying rights of some superior or some location of authority and

obligations of subordinates or objects of that authority" (ibid:28).
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The most original idea of Biersteker on sovereignty is his statement that the meanijtng
of sovereignty is variable, it is not fixed in space and time, "therefore, it is impossiBle
to imagihe degrees of sovel;eignty.lt is not meaningful to talk an ‘erosion’ of
sovereignty in a linear and continuous sense” (ibid:28). Thinking about the past and
present, the events took place in the international arena, confirms this statement.
Only taking his example of comparison between today's world and the one about
thirty years ago, demonstrates this feature of sovereignty; "states claimed rights to
take measures that might include everything from the right to extend rights to
individuals to the severe repression df minority groups challenging the goals of
nation-building project. All of this was undertaken in the name of national security,
national development or state building. These claims were tacitly recognized by the
inaction (in both word and deed) of other states and they were defended in the name
of national sovereignty and rights of sovereign non-internvention. During the 1970's
these claims were extended into the economic realm, with declarations of the
permanent sovereignty of states over natural resources located in their territories.

Today, these claims sound archaic" (ibid:29).

Within this perspective, the European Union today exercises a system of common
values in a "supranational structure of governance" (Fossum,1999:4) as a
diminishment of state sovereignty. It is a complex political entity, different from any
ordinary state structure; because it contains supranational, transnational and
international featurés in its institutional structures. The laws and regulations of the EU

has "direct effect on the member states in the areas within its jurisdiction" (ibid:4).
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The challenge between the nation-state and supranational structures or particularly
between member states and the EU, emerges at this point. The member states “seéa
themselves as the 'masters of the treaties’ and each member-state has the right to
veto treaty Changes, thus retainin'g a strong 'étatist' imprint on the EU" (ibid:8). But on
the other hand, these states are losing their power on the presentation of domestic
interests in international relations and the sovereignty of individual states is
diminished in the European Arena by collective decision-making and by

supranational institutions" (Marks et al.,1996:347).

Under these circumstances, two different approaches to the effects of European
integration on the sovereignty of nation-state promote the debate; state-centric and
multi-level governance. The first, state-centric approach assumes that the European
integration has nothing to do with the soverignty of the member-states. The
sovereignty, according to state-centrists, "is preserved or even strengthened through
the EU membership" (ibid:350). The second, multi-level governance approach is a
polity creating process in which authority and policy-making influence are shared
accross multiple levels of government-subnational, national and supra-national
(ibid:350). According to this approach, the control is being transferred from the
member-states to the supranational institutions. So, the partic"u'lar sovereignty of state
is diminished through institutional structure of the EU containing the European
Parliament, European Commission, and the European Court of Justice in spite of the

intergovernmental existence of the European Council.
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2.4 State-Centric Approach to the Transfer of Sovereignty

This approach is conceptualised_ by scholars who are named "intergovernmentalists”.
According to Caporaso, its roots lie in neo-realism but the actual version of the
concept is undoubtedly "liberal intergovernmentalism" which is "despite its nuanced
view of inter-state co-operation and state preference formation" (ibid:351) reflects the

particular perspective of state-centric approach.

Liberal intergovernmentalism, according to Caporaso, creates an overview on
international institutions which seek their prosperity from co-operation, dilute the
anarchy in an environment shaped by states as unitary actors who determine their
actions according to their domestic politics (Caporaso,1996:30). Andrew Moravcsik,
who is the best-known theorist of liberal-intergovernmentalism, defines this approach
basicly as "the European Union can be analysed as a successful intergovernmental
regime, designed to manage economic interdependence through negotiated policy-
co-ordination. An undestanding of the preferences and power of its member-states is
a logical starting point for analysis” (Moravcsik,1993:474). While the concept accepts
that the institutions of the EU are quite strong, it states that they are at the service of
member-states and they are not independent. According tc; ‘Moravcsik, "the unique
institutional structure of the European Union is acceptable to national governments
only insofar as it strengthens rather than weakens their control over domestic affairs,

permitting them to attain goals otherwise inachievable" (ibid:507).

So, it is accepted by the liberal intergovernmentalist approach that the Europeén

institutions are serving a determined function, without being very different from other
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international institutions:" like other international regimes, EU: institutitons increase
the efficiency of bargaining by providing a set of passive, transaction-cost reducing
rules" (ibid:518). While doing so, the fundamental target of the member-states is
absolutely determining the limits of the power of these institutions and strictly
preserving themselves in terms of sovereignty. Moravcsik defines this situiation as
"their principal national interest will be not only to define and limit that transfer of
sovereignty carefully but also meticulously to structure the central institutions so as to
preserve a balance of power within the integrationist framework in favor of the nation-

states themselves" (ibid:507).

In sum, liberal intergovernmentalism stipulates the policy-making in the EU as
determined by bargaining among member-states. The decisions taken by the EU
institutions "reflect the lowest common denominator among state executive positions"
(Marks et al.,1996:351). Because, the most important decisions are taken on the
basis of unanimity and this situation gives an ultimate controlling instrument to each

member-state.

State-centric model, in a realist manner, connects the unitary state behaviors in
international arena with their domestic political issues. So, thé most important claim
of the state-centric model is "that policy-making in the EU is determined primarily by
state executives constrained by political interests nested within autonomous state{
arenas that connect subnational groups to European affairs" (Marks et al.,1996:351)§j.
At this point, the whole business is seem to be loaded to state executives who are
responsible of reconciling the' European and internal politics; as Moravcsik argues, it

is "a process that takes place in two successive stages: governments first define a
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set of interests, then bargain among themselves in an effort to realise those interests,
so the EU does not diffuse the domestic influence of the executive, it centralizes it.
Rather than 'domesticating' the international system, EU 'internalizes' domestic
politics. While cooperation may limit the external flexibility of executives, it
simultaneously conferes greater domestic influence, in this sense, the EU

strengthens the state" (Moravcsik,1993:518).
2.5 Multi-Level Governance Approach

The second model, as an alternative to state-centric approach, similarly sees the
state representatives and domestic politics as the important actors in the decision-
making mechanism in the EU. But this model diffuses the actions towards the
decision-making by the levels in each, different actors come into play. So, it rejects
the monopolization of state representatives in the issue of governance in the EU,
stating that "supranational institutions" -above all, the European Commission, The
European Court of Justice and the European Parliament- have independent influence
in policy-making that cannot be derived from their role as agents of state executives;
they may play an important role but, according to multi-level governance model, one
must also analyse the independent role of European level actors to explain Europea:n
policy-making (Marks et al.,1996:353). This perspective brings forth the main idea é)f
this model, that is, the decision-making in the EU does not allow an absolute control
for the state executives, they may be the lowest common denominator, as argued by
the state-centric model; but this denominator can only shape the largest framework of

integration. The results of callective decision-making do not always bring gains, they
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may also cause losses for any member sates who actually involved in the decision-

making process.

Another claim of the multi-level governance model is about the subnational actors,
who are accepted to be limited in the boundaries of national political arenas. Multi-
level governance inserts them into both national and supranational arenas "creating
transnational associations in the process; states do not monopolize links between
domestic and European actors, but are among a variety of actors contesting
decisions that are made at a variety of levels" (ibid:352). From this point of view, the
involvement of subnational groups to the domestic politics is extended by the muilti-
level governance model to the European level. So, "the seperation between domestic
and international politics, which lies at the heart of the state-centric model, is rejected
by the muiti-level governance model. States are integral and powerful part of the EU,
but they no longer provide the sole interface between supranational and subnational
arenas, and they share, rather than monopolize, control over many activities that take

place in their respective territories" (ibid:352).
2.6 The Need For Transfer of Sovereignty

A specific reason for this need may include the willingness of national decision-
makers to throw the ball into the EU's court for the subjects which are not supported
by their people. So, the benefit of this game is, for the national governments, the right
to say "this is not our decision/initiative, but the one of supranational institutions". On
the other hand, they have formed a lot of safeguards in the establishment treaties of

the European Union. There are some reserve points for some states, for example,
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the taxation policy, state aids, monetary and energy policy. Also, the Single
European Act and the Maastricht Treaty save the right of veto and require unanimity
for vital subjects for national governments. So, "these qualifications soften the blow to
national sdvereignty" (Marks et al.,1996:370), but one point is highly important: "even
under the doubtful premise that the Council is the sole decision-maker, it is now the
case that st\ate sovereignty has been pooled among a group of states in most EU

policy areas" (Marks et al.,1996).

This means that the recent treaties (SEA and Maastricht) strengthen the other two
institutions (Commission and the European Parliament) in terms of co-operative
decision-making and this case has caused a relative impact on particular state
sovereignty within the EU. This situation brings forth a specific circumstance: "the
decision-making rules are complex, but the bottom line is clear: over broad areas of
EU competence individual state executives may be outvoted" (ibid:370).

This circumstance, from an objective perspective, reflects the existence of qll
components of multi-level governance: different lines and uses of authorit;,
autonomous but controlled actions of institutions, and as a matter of fact,

"complementary policy functions” (ibid:371).

The implementation of multi-level governance is based on sharing the responsibilities
and execution of policies in practice by the supranational and national institutions. In
fact, it is a process that one hand is becoming more involved in some specific issues
(the Commission) and this feature gives this institution, an ability for a close contact
with subnational authorities and interest groups. "At first sight, comitology seems to

give state executives control over the Commission's action in geniune principal-agent
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fashion. But the relationship between state actors and European institutions is more
complex. Comitology is weakest in precisely those areas where the Commission has
extensive executive powers, e.g. in competition policy, state aids, agriculture,
commerciél policy and internal market. Here, the Commission has significant space

for autonomuous action" (ibid:371)

The argument of state-centrists to this perspective is the ability of state executives to
transfer these powers “to achieve state oriented collective goods, such as control
over potential distortion of competition or a stronger bargaining position in
international trade” (ibid:365).
!

Against this argument, the supporters of multi-level governance demonstarate thre:ie
examples of loss of exclusive control over policies;
“1. They no longer control competition within their borders,

2. They cannot aid national firms as they deem fit,

3. They cannot autonomously conduct trade negotiations” (ibid:366).

To some extend, the approach of multi-level governance does not have an intention
of breaking the sovereignty of states as a whole. But its main concern is to put the
multi-level polity into practice by the free actions of executives of both national and
subnational entities. By doing so, it facilitates the difficult role of state executives in
some policy areas, when “the political benefits outweigh the cost of losing control”

(ibid:370).
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So, the sharing of responsibility for unpopular decisions do not form a threat towards
the states themselves, which are according to state-centrists, “extremely powerful
institutions that are capable of crushing directs threats to their existence” (ibid:369).
Also, despite this extreme powe.r of state, state executives are not very powerful to
generate the sovereignty because of qualified majority voting. Furthermore, the
European Agenda is not under ultimate control of individual states, it is the main
initiative power of supranational institutions and this feature of the EU strengthens its
organs against the “sovereign states” which are eager to maintain their sovereignty
by contolling the collective actions, but are not able to do so usually because of the
institutions that are formed: by themselves. Even among these institutions, Ié
competition has been existed; “the growing diversity of issuses on the Council’fs
agendé, the sheer number of state executive principals and the mistrust that exists
among them, aﬁd the increased specialisation of policy-making have made the
Council of Ministers reliant upon the Commission to set the agenda, forge
.compromises, and supervise complisance. The Commission and the Council are not
on a par, but neither can their relationship be understood in principal-agent terms.
Policy making in the EU is characterized by mutual dependence, complementary

functions and overlapping competencies” (ibid:373).

So, this complexity causes the products that are not the first preference of all
member-states as a r_esult of diffusion of political control over the institutions which

constitute an area of a play, that might be called: muilti-level governance.

A proper analysis through the process of European integration since the late 1980s

may come to the conclusion that the aim of this process is to form a federal state, but
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the concept of nation-state as the remaining circumstance despite all the efforts
against its powers, is stimulating and sldwing down this integration movement, as a
reaction to the relative threat to its national interests and capabilities. But throughout
this .period, so0 many scholars agree on an argument that economic globalisation and
fhe uncontrollable transnational relations are weakening the nation-state; so an
equation with two unknowns emerge as the main problem of today; the nation-state
and the EU. This equation will stay untarnished at least in the short and middle termJ,

¢

whether the process achieve its final goal or not.

In fact, the nation-state model in Europe, inherited from the 19th century is in an
identity crisis which is involved by the end of national territory concept. The
globalisation, the loss of state sovereignty, the technological and historical evolutions
created this crisis and put it towards the nation-state. In his analysis on the nation-
state in Western Europe, Stanley Hoffmann states that: “as a result, nation-states-
often incohate, economically absurd, administratively ramsackle and impotent yet
dangerous in international politics- remain the basic units in spite of all
remonstrations and exhortations. They go on “faute de mieux” despite their alleged
obsolesence” (Hoffman, 1996:72). Reminding the statement of E.H. Carr of 1945,
“we shall not see again a Europe of twenty and a world of more than sixty
independent states”, Hoffmann criticises the idealistic views as “statesmen have
invented original schemes for moving Western Europe ‘beyond the nation-state’ and
political scientists have studied their efforts with a care from which emotional
involvement was not absent. The conditions seemed ideal. After World War I,
nationalism seemed at a low ebb, and an adequate formula and method for building

a subtitute had apparently been devised. Thirty years after the end of the war- a
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period longer than the interwar era- observers have had to revise their judgements.
The most optimistics put their hope in the chances which the future may still harbor,
rather than in the propelling power of the present. Less optimistic ones, like myself,

try simply to understand what went wrong” (Hoffmann,1996:72).
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CHAPTER Il : THE EUROPEANISATON OF THE NATION-STATE IN THE

EUROPEAN INTEGRATION PROCESS

|
The central question to be examined in this section is the impact of thé
Europeanisation on the dynamics of the European nation-state and the evolution of
the future European political structure. By this question, the Europeanisation will be
evaluated in terms of its emergence, current situation and its impacts on both the two

institutional structures: national and supranational.

The recent argument on “how will the EU transform _into a political entity from an
international institution” is specifically about its governance and its organisation which
experience an evolution, that is a working process not ended yet. In this process,
tempting transformations of the EU’s organistaional structures create significant
examples in terms of “how political orders and systems of governance in general

originate and how they are maintained and change” (Olsen, 2001:2).
1. THE CONCEPT OF EUROPEANISATION

The term Europeanisation is defined as “the emergence and development at the
European level of distinct structures of governance, that is, of political, legal and
social institutions associated with political problem solving that formalize interactions
among the actors, and.of policy networks specialising in the creation of authoritative
European rules” (Risse et él.,2001:3). This definition sets out the limits of EU’s

political institutionalisation which is the starting point of the impact of Euffopeanisation
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on the member nation-states. The fact that this impact differs widely in terms of the
action capacity of European wide institutions and the capacity of member-states’
answering to it, Europeanistaion must be explained through two important points: th(ja
limits of European institutions for Europeanisation and the capability of member-
states to response to Europeanisation. So, the aim of defining Europeanisation must

also be limiting it to the degree of what it changed and what it is about to change at

the national and supranational level.

One of the most obvious consequences of Europeanisation on national politics is its
influence in the daily life by the EU’s actions and legislations; this influence to a large
extent drives the EU to be more efficient in the decision-making mechanisms of
national governments. Their legislation, economic behavior and many other actions
are ruled by the direction of the EU’s institutions. But this process can lead to a
“policy misfit” between EU legislation and domestic policies, or it might even
challenge the “deeply rooted collective understandings of national identity” (Risse, et
al.,2001:3). The reason lies in the fact that the different structures of political,
economic, legal and social institutions in the member-states require different

adaptational pressures made by the EU institutions.

Also, the understanding of Europeanisation differ in every member-state, we cannot
examine the same adaptational pressure in the United Kingdom similar to that in
Germany or France. Their point of view to the European Integration, as well as to
Europeanisation differ widely as a result of their nation-states’ historical, political,
economical and social aspects. So, the components of Europeanisation like rules

and procedures should differentiate the degrees of adaptational préssures with
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regard to policy structures which may differ among the member nation-stateé
according to their need for Europeanisation. This differentiation leads us to two majo;‘
results; first, if the adaptational pressures are low or not required, then it can be said
that che domestic institutions work in parallel with EU institutions and legislations:
second, if more adaptational pressures are required, or if they are high, then member
states’ institutions challenge with EU norms and there is a lot to do on this
circumstance. In such situations, automatically “the institutional m’aterial and cultural
adaptations are exceedingly costly and national institutions will be defended at great
cost” (ibid:7). The example of United Kingdom’s position against Euro fits to this kind

of challenges.

Olsen makes an attempt to distinguish the Europeanisation’s different aspects in
order to create a larger perspective for its use as aterm. He distinguishes between
five possible uses:

a) “Europeanisatjon as changes in external territorial boundaries”. By this use, he
takes the term beyond the borders of European Union as he sees the political
structure of the continent of Europe governed by the same system of
governance. He gives the example of enlargement, the process in which
Europeanisation takes place, bringing the same values and structures outside
of the current European Union.

b) “Europeanisation as the development of institutions of governance at the
European level’. This aspect reinforces the governing capability of center
institutions , which are mostly involved with producing the initiatives to drive

the process of the EU. This development also brings forth the constitutive
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principles which empowers these institutions in terms of legislation and binding
decision-making.

“Europeanisation as central penetration of national and sub-national systems
of gbvemance." The implication of this peculiarity of Europeanisation requires
a “division of responsibilities and powers between different levels of
governance”. Thus, the central governance and local national autonomy will
be coordinated through a balance in order to adapt the European norms to the
national and sub-nationél institutions. This is needed because the current miti-
level system of governance throughout Europe is quite complex as a result of
different nation-states’ different local requirements for governance. As an
example, the sub-national governance in France is quite different from that of
Germany's lander system or ltaly’s regional division.

“Europeanisation as exporting forms of political organisation and governance
that are typical and distinct for Europe beyond the European territory”. This
involves the situation of Europe in international politics as an actor who is seen
as the ideal type of organisation by many other countries. Also, the norms and
rules brought by Europeanisation places the European Union in a
circumstance that it must act more effectively concerning the relations with the
outside world as the unique representative of both its ‘member-states and the
European values.

“Europeanisation as a political project aiming at a unified and politically
stronger Europe”. Regarding the fact that the European Union is not an end-
product, but still a progressing process, Europeanisation can be seen as a key
concept in this process, used to improve the integration by center-building and

domestic adaptation” (Olsen, 2001:4).
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However, it is neccessary to combine the different points of view to Europeanisation,
in order to understand the on-going institutional formation and political changes. It is
argued by Olsen that the formation of institutions for governance at thé European
level means the use of “purposeful decision-making” (ibid:5). Within this framework,
he places his ideas about Europeanisation on two basic processes of adaptation:
experiential learning and competitive selection. Then we come to the final
understanding that, as a political project for strengthening the European Union,
Europeanisation neccessitates the mutual adaptataion of institutions; therefore, “the
. multitude of institutions and actors co-evolve as they adapt to each other, they
change the organisational setting for each other's adaptation as they find a place in

the changing political world order” (ibid:5).

This change, related to Europe’s current situation in the subject of relations among
major institutions, also demonstrates the EU’s willingness for the purpose of being an
effective actor in global affairs. As a matter of fact, it is a basic rule in international
politics; the one who acts strongly in the scene of world affairs is the one who owns
the power in its political, economic and social structure. As the above mentioned
aspects of Europeanisation aims at creating or strengthening such a powerful political
entity, it also aims the achievement of Europe as a super power. Naturally, a
comparison between the USA and the European Union is useless in this regard,
because of their different political formation periods and historical backgrounds, but in
the subject of being an actor in international politics, we can refer tio
Europeanisation’s fourth and fifth aspects, mentioned by Olsen, as the politicél
project for strenthening Europe in order to be a powerful actor who exports its values,

culture and political system beyond its territories, just as USA do.
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So, it can be said that, with its tool of Europeanisation, the European Unfion is very
successful in institution building in order to manage a common system of political
coherence in the continent of Europe. It is seen both in internal affairs of the
Eurgpean Union, in which the a;:quis communautaire is the.core principle for whole
legislations in the member states, and in external affairs like enlargement, in which
some hard criteria are put forward the applicant countries. These criteria reflect the
basic standards and obligations, systematically shape the "entrance key” to the
European Union. If the applicant countries are managed to be Europeanised” they
are accepted, if not, they are rejected. It is so simple, whtever the actual conditions
may be. As Olsen argued, “actors appeal to a shared collective identity and the
implications of the identity. They evoke common standards of truth and morals and

change follows as normative or factual beliefs change” (ibid:8).

To sum up, the most obvious consequence of Europeanisation is, its effect on the
current system of nation-states in the continent of Europe by which it forces them to
transform their political, legal, economical and social structures in order to be
accepted as “European’. The European Union manages this mechanism through
Europeanisation, just as the “invisible hand theory” of Adam Smith which regulates

e,

the system by specific tools of its institutions.
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2. THE EUROPEANISATION PROCESS OF THE NATION-STATE

THROUGH THE INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE EU

2.1 The Impact of Europeanisation

From a distinctive point of view, Europeanisation can be argued as the
institutionalisation of European governance system in order to create and apply the
same European policies in every member and applicant states. So, the impact of
Europeanisation in this framework should be maintained through the institutional
structure of the European Union. As Checkel argues, the impact of Europeanisation
contains also “the strengthening of an organisational capacity for collective action
and the development of common ideas, like new norms and collective
understandings regarding citizenship and membership” (Checkel, 2001 in Olsen,
2001:10). So, the most important question here is, how should the shapers of these
institutions act in order to create original and strong structures to which the nation-
states would easily adapt believing that they cannot themselves find a better or othe[
way to create such structures (ibid:12). Indeed, this question is the core point of on%
going research process in the European Union; it makes ’Ehe EU a “political and
sociological laboratory” where many policies are created, argﬁed, implemented and
some of them are chosen to survive for their “goodness to fit’ (Risse et al., 2001:3).
In this laboratory, scholars who are named liberal intergovernmentalists argue that
institutional choices are made by the governments of member-states (Moravscsik,

1998:3).
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According to liberal intergovernmentalist theory, these choices and prefernces are
affected by the social and economic interests of the member-states. Moravscsik
names the representatives of the member-states who are affected by these interesté
and_ act ultiAmater in favor of them as “rational-self interested actors, who are capablé
of taking in information about the orientations of interest groups and calculating what

their positions imply for European Integration (Moravscsik, 1993:473).

The most important aspect of liberal intergovernmentalism in the subject of
Europeanisation is, undoubtedly its concern on bargaining and negotiations in the
international scene. By this way, the governments of the member states put forward
their options on the table during the negotiations and reconciliate on every subject
with other member-state governments taking into consideration these options. As a
matter of fact, this bargaining procedure neccessitates some standards in which the
institutions ultimately take role in the play. So, there becomes a trilateral negotiation
- structure; in one side, the member-state, in the other, the interested member—statqs
and in the third side the interested institutions. The existence of these institution;s,
here facilitates the negotiation and bargaining process, by the way, the decisions and
results are made in the European standards whatever the options or breaking points
may be. Moravscsik describes this situation as “to secure the substantive bargains
they had made, finally governments delegated and pooled sovereignty in
international institutions for the express purpose of committing one another to co-

‘operate" (Moravscsik, 1998:3-4).

However, Bruno Jorbert in his article “Interacting States”, gives a detailed analysis of

this process, remarking the sectors: “the devising and institutionalisatior! of new rules
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ordinarily combine three processes: a key actor defecting from the existing
compromise, the emergence of new sector-based actors, and the intrusion of cross-
sectoral actors for the purpose of correcting failures of adjustment between the
overall and the sector-based élements" (Jorbert, 1999:188). So, the interaction
among the states, ruled by the third actor (here involves the EU institutions) provides
the stability of coming up to right decisions in favor of both three sides. This
interaction, according to Jorbert, has not eroded the “state”, nor the EU's capacity of
acting, “the strengthening of the EU may thus be gauged in its capacity to share with
the national member-states this initiating capability: the recognized ability to define
and legitimate new institutions and compell their recognition by the partners
concerned” (Jorbert, 1999:193). Supporting this argument, Risse, Cowles and
Caporaso see the institutions as the vehicles for apblying policies and. producing
norms and expectations‘despite some unwillingness of domestic structures (Risse ét
al., 2001:8). So, the institutional structure and the Europeanisation, according to tfs
point of view, have an important political effect in the case of relations between
European and national structures. The result of these relations is with no doubt, the

adaptational pressure which occurs ultimately in the process of Europeanisation.

Furthermore, the EU'’s institutional structure which was desighed at the beginning to
create an economic community and then transformed to maintain the steps forward a
political entity is argued by Rokkan, who suggested four dimensions to formulate the
structure of institutions:

a) “Regulatory institutions”: which formate administrative instruments for the

controlling of the region including the ability to provide resources for common
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issue areas. Examples can be counted as the Commission, the Council and
the European Court of Justice.

b) “Socialising institutions”: by the tools of education, cultural emphasis and
socialisation creating a sLJpranationaI entity which includes common values
and sense of belonging. The European wide interest groups and clubs can be
the examples for this kind of institutions.

c) “Democratic institutions”: maintaining the citizenship phenomenon, developing
democratic institutions, equal rights of political participation, legitimized and
guaranteed opposition, organised parties and space for public debate ahd
popular enlightenment. The European wide political parties and the European

Parliement can be the examples. ﬁ
d) “Welfare institutions”: “developing social and economic citizenship and rightsj,
and a community that accepts the collective responsibility for securing more
equal life chances for citizens through the means of public service,

reallocation of resources and the regulation of the use of private resources”

(Rokkan, 1999 in Olsen, 2001:11).

2.2 The EU : A Transnational Governance?
The processes of the European Union policy-making have become complex in the
last decade. Every change on the basis of treaties and every enlargement process
resulted as complications in the case of policy-making and set up new perspectives
and approaches in the subject. As the Union transformed into a political entity after

the Maastricht Treaty, thé policy agenda has broadened from agriculture,
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competition, external trade, monetray policy to foreign policy, energy or

environmental regulations.

By this questioning approach, the aim is not giving a detailed information about the
complex policy-making processes held in the European institutions, neither
differentiating them with those held in a classical nation-state model. The aim is to
shed a light on European governance which exercise a balance between national

policies and union solutions.

This balance, named “pendulum” by Helen Wallace, characterizes the Europeaan
governance, oscilitates between two magnetic fields: the one nation-state based and
the other transnation, each with its own inducements and specific features (Wallace,
2001:12). According to Wallace, the propensity of transnational policies or the
national ones is dependent on the varying strengts of these two fields; if both two
fields  are weak in a policy area, then, the policy will provide no coherence. Also,
there is another point that, one of these two field, the nation-state one also contain

smaller magnetic fields at local and regional levels. The pendulum metaphor of

Wallace depends on three assumptions:

1. The West European nation-state is politically inadequate.
2. Globalisation has a significant impact.

3. The West European region has specific features (ibid:12).

The first assumption that argues the inadequacy of nation-state is relevant to the

period after the Second World War, in which the powers of the state extended in



58

terms of functions of governmentss that have become more effective in the lives of
the citizens. As functions increased, according to Wallace, states found themselves
under pressures of increasing demands and responded to these demands by the
instrumenfs of transnational cooperation (Wallace, 2001:15). This feature of the state
created a paradoxical situation that it remained effective in front of its citizens but
created a delegation of sovereignty powers to transnational institutions in the last ﬁﬁy

years.

The second assumption about the globalisation goes beypnd the classical
understanding of impacts of globalisation that relate to the interdependence of
economic tranactions and the processes created by new technologies (ibid:16). In
another sense, Wallace notes that globalisation has enabled different societal actors
to have access to an international arena as an extension of the nation-state arena
(ibid:16). Specifically, this feature means that economic actors became less loyal to
the nation-state. Thus, globalisation fosters the transnational cooperation just like in

the issue of the European Union.

The third and the last assumption takes attention to the intensity of both two other
assumptions, the inadequacy of the nation-state and impact§ of globalisation in West
European region. Wallace sees a distinct effort in this region to contain the
consequences of globalisation, because it traditionally exists in Europe, the
transnational interaction and cooperation both formal and informal: “...rather than be
forced to choose between the national polity for developing policies and the relative

anarchy of the globe, West Europeans invented a form of regional governance with
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polity-like features to extend the state and to harden the boundary between

themselves and the rest of the world” (Wallace, 2001:17).

The policy making system of the European Union is seen as “sui generis” because of
its deficits in comparison with the common features of the domestic policy—makiné
systems of individual nation-states (Richardson, 2001:101). Richardson comes to this
argument from the lack of one traditional actor, an elected goyemment, regarded as
the key player in shaping the policies. Of course, the lack of effective political parties
at the European level can be added to this traditional sense. Instead of these parties
(they formally exist within European Parliament but have no reasonable effect on the
Commission), European level interest groups became more efficient in policy-making
processes. Richardson, who define the lack of an elected government and effective

political parties as “hollow core of the European Union policy making” fills this hollow

core with bureaucracy and interst groups (ibid:101).

Playing an active role in the policy maintenance, these two actors fill the hollow core
by institutionalising a new pattern of policy-making process. Because, they behave
irrespective of the institutional structure of any individual nation-state. At this point,
Richardson brings three theoretical assumptions about the‘European level policy-

making system:

“1. Bureaucracies have a tendency to construct stable and manageable relationships
with interest groups in each policy domain as a means of securing some kind of

“negotiated order” or stable public policy environment.
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2. Interest groups generally exhibit a preference for state bureaucracies as a venue
for informing themselves about and influencing public policy.

3. Interest groups will seek to exploit new opportunity structures or venues as a
means of maximising their capécity to shape public policy to their own advantage”

(ibid:100).

In today's circumstances, the term “governance” mean not only the ruling of a
particular political entity through responsible institutions, such as a parliament,
bureaucracy and a government, but also explain the practices of networks or
horizental forms of interaction: “governance is based on a variety of different
processes with different authority bases, and highlights the role of voluntary and non-
profit organisations in joint-decision-making and implementation, and the semi-public
character of modern political enterprise” (Eriksen and Fossum, 2002:5). Today, the
European Union experiences this new meaning of governance with its institutions
which are shaped through the principle of independency from bound and territories
within the region. As a proposal, Eriksen and Fossum describe this situation with the
term “transnational governance” which is basically constructed by a proliferation of
organisations where no single organising principle dominates (ibid:5). It is used to
explain the emergence of new forms of legal and political cooperation of public and
individual actors at international and regional levels; so, the EU can be regarded as a
transnational governance as far as its system transformed from an intergovernmental

collaboration to a more complex political entity.
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In this system, the top institutions of the EU play a key role providing a “statal
framework” for the governance by undertaking different functions through a system of

interdependency.

2.3 The Council Of The EU

The Council is set up by the relevent ministers of the member-states. Until today, it
remained as “the last and most powerful castle” of the nation-state within tpe
institutional structure of the EU. Hellen Wallace defines this institution as "tllﬂe
prisoner of member-states” regarding the fact that it is the most powerful body within
the EU which provides a political space for competition among the member-states
(Wallace, 2001:59). According to Wallace, the growth of the Council with its vertical
segments and horizontal layers causes a paradoxical trend: the process of organising
a European governance deserves more and more participation of ministers and
national officials to the processes, but their involvement is not parallel at the

transnational level (Wallace, 2001:60).

The most important function of the Council is to bring satisfaction for particular
interests of the member-states; this function hides the non-democratic vision of this
institution as well as all member-states involved at least one or more issue-areas in
the bargaining processes. The bargaining process in the Council, with the help of
working groups of national experts, often become a place of competition and that
" situation makes the decisions be focused not on the big ideas of collective action, but

be presented with the nuanced points on which the individual governments have won
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a concession from others in the council instead of presenting the core idea of

common policy development (Wallace, 2001:60).
2.4 The Commission

The Commission is the main institution responsible for initiating the legislation
procedure in the institutional structure of the EU. According to Treaty of Maastricht,j
its members are appointed by the member-states and the whole body is approved by
the European Parliament. The members are responsible for taking into consideration
the European Union’s interests, not those of their own national governments. This
feature of the Commission places it as the most independent body within the Union
theory, but in practice, the members of the Commission always keep the potential of

acting according to the interest of their own states.

The Commission is generally accepted as the “government” of the EU, at least
theoretically if one defines the Union as a type of “state”, the governance duties of
this state are seen to be parallel within those of the Commission. However, its
initiative power is not so remarkable, as the Council is more powerful in the process
of legislation. This situation still provides the member-states be effective on the

destiny of the EU.
2.5 Comitology: A New Decision-Making System

Comitology can be defined as a system in which “national and Community actors

pool their respective source of legitimacy, including their functional and technocratic
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reputation, to make the system acceptable to both the involved and concerned

groups and the poulation at large” (Wessels,1999 in Eriksen and Fossum,2002:15).

Hundreds of committees in the EU work within the borders of authority of the
Commission and the Council; they are made up of representatives from the membei‘-
states and are chaired by Commission officials (ibid:16). This system was designe;d
to provide a way for the member-states to control and observe the decision-making
processes, their members are experts, representatives from interest groups and
national civil servants. Today, it can be said that Comitology covers areas like

agriculture, trade and custom policies, research and development, environmental

affairs and telecommunications (ibid:16).

Comitology is a network, not a hierarchical government; its difference from other
international committee working system is that these committees are involved in
decision-making that has direct and binding effect on national governments (Eriksen
and Fossum, 2002). After the Treaty of Maastricht and the development of the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and increased judicial coopeation
(Justice and Home Affairs-JHA), its tasks became more complex and the negotiation
environment enlarged. With the participation 6f interest groaps which are present in
Brussels and the representatives of European-level poltical parties, it can be said that
comitology helps to legitimate the European governance; so, well-informed problem-

solving and efficient decision-making become easier as Comitology prevails (ibid:16).

As in the modern nation-states, delegation of authority is a part of the legislation

process according to knowledge and information which are needed for solving
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complex problems in a practical way; so what is delegated is mainly the problem-
solving capacity as a matter of fact. In the European Union, Comitology does not only
involve technocratic administration, but also it is responsible for finding adequaﬂé
answers to politically sensitive questions (ibid:16). This peculiarity of the Comitolog;/
indicates it as a solution to the problem of vast sum uf political decision-making
issues, in view of the fact that every issue cannot be solved by voting or by
bargaining, Comitology creates a balance between the supranational institutions and
the member-states, keeping them away from “deep and infinite vicious circles of

decision-making processes” (ibid:16).

Comitology is subject to a criticism that it is not properly authorised and subject to
poublic control; especially the European Parliament is quite critical of decisions
originating from Comitology because of the lack of transparency and the lack of
ordinary procedures (Eriksen and Fossum, 2002:18). From a democratic
perspective, Comitology may be seen as undemocratic due to the absence of
national control over the committees. But in terms of the special case of the
European Union, these committees are legal and they act as the agents of the
supranational institutions. According to Eriksen and Fossum, this system complies
with the criteria of government as it decides on the basis of a legal order and
participation of representatives of affected groups, despite their participation is not

adequately developped in an accountable manner (ibid.18)

To sum up, Comitology is a part of the system of governance in the EU, handling

complex problems in a rational way; it is not constitutional when one examines its
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i
place in terms of the regular organisation of a nation-state, but it can be regarded as

constitutional, as far as the EU has the founding treaties.
2.6 The European Parliament

Since the first direct elections in 1979, the decision-making powers of the European
Parliament have grown and its dependence to national parliaments have become
less significant. The role of the European Parliament is still weaker than that’ of
national parliaments; according to the treaties, within the two pillars (CFSP and JHA),
it has only consultative power. Further, the European Parliament has no power in the
constitutional amendment procedures, which can be seen as a deficit in terms of
democracy in comparison with a national parliament. However, the European
Parliament became partner of the Council in legislation of all policy areas except

agriculture; it has also the right to approve or reject the Commission.

In a multiparty parliamentary system, the issues are discussed in a consensus-
oriented manner, but in the European Union, there is more of it; the reason is, in the
EU’s system, there is not a claer-cut division between government and opposition
Eriksen and Fossum, 2002:22). Because the EU is not based on a party democracy,
so the European Parliament cannot provide a regular basis for democratic

governance within the EU.

On the other hand, the European Parliament enjoys a great deal of autonomy in
making its own agenda; it is duite free to examine the issues which it finds important,

using the tools of debates, reports,' hearings and resolutions (Eriksen and Fossum,
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2002:23). It is one of the most multilingual parliament in the world, there are eleven
working languages, a situation which either causes difficulties and time-wasting
procedures of translation or foster more universalistic interactions between the MEP’s

who have different cultural backgrounds (Eriksen and Fossum, 2002:23).

According to Corbett, the empowéred role of the European Parliament within the
institutional structure of the EU is also important in terms of democratic deficit: “the
existence of a body of full time representatives in Brussels, asking questions,
knocking at doors, bringing the spotlight to shine in dark corners in dialogue with tﬁeir
constituents back home, makes the EU system more open, transparent and

democratic than otherwise would be the case” (Corbet et al., 2000:6).

In addition, the European Parliament, in spite of all its weaknesses in the system of
the EU, helps to create a European public sphere, where the Europeans from each
. member-state interact for common purposes in internal and external issues and that
may help, in the future, to harmonize opinions and interests without any

fragmentation in terms of national aspects.

2.7 The European Court of Justice

The European Court of Justice consists of 15 judges and 8 Advocates General. They
work for six years and they can be re-elected. They are appointed upon common
|

agreement of the member-state governments, the president of the Court is elected bﬁy

the judges for three years.
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The European Court of Justice is responsible for the interpretation and the
application of the EU law on the member-states and on every European citizen
regardless'of his or her natioﬁal citizenship. Therefore, the ECJ has two main
powers; its direct effect and its right of use of jurisprudence by which it produce laws
when there is not sufficient base in the treaties for a particular case. These powers
give the ECJ an important role in the integration process by its enforcement right of
the EU law; thus, its structure and place within the EU is quite comparable with a

supreme court of an ordinary state.

But according to Wallace, there has always been legal and political resistance to the
ECJ. The courts of member-states have not always accepted easily either the
supremacy of EU law or the judgements made by the ECJ on particular cases. Also,
national politicians do not always welcome the restrictions that the ECJ sets on them
as well as even the Commission has often create conflicts in providing its general
interpretations on specific cases. So, some member-state governments might want to
limit the influence of the ECJ by some amendments on the treaties in order to
alternate the balance between the institutions (Wallace, 2001:61)

Also, the role of the European Court of Justice in the constitutionalisation of the
European Union law created a tension in terms of inter-branch power and authority
(Council versus Commission versus European Parliament versus individual membe}r—

states), this tension is the main result of the successful functioning of the ECJ in

establishing the supremacy of the European law (Hine, 2001:135).
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To sum up, the institutional structure of the EU is linguistically, culturally and
procedurally remote and unfamiliar to the ordinary citizens (Hine, 2001:136). This
feature cause a lack of contact with the citizens and as a result of this, very few
people understand exactly what is happening in Bruxelles. The complexity of the
procedures and the lack of coherence between the institutions make the efficiency of
forthcoming constitutional arrangements rather weak. And it is obvious that nation-
states will continue to play their effective roles for along period of time in the direction

of the Union.

3 .EUROPEAN INTEGRATION PROCESS AND ITS EFFECTS ON THE
MEMBER-STATES THROUGH THE PROCESS OF

EUROPEANISATION

The emergence of European policies in almost every issue area ultimately brought
the decision-making mechanisms to the European level. This feature of
Europeanisation “originally strengthened the national executives and disempowered

the regions which then had to regain their competences” (Cowles and Risse,

1999.218). Because, the main political responsible against the EU institutions fpr

I
:

national subjects are the national representatives and not the subnational ones.

In their work “Transforming Europe”, Thomas Risse, Maria Green Cowles and James
Caporaso examine “the goodness of fit" between the EU institutions and domestic

institutions through some emprical studies on different issues in different countries. In
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§ome cases, they found several misfits between EU policies and regulations with
domestic practices; upon these emprical studies, they claim that the effects of
Europeanisation result with adaptational pressures. The example they use is German
citizenship ‘understanding which challenges that of the EU. Also, it is examined by
Conant in the same work that the difference between domestic institutions with legal
norms and the legal structure of the EU creates an adaptational pressure. She
demonstrates France as the policy misfit case with its centralisation and Germany as
the misfit case with its horizontal and vertical dispersal of political power (Risse et al.,

2001:219).

In the case of responding to these adaptational pressures, Cowles and Risse bring
the term “mediating factors” which explain the reason of negative adaptational
results. They examine the adaptational results occured in the misfit issue areas in the
biggest five member-states including the mediating factors that bring a brief reason to
the case of resistance to change; so, they point out that every member-states more
or less some positive reactions to the adaptational pressures made through the
Europeanisation, especially in the field of economics (ibid:227). One tentative point
might be that, the existence of multiple veto points in Germany and ltaly create a
resistance to change in terms of Europeanisation inv the subsject of environment iih
Germany and railways and road haulage in ltaly (ibid:227). According to Cowles anéj
Risse, the reasons are different, because of the differing state structures in both
countries but they argue that this factor, multiple veto points can be overcome as
they demonstrate the issue of telecomunications and public fiﬁance cases in ltaly and
German transport policies cases in each of which there had been a change through

Europeanisation (ibid:227).
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This point, the factors that affect the adaptation of member-states to the European
norms is particularly relevant to some questions that should be asked for the purpose

of analysing them carefully:

1. What is the nature and reason of different reactions to the adaptational
pressures made by the member-states?
2. How can it be pointed out that the domestic institutions still be able to carry on

ignoring or changing the nature of changes created by the Europeanisation?

In order to bring adequate answers to these questions, Olsen suggests two basic
frameworks named “experiental learning” and “competitive selection” (Olsen,
2001:15). From experiental learning, he stress the experiences with these changes in
the past and the production of alternative forms by every domestic institution. Thus,
the adaptational prssures for changes in domestic issues are evaluated by the
domestic institutions and successful ones are adapted, others are avoided. This also
depends on the other aspects of the member-states’ state structures and cultural
aspects. He explains the other framework competitive selection as: “...in models c;f
competitive selection, environmental imperatives are seen’as driving the chang;
process, and there is a need to understand mechanism of variation, selection and
retention. Institutions and actors are fixed and their survival and growth rates depend
on their performance, comparative advantages and how well they ‘match’ their
changing functional and normative environments. Only the most effic!ent institutions

survive, the others dissapear’ (Olsen, 2001:186).
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Support for this point of view comes from Boérzel, who studied the member-states’
responses to the Europeanisation. She focuses on the role of national governments
as “shapers and takers of EU policies” (Borzel, 2003:1). She differs carefully the roles
of EUl institutions (like the Councii, the Commission and the European Parliament)
from that of member-state governments but takes attention to the position of national
executives who hold a key role “in the decisibn-making and the implementation of
European policies and thus influence the way in which member-states shape

European policies and institutions and adapt to them” (Bérzel, 2003:1).

In conclusion, the Europeanisation process creates a pressure on the member
nation-states in order to modernize them in the specific issue areas. This pressure is
generally faced by domestic reactions at first, but as far as it becomes a “EU policy”
on the specified area, natipnal institutions adapt.themselves slowly or rapidly to the
change according to the importance of the subject, and find the best ways to make
the adaptations domestically acceptable. By this way, it can be said that‘
Europeanisation policies not only bring common standards and norms in many isuueg

areas but also serve to the survival of initiative powers of member nation-states in

both policy-making and adaptation processes within the European Union.

.
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CHAPTER Il : THE FATE OF NATION-STATE WITHIN THE

EUROPEAN UNION

1. THE POSSIBILITY OF PROVIDING LEGITIMACY AND DEMOCRACY

BEYOND THE THE NATION-STATE IN THE EU

1.1The Dilemma Between “Democracy For The People” and
“Democracy of the People”

Today, there is a consensus that the European Union suffers from a democfatic
deficit. The perspectives and understandings about this problem differ widely
between scholars who study the European Integration; hereby the main difference
will be briefly presented between intergovernmentalist and federalist ideas on the
European Union’s democratic accountability. In general, intergovernmentalists say
that the European Union does not represent a European nation, so, a limitation to the
powers of supranational institutions is necccessary for the assurance of democratic
legitimacy; it must be obtained through the intergovernmentalist institutions that
represent the member-states. Federalists say that this democratic legitimacy can t}e
assured through the full democratisation of the supranational institutions. c

Hayward describe this problem as a “crisis of representation” (Hayward, 1995) within
the European Union; it can be said that there is a lack of transparency or an
adequate communication between the Union and its people. But, according to
Hansen and Williams, these thoughts based on the notion that there is a citizenship
who demands to be represented directly in the institutions of the European Union and

who wants to exercise democratic rights within it; this argument of bringing the
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European Union closer to its “citizens” by strengthening the power of the European
Parliament, firstly supposes that there already exist a European citizenship or that it‘
should be created. The other difficulties are the structural and procedural problems
for to the'representation of these citizens within the institutions of the European
Union. But if there were no such European people or citizens to bring the European
Union closer to, then the crisis and its solution would be placed in the relationship
between the European Union and member-state governments, not between the

European Union and “its people” (Hansen and Williams, 1999:237).

In order to find the different aspects of the dynamics of the democratic deficit within
the European Union, it is better to focus firstly on the nation-state’s democratic
accountability. Upon this subject, David Miller notes that although globalisation and
multiculturalism challenge the nation-state democracy, this challenge increases the
need for protection of democratic institutions within the borders of sovereign nation- |
-states. So, the democratic self-government is only possible with a pre-political
national identity (Miller, 2000:93). According to Miller, this national identity can bf‘e
characterised within a nation, which he defines as a community “constituted by
shared belief and mutual commitment, extended in history, active in character,
connected to a particular territory and marked off from ofher communities by its
distinctive public culture” (Miller,1995:150). So, Miller's perspective of nationality
depends on three basic ideas:

1. National identities are in general an important part of people’s personal

identities.
2. A common national identity is obligation-generating and therefore creates

communities which exercise special duties for other nationals.
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3. These communities should have the right at least some level of self-

determination, and maybe establish a sovereign state (ibid:150).

He also notes that, “ if a nation is to be self-determining, its members should aim as
far as possible to achieve consensus about the policies they wish to pursue, and the
only way to achieve this is throgh an open dialogue in which all points of view are

represented” (ibid:150).

In the light of this “nationality” perspective, it can be said that Miller's approach to the
democratic deficit within the European Union sources from the lack of a European
people. He argues that there is no European nation or people that are the basis for
democratic institutions to be established within the European Union. Furthermore,
there is no European natipnal character and political identity connecting Europeansl!
through historical, cultural, linguistic and religious “we feeling”, just as those within az
nation-state. So, the European Union lacks the main element by which loyalty, trust

and solidarity (the preconditions of democracy), form a European people'(Miller,

2000:86).

By this perspective, consequently, Miller's thoughts strongly determine that the
traditional nation-state will remain as the main framework for citizenship at least in
the foreseeable future‘ because there is no foundation for sustaining citizenship
obligations as a result of the absence of trust and solidarity at the European level.
So, the other absence, a European nation or people makes impossible the complete
emergence of democracy within the European Union; democratic governance will

remain the basic aspect of member nation-states as well as the European Union will
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remain as an intergovernmental organisation legitimated through international

treaties (Miller, 2000:81).

As another perspective to the aemocratic deficit within the EU, Habermas, in
agreement with Miller in the subject of the lack of a European people, sees its source
in the absence of “European citizenship-based splidarity” (Habermas, 2001:15).
According to him, the supranational institutions of the European Union do not work
upon the will of a democratically constituted European citizenship because there is
no European civil society nor a public sphere that can obtain a common politic;al
culture (Habermas, 2001:15).

Habermas finds the deficit at that point: the binding character of the decisions madeg
at the Union level and thg lack of public discussion’s influence on these processes.j
So, the undemocratically implementation of these laws and policies through the
democratically organised member-states produce the democratic deficit and create
discrepancy between the economic and bureaucratic integration and weak political

integration (Habermas, 2001:16).

However, according to Habermas, this deficit is not only the' Union’s problem, it is
also a national problem. This is so, because despite the nation-states own a civil
society, and a common political culture (obtained through a public sphere), another
deep impact, the globalisation of world market decrease their action-capabilities; so,
there is “a gap between the nation-state’s increasingly limited manoeuvrability and
the imperative of mode of production interwoven worldwide” (Habermas, 1998:157).

To sum up, Habermas brings a solution that does not require a turn-back from
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delegation of sovereignty powers to the Union, but legitimizing the European Union

by a European constitution which should federalise the Union (Habermas, 2001:17).

A practical view to the case waé brought by Eriksen and Fossum, who claim that
there is a consensus among the scholars and policy-makers that the European Union
faces the problem of democratic deficit. This deficit was identified as a multifaceted
problem which includes deficits in representation, accountability, transparency and
legitimacy; so, Eriksen and Fossum argue that the process of the European Union
remain largely unchecked (Eriksen and Fossum, 1999:16). Decisions are
undemocratically removed from the citizens to supranational institutions and expert§
as the executives of international cooperation. These institutions have a weakefr
political and popular support than those of ordinary nation-states (Eriksen and

Fossum, 1999:17).

-Another political assessment of democratic deficit within the European Union can be
seen in the work of Wolfgang Merkel. He evaluates the deficit on three fundamental
levels; an imbalance of power and legitimacy, the absence of checks and balances,
and the lack of intermediate structures and organisations between social and political

interests (Merkel, 1999:49). *

According to Merkel, fthe imbalance of powers is the result of the domination of the
Council of European Union in the legislative process. From an intergovernmentalist
view, Council’'s democratic legitimacy comes from the member-states’ democratically
elected ministers, but from a supranational point of view, this legitimacy is indirect

and weak. Also, it is fragile because of the voting system, if the decisions are taken
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unanimously, then this indirect legitimacy in ‘some ways can be claimed, but if there is
qualified majority voting in a decision-making procedure (which was brought by
Single European Act of 1986) then this legitimacy becomes rather weak. So, the
“veto power” remains “the singlé most legitimating element” of the decision-making
process in terms of democracy. The Commission, whose members are appointed by
the member-states according to their populations, need only the approval of the
European Parliament; its democratic foundation is weak. The same case is valid for
the European Court of Justice which hold the power to interprete the European Union
law: the local courts voluntarily accept its decisions although it has no binding powe[J'

to force them. It has also an impact on the producing and exercising the Union law

which remains problematic from the democratic perspective (Merkel, 1999:49).

In the fifty years of integ(ation period, the decision-making process in the European
Union has become more and more independent from the control of national
parliaments. This situation has resulted from the transfer of authority from the nation-
states to the European Union. But this independency has not been supported by a
real empowerment of the European Parliament. The European Parliament has only
increased its powers within the co-decision procedure; thus neither the European nor
the national parliaments are not able to check all the decisidons made in a complex
manner, a situation which reflects the dilemma between democracy and efficiency

within the European Union (ibid:51).

In Western liberal democratic nation-states, the aggregation and integration of social
interests are obtained by political parties, interest groups, social movements and

mass media; they are essential in democratic order for mediating between social



78

interests and government decisions (Merkel, 1999.52). Also, the first place for the
performance of these interests and mediating factors is ultimately a parliament in an
ordinary/democratic system (ibid:53). As far as the European Union lacks this aspect
(despite the existence of Europeén Parliament), an integrated party system could not
be emerged. The campaigns for the European Parliament elections are undertaken
by national political political parties in each member-state and are only seen as anj1
approval or disapproval for the national government by the people before or after thé
national elections (ibid:53). To sum up, “a fundamental component of civil society’s
infrastructure, one that is essential to every democratic community, does not exist in

the European Union” (ibid:53).

As Merkel notes, since the Maastricht Treaty, the integration process has been “the
domain of political elites" (Merkel, 1999:55). This situation, however helped to
deepen the European Integration with the exclusion of European Parliament,
_insufficient and indirect control by the national parliaments and little informed citizens.
Merkel points out that, if these factors were included in the decision-making
processes, the result would be a complex and time-wasting negotiation procedure at
different levels. Instead of such large complexity, the Council of Ministers represent
the national governments (as well as the citizens). But this situation produces a
strong demand for checks by national and regional political entities; this feature of
today’'s system becomes a more problematic issue for the foreseeable future of the
European Union (Merkel, 1999:55). In addition, Merkel describes the dilemma as
“until now, efficiency rather than democracy has been the most important source of
specific support in the European Community” and he adds “the deficits and citizens’

identification with their own nation-states have rendered the European democracy
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unable to build diffuse citizen supprt for the European Union. When the democratic
deficit is removed at the expense of decision-making efficiency, however, a traditional
source of legitimacy will dry up. Thus, the conflict between European efficieny anq
European democracy resembles a zero-sum game, if not a classical dilemma. At thisé
time and under the present institutional configuration of the European Union, each

gain in democratic legitimacy threatens loses in political decision-making efficiency”

(Merkel, 1999:56).

Is there a way out from this dilemma? To answer to this question, Merkel puts
forward a scenario named “institutional reforms for a democratic union” (Merkel,
1999:56). He notes that as a polity of an extremely segmented society, the European
Union is in need of consensual democratic institutions. So, he in some way changes
Arend Ljphardt's definition of consensus democracy (better known as
consociationalism) principles and creates four points of proposat:

1. Interelite accomodation: Poiitical elites should engage in consensual decision-
making that resolves conflicts through inclusive compromises rather than majority
decisions that exclude relevant minorities.

2. Federalism: A federal order with subsidiarity decision-making structures saould be
established; this is the most appropriate institutional answer to territorially distinct
subcultures and segmented societies.

3. Symmetrical bicameralism: A bicameral legislature should be realised in which
national minorities are granted sufficient representation in the second chamber.

4. Minority veto: Such a veto allows each structural minority to protect its essential

interests”(Merkel,1999:57).



1.2 The Legitimacy Deficit of the European Union

The Method of integration in the European Union is far different than classical nation-
state formafion. Today's nation-state finds its roots in the religious and monarchic
structures that legitimated themselves “from above”, but the European Union, on the
other hand, legitimated “from below”, as it can be seen in the role of the member-
states in its legal and policy-making procedures (Eriksen, Fossum, 2000:18). As
Eriksen and Fossum note, even the European Court of Justice legitimates the EU law
with reference to the fundemantal constitutional principles of the natioﬁal
constitutions of member-states (ibid:2). So, the EU’s process of political integration is
shaped by the willingness to find the best solutions to common problems, to which
one single member-state cannot find itself. lts structure, that has very weak
sanctioning capabilities, also depends on two basic principles: legality and

proportionality; so, no single member-state can dominate the others (ibid.5).

The European Union is generally believed to be a functional organisation that
rescues the European nation-states from difficult tasks. So, superficially, its
legitimacy has its basis in its capability of solving the member-states’ problems and
providing a secure space for the survival of their welfare. However, this kind of
indirect legitimation is not sufficient for explaining the current situaﬁon, because its
growth and rapidity causes it to have a far more profound effect on the member
states than, for example, the intergovernmentalists argued (ibid:19). As well as on the
nation-states, the impact of the EU is also deep on the citizens, workers, producers
or the clients; by the taken measures for regulation of social, environmental and

health problems, and by police and judicial co-operation, the EU affects the daily lives
|

H
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of Englishmen, Germans, Belgians and Danes and increasingly Central and East
Europeans. The ‘direct effect’ principle of EC law, based on the acceptance of EU
law as ‘higher’ European law, deeply affects the member-states and the European

Court of Justice (ECJ) claims competence-competence” (Eriksen, Fossum, 2000:19).

This point is particularly relevant to the political structure of the EU; it is not a
federation neither a confederation yet, it is more than an international regime, but
less than a supranational state (Merkel, 1999:46). According to Merkel, the difficulty
in the definition of the EU in terms of constitutional and international law is related ‘t'o
a question: “what kind of authority sources does this sui generis structure need to
legitimately demand subordination to its sovereign power?” (ibid:47). Merkel states
that, the answer would be easy if the EU were purely an international organisation or
an international regime of sovereign states, because the decision-making would be
merely intergovernmental and it would be legitimized by the ratification of national
parliaments (ibid:47). The current situation seems so, but the products of this
intergovernmental decision-making, the supranational institutions (The European
Commission, The Council of the EU, The European Court of Justice and others) have
created a tension between the EU and member-states that generate the problem of
legitimacy of authority within the Union (ibid:47). At this poiht, Merkel accepts the
classical argument of Hans Ipsen “that the member states are fully in command of
the treaties is valid fO( the original EC law”, but he claims beyond this argument as
the secondary EC law (produced bu EU institutions) and its legal effects cannot be

legitimized by the EU, so, he comes to the conclusion that the EU lacks legitimacy
|

(ibid:4T). : |

H
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This lack of legitimacy, according to Eriksen and Fossum, has three main

characteristics:

1. The EU is inadequate with regard to its rights basis. This situation applies to
the range of rights as well as the legal status of EU rights. The fact that EU
citizenship is still derived from national citizenship, precludes the EU from
adopting a uniform citizenship. It means that non-nationals are excluded and
they have no opportunity to apply to the European Court of Justice in case of
violations.

2. The citizens have no way of learning whicH institutional practices the EU
officials will adopt and how well these will correspond with the fundamental
rights of the citizens.

3. The European Parliament and the national parliaments are weak and
inadequate in terms of ensuring popular support and in terms of holding the
executive accountable. Despite the European Parliament has gained the
power in co-decision process in the EU law-making, its role in Traety making is
marginal which limits the popular inputs into the process. The weakness of the
European Parliament is seen in the underdevelopped nature of intermediary
bodies as European parties and the absence of a European public sphere

(Eriksen, Fossum, 2000:20).

However, this argument can be discussed through the classical political science}
approaches to the sovereignty of nation-state. The member-states have partiall)}
transferred their sovereignty powers to the EU and this sovereignty is used by the EU

in such a way that it can affect the internal affairs of the member-states. So, the EU,
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which has almost all the powers of a traditional state, exercise a political power that
cannot be explained by classical nation-state concept for legitimacy. Therefore, as
Merkel notes, what is needed is “a concept of legitimacy that is not based on the
nati_on-stafe, one that is abstract. and open enough to describe the specific legitimacy

requirements of this complex, sui generis political system” (Merkel, 1999:48).

This may become clear when one examines the formal legitimacy of the European
Union. The treaties that established the EU were approved by the parliaments of the
member-states, as well as by their citizens. This approval forced the dynamics of the
political powers of each member-state to establish the essential norms and
procedures to transfer sovereignty to the EU, so, the execution of this sovereignty by
the supranational institutions became independent of national law. The question here
is, whether this Iegitjmate procedure can generate the European Union’s
supranational character as “the iast and undoubtedly legitimate authority” on the

member-states or not.

One pessimistic outlook to the question of legitimacy can be the absence of
European public sphere or effective European political parties. The absence of such
entities that are the basic requirements of democracy makes‘one leg of the legitimacy
rather weak. Also, the complexity of institutional arrangements among the membér—
states within the EU, the differences among the languages and cultural aspecits
support the pessimistic outlook for the legitimacy of the EU. Representative
institutions and parliamentary majority rule function better and provide a democratic
legitimacy for government only when they are supported by a collective identity called

‘the people’ or ‘the nation’, with a common language, a common culture and common
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traditions. Such a ‘collective identity’ does not exist in Europe yet, and will not exist

for a long time (Eriksen, Fossum, 2000:25).

However, Fritz Scharpf, in order'to bring another perspective to this problem, argues
that veto-power of all member-states in intergovernmental relations makes for
legitimation in itself. Scharpf thinks that the EU has its legitimacy as it is a
government “for people” not “by the people” and it is based on interest rather than
identity (Scharpf, 1999:6). The European Union, from this perspective, is descibed as
a problem-solving agency which itself and by its outputs creates legiﬁmacy (Eriksen,
Fossum, 2000:5). According to Scharpf: “What is required is no more than the
perception of a range of common interests that is sufficiently broad and stable to
justify institutional arrangements for collective action” (Scharpf, 1998:12). These
common interests to Iocgate the legitimacy of the EU can be seen as the values which
were described in the Treaty of Amsterdam: peace, democracy, freedom, human
rights, the rule of law, social justice, equality, non-discrimination, cohesion, security,
efficiency and cultural diversity. So, the legitimacy of the EU would rather be based
on the practice of these values, as they were recently became the subjects of

constitutional arrangements within the EU.

At this point, it can be said that the EU as an entity with strong supranational
institutions is in a process that its legal structure becomes ever more efficient: the
effect of its law on the member-states become increasingly binding with the support
and enhancement of European Court of Justice. Furthermore, the institutional
structure of the EU which has been changed dramatically in the last fifteen years,

successfully harmonised supranational, transnational, intergovernmental and
\
i

H
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international elements, in order to construct a “non-hierarchical consensus” and

“deliberative supranationalism” (Eriksen, Fossum, 2000:7).

This change began with the 'l;reaty of Maastricht and the problem of legitimacy
became a discussion subject as the institutional structure transformed into a system
of “seperation of powers” as in an ordinary state. This system ensured the member-
states a strong right to vote in the decision-making processes of the EU. In this
proces, the Amsterdam Treaty remarkably arranged the above mentioned values

which were accepted as the principle of legitimation.

In conclusion, the legitimacy deficit of the European Union which is merely a result of
lack of “collective identity” has one negative and one positive impact on the European
nation-state. The negative one is the paradoxical situation of transfer of sovereignty
to an “illegitimate” supranational authority. This transfer is made by the “legitimate”
national governments and ratified by national parliaments. So, this paradox, in some
cases like Common Foreign and Security Policy may erode the popular supprt of
national governments. And the positive impact is originated by the efforts to
overcome this legitimacy deficit. These efforts ultimately drive the EU to a new and
advanced type of federation in which nation-states would gdarante their survival and
regenerate themselves. By being so, the Union may provide a legitimacy for itself
practically, which wpuld be based on interest and collective action rather than

collective identity. In the following section, such a structure will be evaluated.
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2. THE ACCOUNTABILITY OF FEDERATION OF NATION-STATES

CONCEPT FOR THE FUTURE PERSPECTIVE OF THE EU

2.1 Classical Federalism And EU Experiment

The on-going process of the EU, by many perspectives, evolves into a new form of
federation which would be a specific case for federalism as an integration theory. It
would be specific, because there is no example of a federation which emerged like
the European Union in the history. This process, began on intergovernmental
economic coopeartion, evolved into a union of states, and about to transform into a
federation by powerful mechanisms of decision and policy-making, cannot be
exp!ained through the classical arguments of federalism theory because of some

reasons:

| 1. Federations are, in general, the political structures which are based
through the service for a single nation and the federal government has
direct contact with the people (Elazar, 1998:40). In the EU’s case, the
“state” is more pluralist, more complex and le;é-centralised than the
bureaucratic modern nation-state. So, it becomes less dominating and
state interests become less determining in policy making processes. Also,
the media, popular opinions and regions come into play. As the process Qf

European integration proceeds, the processes of individualisatiori,

regionalisation and privatisation become more important.
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2. Federations usually aim to build a nation (Elazar, 1998:44), but in the EU,
the central authority does not act like a federal government to create a
“nation”; rather, its actions will be involved in creating “a supranational
identity”. The nationél identities will remain under this umbrella. It is
different from nation-building because there is no effort to create common
language or common myths or history, but some common values that are
already shared, like democracy and respect to human rights. They can be
the corner-stones of transformation of these values to a common culture,
that can be the basis of this supranational identity. |

3. “In federations, all the regimes must be similar in form” (Elazar, 1998:47),
but in the EU, the states differ in form of governance. Actually this
difference has never caused a conflict among the member-states. While
there is parlia.mentary monarchy in the United Kingdom, Sweden, Belgium,
Spain, Netherlands and Denmark, there is also loosened presidency
system in France or parliamentary democratic system in Italy, Greece or
Ireland. So, in the EU, as a result of individualisation, regionalkisation and
the decrease of dominace of central authority, the form of governance
became less important.

4. “In federations, the basic legal document i$- constitution and this
constitution stipulates the establishment of basic institutions hich can one
day tend to create and develop more responsiveness for themselves aqd
to the electorate as a whole. This leads to a tendency of the federal sta;e
to steadily reduce the powers of federative states. Also, in a muilti-

communal federation where one of the communities is numerically bigger

and economically stronger, this problem can become particularly acute”
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(Elazar, 1998:50). In the EU, as an obstacle for these tendencies, the
decision and policy-making mechanisms are formated on a consensual
basis. In fact, this is according to Roderick Pace, the most urgent task of
the current debate: wﬁat decision-making powers hould be left in the level
of member-states and what should be decided at the level of the EU
(Pace, 2001:1). This point is particularly relevant to thequestion of nation-
stgte’s position, which is after all accepted generally as the “recognised as
an essential element in the organisation of political life in Europe” (Pace,

2001:1).

2.2 “New Federalism” or “Federation of Nation-States”

The concept of “United States of Europe” which was recently transformed into the
phrase “Federation of Nation-States” was firstly used by Victor Hugo in the
nineteenth century and by Winston Churchill, after the Second World War. At that
times, the concept was thopic and reflected only an ideal for the future but the
definition came from Jacques Delors about a century later, after all the bloody waré,
destructions, recovery and stabilisation of peace in the continent. “...if | turn to the
principles of federalism in a bid to find workable solutions, it is precisely because
they provide all the neccessary guarantees on pluralism and the efficiency of the
emergent institutional machinery. Here, there are two essential rules: (1) the rule of

autonomy, which preserves the identity of each member-state and removes any
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temptation to pursue unification regardless; (2) the rule of participation which does
not allow one entity to be subordinated to another, but on the contrary, promotes co-
operation and synergy on the basis of clear and well defined provisions contained in

the Treaty” (Pace, 2001:1).

The popularisation of the argument “federation of nation-states” was made by
German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer in his famous speech at Humboldt
University in— Berlin on May 12th 2000. He remarkably stressed the European
Parliament which would be the basis of the transition from a union of states td a
European Federation by exercising legislative powers and a European Government
with real executive powers; from his words, it is understood that a
constitutionalisation is needed in order to achieve this goal. He related this success

“

to the endurance of na?ion--state as: “..if European integration takes the nation-
states along with it into such a federation, only if their institutions are not devalued or
.even made to disappear’ (ibid:2). He added that, “the completion of European
integration can only be successfully conceived if it is done on the basis of the
division of sovereignty between‘Europe and the nation-state”. From this emphasis,
Fischer argues that Europe should always represent the two phenomenon: a Europé
of nation-states and a Europe of the citizens. So, a constitutidn is needed because |t

would help better defining the sharing of sovereignty (ibid:2).

Supporting this argument, French President Jacques Chirac, when addressing to
German Bundestag in June 2000 noted that the nation-state was the basis of the EU
by saying. “...for the peoples who come after us, the nations will remain the first

reference points” (ibid:4). Chirac, in his speech, called for a greater effort to improve
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the democratic legitimacy and efficient decision-making powers of the institutions
before trying to create new ones. Also, his former Prime Minister Leonel Jospin,
rejecting the German and USA models because of their strong federal executive
powérs over the federative statés, emphasised on the concept of “federation of
nation-states” as originally defined by Jacques Delors by saying “...Europe is an
original political structure, a unique precipitate of an indissoluble mixture of two
different elements: the federalist ideal and the reality of the European nation-state”

(ibid.4).

On the other hand, the United Kingdom who has always suspiciously approached to
the European Union made its coniribution to the current debate by Prime Minister
Tony Blair who, as other UK spokesmen, avoid speaking about concepts like
“federation” or “federatiqn of nation-states”. He identified three main processes in
Europe that the federalisation must be intensified. Monetary union, the European
defence policy and enlargement. Thus, he, rejecting classical federalist approaches,
brings “issue-area intensification” concept in terms of a closer integration (ibid:4ﬁ.
From his own words, there aie four different competencies on the differen'g decision?-
making actors in the EU:

“4. In a Europe with a single market and single currency tAere will inevitably be a
need for closer economic co-ordination.

2. In negotiations over world trade and global finance, Europe is stronger if it speaks
with one voice.

3. In areas like the environment and organised crime, in policing our borders, Europe

needs to work together.



91

4. In foreign and security policy, though nations will guard jelaously their own
national interests, there are times when it will be clear benefit to all that Europe acts

and speaks together” (ibid:4).

Therefore, it is understood from the UK approach that the EU will remain as a
combination of intergovernmental and supranational features. Blair noted as a
conclusive proposal for the future of the Europoean Union that:

“1. The Council of the EU should set the agenda of the Union.

2. The Commission President will continue to share in the Council’'s work and in
drawing up the agenda, while the Commission should continue with its role of acting
as the guardian of the treaties.

3. A charter of competencies shouid be established. However, sub-national levels of
decision-making hould be determined at the individual nation-state level.

4. A second chamber of the European Parliament composed of representatives olf
- the national parliaments should be established. E

5. Stringently ‘bounded’ flexibility that prevents the member-states participating in

such schemes from forming a ‘core Europe’ (ibid.4).

3. THE REGENERATION OF THE NATION-STATE WITHIN THE EU

As far as the nation-state within the EU loses its powers and its being of basic
framework for political life weakens, a paradoxical situation emerges. At first sight,
this declining may be seen as an advantagé for the achievement of political

integration in Europe, because the drivers of this integration process need not



92

powerful and strict states, but more flexible and open-minded sub-authorities who
should easily accept all the outcomes of the EU process. On the other hand, the EU
was born in the hands of individual nation-states, it legitimizes itself through the free
will of its member-states. Therefare, the main support for the EU always comes from
the central governments which are still functioning within the classical organisation of
nation-state model. This weakening may erode the basic support for the integration
process and also may cause a chaotic period in which different authorities with
different approaches may complicate the management of the EU’s multilateral and
multi-level government. More basically, the integration process in Europe is
ultimately nation-state driven, a weakening of nation-state cannot be so optimistically
resulted like “after the nation-state, the EU will replace it by undertaking all its
functions and responsibilities”. As Hoffmann argues, when the nation-states have}
weak governments and their policies become inefficient and divergent, negativé
soldarity between the nation-state and EU occurs, they both suffer; when the
- governments are strong and their policies are effective and convergent, the impact
on the EU is always positive (Hoffmann, 1995:224). Hoffmann also argues that the
nation-state which co-exist with the EU has limited but real powers, and in
contradiction of “zero-sum gamé theory” which is assumed to be played between the
EU and its member-states, the EU helps to preserve the nation-states far more than

it forces them to wither away (Hoffmann, 1995.222).

So, Hoffmann offers the way of analysing the current situation of European nation-
state within the European integration process not by traditional terms of integration
theories which assume that the members are engaged in the creation of a new

supranational political entity passing beyond old nation-states, but by looking to the
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EU as an international regime (Hoffmann, 1995:222). This regime is a set of norms
of behaviour, rules and policies in a broad range of issue-areas and facilitating
agreements among the members; it has both limits and opportunities, as it limits the
natiqn-state’s freedom of unilater'al actions and brings financial responsabilities as it
prdvides share-burdens and external supports in individual states’ weak areas
(Hoffmann, 1995:222).

According to Hoffmann, such an anlysis allows one to see better the paradox within
the integration theories, that this kind of regime serves to preserve the nation-state
as the basic unit in world affairs and help the governments undertake easier theiJr
domestic issues: “although the traditional model of sovereignty is clearly obsoletei
the nation-state today survives even though many apparently sovereign decisions
are seriosly constrained, or made ineffective, by the decisions of others as well as by
economic trends uncoqtrolled by anyone. International regimes help the state
survive, by providing a modicum of predictability and a variety of rewards”
(Hoffmann, 1995:222). From this point of view, Hoffmann comes to the conclusion
that, as a unique type of regime, the EU, serve not only to preserve the nation-
states, but as the above mentioned paradox, regenerate them and adapt them to the
world of today; as an example, it (like in the Europeanisation process) puts
pressures on the economies of member-states in order to modernize them for world
competition (Hoffmann, 1995:223). Also, the EU serve as an “alibi” for governments
when they are too wegk to take some decisions their own which are not popular, and
strengthens the governments against protectionist and inflationary pressures. So,
the EU despite all its supranational features, strengthens the nation-state’s capacity

of action both domestically and internationally (Hoffmann, 1995:224).
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As another point, Richard Minch argues that the difference between the nation-
states is intensified in the process of European Integration as the nation-states use
their remaining sovereign rights more consciously when introducing them into the
supranational decision-making ;;rocesses (Mlnch, 1996:2). But these rights are
slowly and in favor of the regions which demand more autonomy under the umrella
of supranational authority, decreased by the EU’s regional policies. So, this process
fosters the differenetiation between the regions in terms of public consciousness anq
prepare the “European Society” by the dialectic of unity and diversity (Mijnch;
1906:2). But the emergence of such a European society could not still be achieved
despite the efforts made by the EU; there is no consensus of nation-states and it

would be too optimistic to expect it in the near future.
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CONCLUSION

The European nation-state shows no signs of disappearance. Neither the outcomes
of globalisation, nor the European Union could not achieve to place something

concrete instead of the nation-state in the minds of people.

The recent history of Europe is full of conflicts, wars and disasters. Firstly empires
and then the nation-states have been formated and both politically and economically
complex types of co-operation emerged among the political entities within the
continent. So, the concept of nation-state has played an important role in the history
of Europe: there can be no political evaluation of the last two century of the continent
independent from this concept. Regarding the fact that nation-states survi\;e despite
all the negative impacts of globalisation, integration movements and increasing
interdependence, it can be said that nation-states reproduce themselves coherently
- according to all changes in the world. Global economic relations, rapidly changing
technology, telecommunications and other developments outside the borders of
nation-state, at first sight, appear as a threat to its survival, but in fact, all these
developments originate from the existence and free-will of nation-states.

With the emergence of information society which replaced the industrial culture as
the main element of nation-state for the last two hundred years, the traditional
dynamics of nation-state concept lost their importance relatively. They were:
language, religion, history, culture and an image of enemy. As a result of increased
political and social interactions, these traditional corner-stones have become

insufficient for a nation-state to provide enough conditions and opportunities to its



96

citizens in terms of security and welfare. But they are still important for the formation
of “national identity”: we can see that in the case of the European Union. As formated
by different nation-states, in the European Union, there is no common language,
ethnic group or nation that can ;')rovide a majority. As a result of this, there is not a

concrete and politically and socially based European identity.

The importance and rapid transformation of nation-state became clear and concrete
in the second half of the twentieth century. It is generally accepted that, with the two
world wars, nations, because of security, defence and economic problems, seek
alternatives to revitalise their economies and provide secure areas for their own
survival. So, the foundation of the European Union, as the most subcessful
alternative among the other international organisations, based on the fear of re-
emerging nationalism ir! Europe after the two-wars period. In order to protect the
difficultly achieved peace within the region, the EU emerged with the desire to
formate a new form of economic and political association. Firstly the EEC emerged,
then the Common Market and finally after the Treaty of Maastricht, the process

evolved into a political integration.

This desire has costed a relative erosion in terms of sovereigin powers to the nation-
states. However, this erosion, from different perspectives, compensated by some
ways like bargaining and veto powers. State-centrics claim on this subject that
despite the greatness of transfer of sovereignty powers from nation-states to the
European Union’s institutions, the nation-states are strengthened by the EU in terms
of domestic influences, because the whole business of interaction between the EU

an\d nation-states is driven by the state executives. Basically, this interaction provides
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an opportunity for the state-executives who have the willingness to throw the ball inttp

the EU's court for the subjects which are not supported by their people.

Here, the Europeanisation proce.ss plays the most important role. In order to create
authoritative European rules for solving the economic, political and social problems,
the European Union formalizes the interaction among the actors. This formalization
by the tools of political, legal and social institutions not only limits the initiative powers
of nation-states’ decision-making in vast sum of subjects but also reflects in the daily
life of people by the EU’s actions and legislations. So, Europeanisation can be seen
as a political project; this project is one of the most important components of the
European Integration process. li is the main instrument of maintaining the internal

adaptations of member-states.

One of the most important outcomes of Euroipeanisation is its aim of building a
strong political entity in the continent of Europe: it can be seen in the inclination of the
European Union in the enlargement processes. It puts forward criteria, values and
prerequisities for the candidate states and these circumstances are changed and
improves rapidly according to current conditions.By this way, the EU becomes a
political entity who exports its values, governing system, &ulture and many other

aspects throughout the continent in order to achieve a coherent system in Europe.

However, the institutional structure of the European Union is too complex and elite-
driven: it is incomprehensible for an ordinary citizen in Europe. This remoteness and
unfamiliarity prevent the institutions from being subject to direct popular support; at

this point, governments of member-states play the role of public sphere in Europe.
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They ultimately become the intermediators of the application of European laws,
decisions and policies, and this situation causes a democratic deficit at the European
Union level. Today, there is a consensus about this deficit: the lack of “a European
people” who would be the source‘ of a common political culture is the basic reason of
it. One of the most obvious consequences of this deficit is that the process remains
unchecked. The democratic foundation of the European Parliament and the
Commissioﬁ which is established upon the approval of the Parliament is weak. The
reality that the European Pariiament does not hold the legislation power weakens the
basic principle of democracy: popular control. The same situation arises in the
question of legitimacy of the European Union. As the impact of the EU on the

segments of the society deepens, its indirect legitimacy, which is provided by the

member-state governments becomes a serious problem.

In fact, both two concepts, democracy and legitimacy are seen as “deficits” in the
-case of the EU, because both of them are the principal fortresses of the nation-state
concept. As a multinational and multilingual political entity, the EU deserves different
identifications in terms of these two concepts. So, it can be said that this situation
drives the EU to define itself politically and formally in the near future. The most
striking definition for this purpose is “federation of nation-states” model. This model!,
proclaimed by key leaders of the Union will be settled on a concrete basis with the
acceptance of a constitution. So, the European nation-states, being preserved and

regenerated by the European Union will remain as the basic corner-stones.

This analysis through the process of European integration since the its foundation

comes to the conclusion that the aim of this process is to form a federal state, but the

i
i

i
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phenomenon of nation-state as the remaining circumstance despite all the efforts like
symbolic ones (i.e. a common flag) or empowerment of institutions against its

powers, will give its direction to this this integration movement.
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