
“ Democratic systems are not 
what the literal meaning of the 
words suggests, but something 
different and variable in time 
and space ” 

A good and provocative starting point 
when working on democracy is the 
well-known quotation by Sartori ‘De-
mocracy is the pompous name for 
something which does not exist’. It is 
certainly not Sartori’s intention to deny 
the existence and reality of democracy, 
a social and political construction to 
which he has dedicated his entire aca-
demic life, but rather to invite us to go 
beyond the immediate perception.

Democratic systems are not what the 
literal meaning of the words suggests, 
but something different and variable in 
time and space. This realistic approach 
has a long tradition and is an invitation 
to continuously reconsider and chal-
lenge the idées reçues on the matter.

Since its inception, the EUI has tackled all 
the variegated dimensions of the demo-

cratic issue. We cannot cite all the contri-
butions made by the researchers, fellows 
and professors at the EUI, but mention 
must be made of the work of lawyers such 
as Cappelletti on the constitutional di-
mension of democracy, the considerable 
and collective effort of political scientists 
under the direction of Hans Daalder and 
Rudolf Wildermann, the exploration of 
its social dimension through the work 
of Esping-Andersen and Colin Crouch, 
the comparative dimension of Philippe 
Schmitter and Jean Blondel, and more 
recently by Peter Mair and Stefano Barto-
lini. The more theoretical questions have 
also been explored, and I am thinking 
here of the works by Maurice Cranston 
and later those by Sandro Pizzorno and 
Steven Lukes.

This domain of research has been ex-
tremely prolific and fecund and all 
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disciplines represented at the EUI have made their 
contribution to a field characterised both by continu-
ity (the search for less imperfect political systems) and 
the profound changes which have affected both the 
concept and reality of democracy. Democracies have 
apparently triumphed over authoritarian or despotic 
regimes, but at the same time their defects and weak-
nesses seem more acute when they are no longer faced 
with other regime types. If it is true that ‘Democracy 
is the worst system with the exception of all the oth-
ers’, what happens when the ‘others’ start to disappear 
from the map? The fact that ‘there is no alternative’ 
is meagre consolation, as is shown by the recent dif-
ficulties faced by democracies: cartelisation of political 
parties, electoral abstention, corruption, the crisis of 
the welfare state, shrinking of some civil liberties, etc. 
There are also even bigger questions: can democracy, 
which has developed within the nation state, survive 
the formidable transformation induced by globalisa-
tion—or at the regional level by the European integra-
tion process? In other words, does democracy still 
have a meaning when the political framework (the 
nation) is largely disconnected from more pressing 
problems? Another tension that is certainly not new is 
the potential contradiction between the freedom that 
markets require and the equality which is at the root 
of the democratic principle. The relationship between 

this ‘unhappy couple’, to use Robert Dahl’s words, is a 
source of permanent conflict and transformation. The 
borderlines are in constant flux and change not only 
from one polity to another, but also according to ideo-
logical, economic and social transformations.

The longstanding EUI tradition mentioned above 
continues more actively than ever. The contributions 
offered by this special issue give only a partial over-
view of the ongoing research, be it by young research-
ers and fellows, or by senior professors.

Let me refer in particular to a few recent developments: 
the creation of the European Union Democracy Ob-
servatory (EUDO) under the direction of Alexander 
Trechsel (holder of the Swiss Chair on Federalism and 
Democracy), and the launch (with the support of DG 
Research at the European Commission) of the Euro-
pean Election Study (EES), an ambitious enterprise of 
comparison of European elections, views of élites and 
public opinion, and election manifestos in the twenty-
seven Member States of the European Union. And last 
but not least, the studies on the democratisation of 
(and in) the European Union in relation to the (failed) 
constitutionalisation of Europe to which the names of 
Christian Joerges, Jacques Ziller, Bruno de Witte and, 
last but not least, Giuliano Amato, are associated. n
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Un anno fa, il nostro amico Elivio Bellotto ci ha 
lasciati all’età di 80 anni. Per 12 anni, dal 1977 
al 1989, è stato l’autista dei Presidenti Werner 
Maihofer e Emile Noël.

Elivio aveva vissuto a lungo in Francia come tanti 
italiani che emigrarono alla ricerca di un lavoro in 
Europa, e aveva conservato un’identità fatta di un 
misto di cultura francese e italiana. Era a suo agio 
in entrambi i mondi cugini e me lo ricordo nel suo 
ruolo di mentore quando cercava di introdurre il 
Presidente Maihofer ai piaceri dell’Italia: il vino, la 
cucina, la canzone napoletana, il tutto in francese 
che era la loro lingua franca.

Venuto il momento della pensione, Elivio Bellotto 
si dedicò a quei piaceri semplici come la cultura 
della vigna e la produzione del vino per sé e per gli 
amici. Era l’espressione della gioia di vivere e tutti 
coloro che lo hanno conosciuto ne conservano 
un’immagine di grande cordialità e simpatia.

Nella ricorrenza della sua scomparsa gli amici 
dell’Istituto avranno un pensiero per lui e per la 
sua famiglia.

Y. Mény

In ricordo di Elivio Bellotto
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Successful democracies have to strike a difficult 
balance between the desire to make political élites 
responsive to citizens and the need to give these same 
élites enough autonomy to make decisions in the in-
terests of their citizens. The American constitutional 
democracy on the one hand and European parlia-
mentary democracies on the other, have historically 
addressed this dilemma in quite different ways, but in 
recent years the differences seem to be fading.

Let me begin with a brief introduction to what I 
mean by the term, ‘democracy’. It is of course naïve 
to think of democracy as a political system in which 
governments simply act according to the demands of 
their citizens. The reality is that citizens are generally 
ignorant of, and apathetic towards, much of what 
governments actually do. Moreover, no citizen can 
be expected to be informed on the range of deci-
sions that their government’s routinely take—from 
the specific structure of international trade agree-
ments, to the precise level of milk price supports, to 
the particular tax rate paid at different income levels. 
Finally, citizen’s preferences are often inconsistent 
and even incompatible. We want lower taxes and 
increases in public spending on all the good things 
that government does. We want less government 
regulation and we want the government to punish 
polluters, protect us against dangerous consumer 
products and encourage certain types of economic 
growth and development. We want fewer cars on the 
road and cheap petrol. 

Thus, given the complexity of governance on the 
one hand and the nature of public preferences on the 
other, the reality is that we elect or appoint élites to 
make these decisions for us. How we constrain these 
élites so that they are more likely to do what citizens 
want (and not what we don’t want) is extremely im-
portant and also quite varied.  

There are two basic and obvious mechanisms by 
which élites can be controlled. The first is through 
elections, where politicians have strong incentives to 
promise to do what citizens want in order to attract 
their votes. The second mechanism is through con-
stitutional rules. Basic rules can be established as the 
foundation upon which political decisions are made. 
All real world democracies combine electoral incen-
tives and constitutional constraints, but a basic dif-
ference between American democracy and European 
parliamentary democracy is that the US system relies 

heavily on constitutional rules, while parliamentary 
democracy relies heavily on electoral incentives. 

Limited vs. purposive government
American democratic institutions were founded on a 
very different set of principles to those of the demo-
cratic systems established in Europe many decades 
later. In the late 1700s the American revolutionary 
war unleashed a surge of egalitarian and democratic 
passions in society that brought the average man into 
the political sphere. Much to the consternation of most 
élites in the new America, the State governments across 

The Democratic Dilemma
Professor of Public Policy & Political Economy | Sven Steinmo
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“ Successful democracies have to 
strike a difficult balance between 
the desire to make political élites 
responsive to citizens and the need 
to give these same élites enough 
autonomy to make decisions in the 
interests of their citizens ” 
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this fledgling union were soon dominated by farmers, 
shopkeepers and ordinary folk. Slogans such as ‘All men 
are created equal’ and ‘No taxation without representa-
tion’ were extremely powerful and useful in mobilizing 
the nation to revolt, but very few American élites seri-
ously considered that they would be taken as literally 
as they were by average Americans. The response to 
this predicament was the US Constitution which was 
specifically created to allow for democratically elected 
government while at the same time limiting the power 
of that government. In the words of the great American 
historian Gordon Wood, the US Constitution was an 
‘anti-democratic revolution’. By enlarging the nation, 
creating a system of ‘checks and balances,’ and con-
stitutionally establishing a set of rules prescribing the 
responsibilities and powers of different institutions of 
government, they hoped America would be protected 
against the pernicious power of majority rule. The new 
American nation, after all, sat at the edge of a massive 
and rich continent. Government should be kept out of 
the way to allow the people to exploit the continent’s 
natural resources. To achieve this end, political power 
itself should be constrained and limited. Government 
should simply get out of the way.

European parliamentary democracies were established 
at different times with radically different goals. In most 
European states, already established élites held power 
when these nations democratized. Thus unions, work-
er’s parties and even middle-class movements set their 
sights on seizing power from the established élite. The 
basic idea was to take power, not to diffuse it. Thus 
parliamentary democracies evolved into systems where 
those that won elected office should not be constrained 
by pre-established rules, but should instead be con-
strained by the will of the voting electorate. While many 
different institutional forms developed, the basic idea 
here was to build polities where governments could be 
authoritative and powerful, rather than checked, bal-
anced and limited. The key constraint on elected élites 
should be, and was, the ballot box. Political parties 
organized election campaigns and fought for elected of-
fice. If the governments so elected did not achieve their 
promises or otherwise displeased the voters, they could 
be thrown out of office and new élites could take their 
place. Certainly, these systems did not always work 
perfectly, especially when too many parties fought for 
power and the responsibility or accountability was un-
dermined, still the basic principles were quite different 
from those found in the USA.

The most obvious consequence of these different insti-
tutional systems was that the state grew larger in Eu-
ropean democracies. The American system of ‘checks 
and balances’ did exactly what its framers hoped it 
would do. It constrained government. Even when large 
majorities of American voters wished for the extension 
or expansion of public programmes (as with National 
Health Insurance in 1948, 1973 and 1993), the USA’s 
fragmented political institutions prevented the growth 
of government. European democracies were not so con-
strained and as a consequence their states and their tax 
burdens grew. By 2005 public spending in the average 
Western European democracy was over 45% of GDP 
whereas in the US it was only slightly over 30%.  

Democracy’s demise?
I argue that as we enter the 21st century, both Europe 
and America are becoming less democratic. There are 
two reasons for this conclusion. First, because modern 
media and communication technologies are becoming 
ever more sophisticated, political élites are becoming 
ever better at presenting themselves as champions of 
what citizens want. Focus groups, marketing specialists 
and public opinion pollsters are now common features 
of all advanced democracies. In reality this means that 
politicians are increasingly able to package their image 
as what citizens want. Remembering that what citizens 
actually want is often inconsistent or incoherent, this 
allows political leaders to advance what citizens want 
to hear and to downplay what is uncomfortable. While 
this development has been more obvious in the US, in 
my view the implications are more severe for Europe. 
Precisely because European democracies are based on 
the principle of accountability, it is even more danger-
ous when élites become sophisticated in ‘spinning’ their 
messages and shaping public opinion. 

Secondly, the ability to ‘throw the bums out’ is declining 
in both Europe and America. Interestingly, while this 
outcome is apparent on both sides of the Atlantic, its 
sources are quite different. It is a well known fact that in 
the USA elections are about money. The sad reality is that 
the best way to get money—lots of money—is to be in of-
fice already. In the last elections over 96% of members of 
Congress who ran for re-election were re-elected. Indeed, 
it was often noted that members of the US Congress 
were more likely to be re-elected than members of the 
Supreme Soviet. One can also scarcely avoid noticing that 
just two families (Bush and Clinton) will soon have held 
the US Presidency for twenty years. If Hillary Clinton 
does indeed win the next election (remember she has the 
most money) that reign will be extended to over a quar-
ter of a century. Why do the same people get re-elected 
year after year in the United States? Is it because citizens 
are so content with their political system and the deci-
sions made by their elected officials that they want them 
to stay in office virtually in perpetuity? Obviously, not. 
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“ I argue that as we enter the 21st 
century, both Europe and America are 

becoming less democratic ” 
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Today approximately 7 out of 10 Americans believe that 
they cannot trust the government to do the right thing 
most of the time.

In some ways it may appear that democracy in Europe 
is stronger and healthier than in America in this re-
gard. Elections are far more regulated and controlled 
on this side of the Atlantic. The pernicious influence 
of money does not appear to corrupt these systems 
nearly to the extent that it does in the US. Moreover, 
as elections in France, Sweden and even Italy have 
recently demonstrated, citizens can and do use their 
electoral power and evict those in power and replace 
them with a new élite.

But before we open the champagne, congratulating 
ourselves over the vibrancy of European democra-
cies, it is worth remembering that an ever increasing 
number of decisions are now made in Brussels by a 
technocratic élite which is neither elected nor recalla-
ble by the European electorate. The phrase ‘democratic 
deficit’ is perhaps less popular in the media today than 
a few years ago, but it is still a very real thing. 

It is also worth considering why European élites ex-
panded the European Union in the first place. Why 
wasn’t an extended free trade zone enough, leaving 
the real business of politics and policy in the hands of 
local/national governments? In my view, the historical 
comparison with the US constitution is striking and re-
calls the ‘democratic dilemma’ noted early in this essay. 
Bluntly, the significant extension of power and author-
ity of EU institutions is seen as necessary because po-
litical élites believe they need more autonomy. 

Even the recent versions of the EU Constitution, much 
like the US constitution, can be understood as an at-
tempt on the part of the political and economic élite to 
insulate decision-makers from the popular will. Certain-
ly, the recent Constitution gives European citizens more 
power vis-à-vis European institutions, but it would be 
very difficult to argue that the EU institutions are more 
democratic than European parliamentary democracies.

Over two hundred years ago American élites were fright-
ened of democracy precisely because average citizens 
increasingly took control of their state governments and 
passed laws that the élite believed were against their best 
interests. In much the same way, the EU came about in 
large part because élites feared that citizens would not, 
or could not, support the tough political choices ‘neces-
sary’ in a globalizing world economy. Too often those 
with power at the national level (especially trade unions, 
public employees, and farmers) used that power to pro-
tect themselves against the forces of economic change. 
In short, because national politicians were increasingly 
responsive to the demands of their voters, they could not 

make the kinds of political choices that were required 
by the modern world economy. Government, in other 
words, should ‘get out of the way’. Whether the élite’s 
vision of the future for Europe was correct or not, there 
seems little doubt that a key part of the problem was the 
fact that national political élites were too closely bound to 
the demands and desires of their voters. 

It is significant to note that the writers and designers 
of the new European institutions appear to be, at least 
implicitly, aware of these issues. Thus, the same docu-
ment that clearly intends to expand the scope and au-
thority of the European Union concomitantly specifies 
a series of constitutional constraints and limitations 
on the autonomy of precisely those élites whose power 
is enhanced with this document. I do not want to 
exactly argue that this document represents an ‘Ameri-
canization’ of European democracy, but it is curious 
to consider the implications of the shift from a system 
where élites are mostly constrained by voters to a sys-
tem where they are mostly constrained by rules. n

Jeffrey Kopstein / Sven Steinmo (eds), Growing Apart? 
America and Europe in the 21st Century. Cambridge 
University Press, forthcoming 2008
www.cambridge.org/uk/catalogue/catalogue.
asp?isbn=9780521879316
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When people ask me ‘Why democracy?’ I respond with 
another question. What kind of democracy is it when a 
few rich people live alongside so many poor and there is 
no prospect of change? How can we agree with hegem-
onic theories of democracy if the reality is so very differ-
ent from its theoretical claims? The minimalist approach 
to democracy, for example, considers it to be a method to 
choose rulers, and puts no emphasis on the social aspects 
of democracy. It is no coincidence that many political sci-
entists from developing countries have therefore adopted 
the European historical experience of social democracy 
as a reference point and count social goals of wealth 
redistribution as the core of democracy. In this view, peo-
ple cannot enjoy political and civil rights without social 
rights. Nor can they participate meaningfully in politics 
and generate the knowledge, leaders, political parties, 
and social movements necessary to extend political and 
social rights to the people as a whole. 

After much research and reflection on the prospects 
for democracy in my country, Brazil, I consider de-
mocracy to be a continuous process of institution-
building, and am happy to share some of my ideas 
about key aspects of democracy in Brazil—including 
its social aspects—with the EUI community. 

Political evolution
Democracy is still relatively young in Brazil. After the 
end of the Portuguese empire and the proclamation 
of the Republic in 1889, agrarian élites, supporting 
orthodox liberal principles, organized political power 
under regional oligarchies and remained in power with 
a local (state) base of electoral support (os coronéis). The 
Revolution in 1930 brought Getúlio Vargas to power 
as a dictator and was an axis of transformation. The 
Brazilian state embarked on state-led industrialization 
(state capitalism) and made investments in productive 
infrastructure. Re-democratization began in 1946, when 
the first national political parties were organized. The 
charismatic Vargas was re-elected in 1950, and until his 
suicide in 1954, continued the post-war project of creat-
ing big state-owned companies. Political conflict took 
place between the traditional élites, the new middle class 
and urban populist groups. There was a new institutional 
breakdown in 1964, and until 1985 Brazil was once again 
under a military dictatorship. In this period, the deeper 
industrialization promoted by the state led the rural 
population to migrate to urban areas. Today, Brazil’s rate 
of urbanization is over 80%, one of the highest in the 
world. The structural changes in Brazilian society are ac-
companied by high rates of social inequality.

Roots of inequality
The roots of Brazilian social inequality can be found in 
the linkages between political power, on the one hand, 
and the concentration of land ownership (latifundios), 
the slavery regime and patriarchy, on the other. The 
Portuguese Crown granted large amounts of property 
to colonizers in a regime of merces, that gave these 
property owners immense local power that was close 
to sacred. The control over jobs of these local land-
owners meant that local workers often depended for 
their survival and security on a single person. To this 
day the concentration of economic and political power 
is expressed in the intimate relationship between 
politicians and all parts of state, including the public 
bureaucracy and the judiciary. Clientelism and state 
corporatism persist as the principal forms of relations 
between state and society.

Slavery existed in Brazil between 1550 and 1850 when 
around five million Africans were imported into the 
country to work in the plantations, constituting the 
biggest contingent of slaves in the Americas. Slavery 
was abolished in 1888, but its abolition left former 
slaves without health care, excluded from better-pay-
ing jobs, and often discriminated against by the police 
and the judiciary. The heritage of slavery is the biggest 
source of Brazilian social debt. The rate of illiteracy 
among former slaves’ descendants is 21% as compared 
to 8.5% among the white population. The Human De-
veloping Index records the per capita income of black 
Brazilians as 0,602 (in real currency) as compared to 
0,746 for white Brazilians. In the words of F.W. Reis, 
Brazilian society resembles a caste society.1 

Under the patriarchal regime, not only slaves but also 
Brazilian women were excluded from society and 
politics. After the industrialization of the 1950s, women 
progressively won the right to work and to be employed 
in the professions, as well as the right to express them-
selves in literature and culture. Without social and 
professional status, however, women still account for 
under 10% of Brazil’s political office-holders. One of the 
biggest obstacles to women’s political representation is 
the élitist character of political parties which are an ‘élite 
club’ where women are still second-class members. 

Growing participation
The increase in political participation among Brazil-
ians is a new phenomenon and is related to an in-
creased consciousness of human rights among a great 
part of the population. One example of a rights-based 

The Prima Facie 
of Democracy
Fernand Braudel Fellow | Lucia Avelar
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movement is the Sem Terra, but these movements, 
however, are overwhelmed by the representation of 
big property-owners in the Federal Chamber. Since 
1967, there has been no significant land reform. Fami-
lies farm about 30% of agricultural land, receive 10% 
of government payments and produce 50% of the an-
nual harvest, while the large property owners control 
70% of agricultural land, receive 70% of government 
payments and produce the other 50% of crops. Con-
flict over land occupation is intense and often ends in 
the murder of small farmers. In most cases, the crime 
is not investigated or the murderer punished.

Lula and social politics
The election of Luis Inácio Lula da Silva as President 
of the Republic in 2002, and his re-election in 2006, 
were a response to structural and institutional changes 
taking place in Brazil. Lula was a trade union leader 
in the 1970s, and one of the founders in 1980 of the 
Workers Party (Partido dos Trabalhadores). Lula’s per-
sonal charisma, and his role in the Workers Party for 
over twenty-five years, allowed him and the party to 
bring together associations, social movements, non-
governmental organizations, urban and rural unions, 
cooperatives and universities within a single politi-
cal party. Since the election of Lula and the Workers 

Party there have been changes in financing municipal 
administrations, and an increase in the level of formal 
education of Brazilians. In 1989, about 60% of Brazil-
ians had a very low level of formal education, but by 
2006, this figure had dropped to 33%. In 1989, only 
18 million Brazilians had access to a high school edu-
cation or more, but by 2006, at least 50 million were 
entering secondary or further education.

Lula’s government has introduced other social policies  
including direct payments to families to help cover 
the cost of raising children. The programme transfers 
money directly to parents, and undermines the basis of 
traditional clientelism which enabled politicians to offer 
financial favours in exchange for votes. Lula’s govern-
ment has also increased the minimum wage. 

“ The increase in political 
participation among Brazilians is a 
new phenomenon and is related to 
an increased consciousness of human 
rights among a great part of the 
population ” 
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Challenges
There are challenges to be met before political and 
social democracy can be achieved in Brazil. While 
political power remains concentrated in the hands of 
traditional élites the relationship between voter and 
politician will be clientelistic, and the system will not 
redress the entrenched inequalities of Brazilian soci-
ety. Rural workers who migrated to the cities in search 
of work are still unemployed, urban poverty is a major 
problem, and the social and economic disparities 
highlight the heritage of slavery and racial discrimi-
nation. The lack of respect for civil rights is evident 
in the daily violence in the country’s largest cities, in 
attacks by bandits, and massacres in the prisons. Fi-
nally, political parties have not accepted the new social 
movements as legitimate vehicles of political partici-
pation and have failed to assimilate their leaders and 
to respond to their interests and platforms. Instead, 
they see them simply and solely as competitors. 

The debate on the social dimension of democracy in 
Brazil invites comparison with other Latin-American 
countries. Progress has been made in in promoting so-
cial and economic rights in countries such as Chile and 
Uruguay, whereas other countries such as Argentina 
have witnessed a contraction of democracy. Persistent 
social and economic inequality are a major cause of 
institutional instability. The democratization of oppor-
tunities is essential for the creation of political stability 
and social and economic justice. Legislative reforms 
to introduce public financing of electoral campaigns, 
a freer media, and a more equitable redistribution of 
wealth are among the changes that are necessary to 
bring democracy to a country like Brazil. n

1 F.W. Reis, ‘Dilemas da democracia no Brasil’ in L. Avelar 
and A.O. Cintra, Sistema Politico Brasileiro-Uma Introducao, 
Rio de Janeiro/São Paulo, Editoras Konrad-Adenauer Stif-
tung & UNESP, 2006.
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On-site and off-site storage. New storage space 
has been found to accommodate the growing Li-
brary collections. This extra space means that the 
current collections can be developed, and brings 
together all off-site and dispersed collections 
into two large storage areas: on-site in the Upper 
Cloister of the Badia, and off-site at Villa La Fonte. 

Upper Cloister storage. All Ph.D. and LL.M. the-
ses are now stored here together with the collec-
tion of precious books and special bibliographical 
collections. 

Refurbished main Library corridor. The corridor 
on the first floor of the Library, which houses refer-
ence collections and current periodicals, has been 
completely refurbished. Higher shelves have been 
installed thus providing more space for books. The 
number of work tables and public access PCs for 
catalogue consultation have been doubled. 

Villa La Fonte storage. The Limonaia at Villa 
La Fonte has been restored and equipped with 
state-of-the-art technology to preserve part of 
the Library’s paper collection.

EUI Library news
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Democracy as a Union value
According to the Treaty on European Union democ-
racy is one of the principles on which the Union is 
founded, as well as being among the values of the 
Union listed in the Treaty of Lisbon, and a condition 
of membership. It is not surprising, then, to find that 
stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy is one 
of the criteria for membership of the Union set out by 
the European Council in Copenhagen in June 1993, 
and that the development of democracy in candidate 
States has formed part of the Union’s pre-accession 
strategy. However the promotion of democracy is 
not only a matter of preparing future Member States; 
the Union’s values are not only constitutive of its own 
identity, they are also part of its ‘mission statement’ 
as regards its relations with third countries. In the 
current Treaties the consolidation and development 
of democracy appears as an objective of the common 
foreign and security policy,1 as well as of development 
policy,2 and economic, financial and technical coop-
eration with third countries.3 In practice, this covers 
the full range of third country relations for the Union. 
Although the Treaty provisions on trade policy do not 
yet provide for any explicit link with the promotion of 
democracy, the granting or withdrawal of trade ben-
efits may flow from the Union’s assessment of demo-
cratic conditions in a particular trading partner. 

The Treaty of Lisbon takes this link between the Un-
ion’s values and its external policy even further: can-
didate States would be expected to commit themselves 
not only to respecting, but also to promoting, democ-
racy; the Union itself is then expressly mandated to 
uphold and promote its values in its relations with 
the wider world; and one of the specific objectives 
of its external relations—applying across all external 
policies—is to consolidate and support democracy. In 
these commitments democracy is promoted not only 
as a universal value, but as ‘European’, or, we might say, 
‘EU-ropean’. In speaking of the EU’s relations with its 
neighbours in 2002, the then President of the Com-
mission, Prodi, declared that ‘[t]he aim is to extend 
to this neighbouring region a set of principles, values 
and standards which define the very essence of the 
European Union.’4 The Treaty of Lisbon upholds this 
aim, extending it beyond our neighbours to the whole 
of EU external policy, requiring the Union to develop 
relations and build partnerships with third countries 
and international organisations which share ‘the prin-
ciples which have guided its own creation, develop-
ment and enlargement, and which it seeks to advance 

in the wider world’, including democracy and the rule 
of law. It is a distinctive feature of the Union as an in-
ternational actor that it seeks to promote its own val-
ues as well as its interests; hence its characterisation as 
a ‘normative power’.5 Of course, value-promotion and 
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“ In the current Treaties the consolidation 
and development of democracy 
appears as an objective of the common 
foreign and security policy,  as well as 
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financial and technical cooperation with 
third countries ” 
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} the Union interests often appear to coincide, especially 
in the Union’s own neighbourhood. The European 
Security Strategy, for example, asserts that ‘Restoring 
good government to the Balkans, fostering democracy 
and enabling the authorities there to tackle organised 
crime is one of the most effective ways of dealing with 
organised crime within the EU.’6

Instruments for promoting democracy
What instruments does the EU have at its disposal for 
this task of promoting democracy? We can broadly dis-
tinguish four types of action. First, the EU will gener-
ally use statements claiming a joint commitment to key 
values as the foundation of a relationship. The Council 
Conclusions which are the policy basis for the Europe-
an Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), for example, as well 
as the Action Plans agreed with individual neighbour-
ing countries, refer to ‘shared values’ as the basis of the 
development of relations between the neighbours and 
Union.7 All cooperation and association agreements 
since the early 1990s contain a clause proclaiming the 
values and principles which form ‘essential elements’ 
of the agreement.8 These statements are not purely 
rhetorical: a substantial breach of an ‘essential elements’ 
clause may lead to suspension of the agreement.

Second, the EU has instruments which offer positive 
incentives for democratic reform and institution-
building. All three major financial assistance regula-
tions, the Pre-accession, Development Cooperation 
and the European Neighbourhood and Partnership 
Instrument, include support for democratization as 
an objective of assistance.9 Special trade incentives for 
developing countries under the Generalized System of 
Preferences are linked to the ratification and imple-
mentation of international conventions protecting core 
human and labour rights, sustainable development 
and good governance. More generally, so-called ‘posi-
tive conditionality’ links progress in relations with the 
EU to progress in meeting targets, typically including 
democracy, the rule of law and human rights. Within 
EU policy on the Western Balkans, for example, this 
strategy has played an important role since 1997, with 
conditions attached to degrees of rapprochement with 
the EU: trade benefits, financial and technical assist-
ance, contractual relations, association agreements, 
and now candidacy status and the opening of acces-
sion negotiations. The ENP adopts a similar approach, 
with targets for each partner country in the Action 
Plans. As the Commission has said, ‘The level of the 

EU’s ambition in developing links with each partner 
through the ENP will take into account the extent 
to which common values are effectively shared.’10 
Indeed, the opening in February 2007 of negotiations 
for an enhanced agreement with Ukraine was linked 
to progress in meeting the targets for democratization 
set out in the EU–Ukraine Action Plan.11 

A third type of action covers direct interventions, 
typically under the EU’s security and defence policy, 
designed to support or build democracy within a third 
country. These include, for example, election monitor-
ing missions, rule of law missions such as the EUJUST 
THEMIS mission in Georgia, and police missions 
such as those in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Macedonia, Af-
ghanistan and the Democratic Republic of Congo. 

Finally, since the early 1990s the Union has increasingly 
used the instrument of ‘negative conditionality’ in a 
variety of forms, all involving the threat of withdrawal 
of benefits or freezing the development of relations with 
the EU where democracy is threatened. The financial 
assistance instruments mentioned all include clauses 
allowing the EU to take measures including the sus-
pension of assistance where a partner fails to observe 
the values of democracy, the rule of law, respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms. Given that 
support for democratization is itself an objective of 
assistance there is a risk that suspension of assistance 
will be counter-productive. The ENPI Regulation ad-
dresses this by providing that assistance ‘shall primarily 
be used to support non-state actors for measures aimed 
at promoting human rights and fundamental freedoms 
and supporting the democratization process in partner 
countries.’ This is the case for Belarus at present, and in 
addition the EU has refused to bring the partnership 
and cooperation agreement negotiated with Belarus in 
1995 into force, as a result of the state of democracy in 
that country. As we have seen, the ‘essential elements’ 
clauses allow for consultation on, and ultimately the 
suspension of, EU agreements with third countries in 
case of breach. Somewhat ironically, although the con-
sultation process has been initiated several times under 
the Cotonou Convention (the EU’s agreement with 
the ACP, a group of 77 African, Caribbean and Pacific 
states), the only time that an agreement has actually 
been suspended it did not contain an essential elements 
clause. This was the 1980 cooperation agreement with 
the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, which was 
suspended and then denounced by the EU in Novem-
ber 1991 following the start of the civil war. A stage be-
yond the suspension of a preferential agreement in the 
implementation of negative conditionality is the impo-
sition of economic sanctions (bans on arms sales, trade 
bans, investment bans) and other restrictive measures, 
such as visa bans. Current examples include sanctions 
adopted against Burma/Myanmar12 and Belarus.13

“ What instruments does the EU have 
at its disposal for this task of promoting 

democracy? ” 
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Defining democracy
Although the promotion of democracy is embedded 
in EU policy, this dimension of Union external rela-
tions is, not surprisingly, controversial, both as a mat-
ter of principle and in terms of effectiveness as a policy 
instrument in specific cases. Critics refer to double 
standards, moving targets, selective application, lack 
of accountability, unfounded presumptions of shared 
values, the imposition of EU values, the contradiction 
between justifications based on universality and the 
claim to distinctively ‘European’ values.14 At a practi-
cal level, we may ask how the EU defines the democra-
cy it is promoting? Although there are overlaps, there 
is no single definition or list of components of democ-
racy used in EU policy instruments. In many cases, 
it is simply left undefined. In others an indication 
is given; in a Council Common Position on human 
rights, democratic principles, the rule of law and good 
governance in Africa, for example, reference is made 
to ‘basic democratic principles’ including the right to 
choose and change leaders in free and fair elections; 
separation of legislative, executive and judicial powers; 
and guarantees of freedom of expression, information, 
association and political organisation. In the 1997 
Council Conclusions on conditionality in relation to 
the Western Balkans, which are still regularly referred 
to, the elements listed for examining compliance with 
respect to democratic principles are: representative 
government, accountable executive; government and 

public authorities acting in a manner consistent with 
the constitution and the law; separation of powers 
(government, administration, judiciary); and free and 
fair elections at reasonable intervals by secret bal-
lot. The ENP Action Plans, rather than providing an 
overall list of principles, set specific targets, such as (in 
the case of Ukraine) the democratic conduct of presi-
dential and parliamentary elections, and a long list of 

other targets including administrative and judicial re-
form and guaranteeing effective respect for freedom of 
the media. Democracy frequently features alongside 
the rule of law and fundamental human rights, and 
the distinction between them is often unclear. There 
is no single notion of what ‘promoting democracy’ 
means in practice in EU external policy, any more 
than the literature can offer a single definition of de-
mocracy; it is a fundamentally contested concept. As 
a result, del Sarto argues,15 there is a lack of clarity, 
conceptual confusion and inconsistency surrounding 
the references to democracy and democratic reform in 
the ENP Action Plans, one of the most recent attempts 
to apply new methodologies such as benchmarking to 
the promotion of democracy. This conceptual vague-
ness is most noticeable when democracy is used in the 

}

“ We may ask how the EU defines the 
democracy it is promoting? ” 
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context of positive conditionality, in terms of goals 
or targets to be achieved. Where the EU decides on 
measures of negative conditionality, such as sanctions, 
it is generally explicit as to the breaches of democratic 
principles which have provoked EU action. After all, 
it is important that the target of the measures knows 
why they have been adopted and what needs to be 
done to get them lifted.

Democracy and effective conditionality
The effectiveness of positive and negative conditional-
ity as a policy instrument (including the promotion of 
democracy) and the principles on which it is based were 
examined in the light of ENP objectives at a workshop 
on the European Neighbourhood Policy held within 
the framework of the Academy of European Law at the 
EUI. The ENP is designed, as the European Council 
has recently confirmed, as a ‘single and coherent policy 
framework’,16 but its inclusiveness as a policy, and the 
resulting multi-dimensional nature of its objectives 
creates problems at the methodological level. A variety 
of instruments is to be expected, but different goals 
suggest different methodologies and these may com-
pete, even if they are not actually contradictory. Tocci 
identifies a ‘fundamental contradiction inherent in the 
EU’s [ENP] goals’, in their combination of cooperation 
and conditionality.17 The ENP emphasises shared val-
ues and joint ownership, but it is clear that in speaking 
of shared values the Union has in mind sharing its own 
values with others rather than looking for a set of values 
that are shared, and the concept of joint ownership sits 
uneasily with the use of conditionality, especially where 
there is no real agreement on shared objectives. What 
we see, then, is a fundamental commitment to the pro-
motion of democracy at the heart of EU external policy 
and a wide range of possible instruments. At the same 
time we can identify a lack of clarity as to what exactly 
is entailed in improving or promoting democracy and 
the limits of conditionality as a methodology where the 
EU’s relations with the country concerned are complex 
and multi-dimensional, with competing interests and 
priorities. This suggests that both the promotion of 
democracy and policy coherence would be best served 
by well-defined and limited initiatives with perhaps 
modest-seeming but clear objectives, recognizing the 
limits and the strengths of conditionality. n

1 Art. 11 TEU. See Common Position 98/350/CFSP con-
cerning human rights, democratic principles, the rule of 
law and good governance in Africa, 25 May 1998 OJ 1998 
L 158/1.
2 Art. 177(2) EC. See an early document to ‘endorse the 
promotion of democracy’, the Resolution of the Council 
and of the Member States meeting in the Council of 28 
Nov. 1991 on human rights, democracy and development.
3 Article 181a EC. 
4 R. Prodi, ‘A Wider Europe: A Proximity Policy as the Key 

to Stability’, Brussels, SPEECH/02/619.
5 On the EU as a normative power, see I. Manners, ‘Norma-
tive Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms?’ (2002) 40 
Journal of Common Market Studies 235; H. Sjursen, ‘The 
EU as a ‘normative’ power: how can this be?’ (2006) 13 
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6 ‘A Secure Europe in A Better World’, European Security 
Strategy, Brussels, 12 December 2003, p. 6.
7 See also M. Cremona ‘The European Neighbourhood 
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Developments in EU External Relations Law, OUP, forth-
coming.
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for democratic principles and human rights in agreements 
between the Community and third countries COM(95)216 
of 23 May 1995. 
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and promoting media pluralism, and through electoral 
observation and assistance’.
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an Neighbourhood Policy: Strategy Paper’ COM(2004)373 
final, p. 13.
11 Joint Statement following EU–Ukraine Summit, Kyiv, 1 
December 2005, 15222/05 (Presse 337).
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ties, a ban on the export of equipment which may be used 
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any persons or entities associated with them, a prohibition 
on financial loans to, and investing in, Burmese state-
owned enterprises. Tariff preferences under the GSP were 
also withdrawn and in October 2007 other restrictions 
were agreed on the import and investment of timber, met-
als, minerals, precious and semi-precious stones.
13 Restrictive measures apply against named officials 
regarded as responsible for violations of international 
elections standards and the ‘fraudulent elections and refer-
endum’ held in October 2004: Council Common Position 
2006/276/CFSP of 10 April 2006 concerning restrictive 
measures against certain officials of Belarus, OJ 2006 L 
101/5. Tariff preferences under GSP were also withdrawn.
14 See P. Leino ‘The journey towards all that is good and 
beautiful: Human rights and “common values” as guiding 
principles of EU foreign relations law’ in M. Cremona and 
B. de Witte (eds.), EU Foreign Relations Law: Constitutional 
Fundamentals, Oxford: Hart, forthcoming.
15 R. del Sarto, ‘Benchmarking in the field of human rights 
and democratization’, Workshop on ‘The ENP: A Frame-
work for Modernisation?’ 1–2 Dec. 2006, EUI.
16 Conclusions of the European Council, 21 June 2007.
17 N. Tocci, ‘Can the EU Promote Democracy and Human 
Rights Through the ENP?’ in Cremona and Meloni (eds), 
The European Neighbourhood Policy: A Framework for 
Modernisation? EUI Working Papers, LAW 2007/21, p. 23 
at 30.
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Less than two decades ago, we witnessed the sudden 
collapse of Soviet communism. Few scholars had antici-
pated this momentous event, and the existing literature 
became obsolete virtually overnight. The perceived 
need to break new ground was expressed in a number 
of stark predictions. Optimists pointed to the advent of 
a glorious democratic future based on liberal principles; 
pessimists foresaw a turbulent era of political and eco-
nomic populism, if not outright dictatorship.

Both the descriptions and the prescriptions differed 
widely. Yet one thing was common to almost all of 
these analyses: the dominant tendency was to stress 
the uniformity of, first, the point of departure and, 
second, the probable destination. This was because 
the communist past was construed as the great unifier 
of the area between Stettin and Trieste, Prague and 
Vladivostok. By implication, the daunting challenge 
facing the would-be reformers was that of completing 
a dual transition, that is, of democratizing politically 
whilst creating a market economy. Some saw this as a 
manageable task, others as an insurmountable obsta-
cle. But, according to the literature of the early 1990s, 
the basic problem was no different in East Central 
Europe than in the Soviet Union, and one would thus 
expect the outcomes to be of the same ilk.

One-and-a half decades down the road, the reality of 
post-communism has begged to differ. Rather than 
uniformity, the setting has been characterized by di-
versity. At one extreme, East Central Europe embraced 
democracy and the market, and did so very rapidly. 
At the other extreme, Central Asia and parts of the 
Caucasus never really abandoned autocracy, and the 
economies of these countries have, at best, been char-
acterized by partial reforms. Caught midstream, the 
old Soviet heartlands have lingered in a hybrid state, 
both politically and economically. In other words, the 
post-communist world has turned out to be a tripar-
tite one, and the differences between the three clusters 
are, if not set in stone, at least very clear-cut.

How do we explain the advent of this political tri-
chotomy? Presently, actor-centred approaches domi-
nate the literature. They apparently do so with good 
reason, for it turns out that actor-centred attributes 
such as the outcome of the initial elections and the 
choice of constitutional system do in fact explain the 
described post-communist tripartition. We can go 
one step further. Where the democratic oppositions 
defeated the communist incumbents during the tran-

sitional ‘window of opportunity’, they also opted for 
parliamentarism, and the outcome turned out to be 
democracy. On the contrary, where the communist 
incumbents won the day, they normally placed their 
bets with some variant of superpresidentialism, and 
autocracy was never really removed.

Post-communism—Heaven,  
Hell and Purgatory
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Yet the actor-based explanations are encumbered with 
one very important logical problem. They all assume 
that there is ample room for action; they are, so to say, 
in voluntaristic mode. And with good reason, if the 
choices of the actors merely reflect anterior (structural) 
factors or regional effects such as diffusion, then, at the 
end of the day, they are spurious. This is exactly where 
we encounter the great challenge to these explana-
tions. The political tripartition is characterised by, and 
indeed mirrors, the above-mentioned combination of 
intra-subregional similarities (within subregions such 
as East Central Europe and Central Asia, respectively), 
and inter-subregional differences (between these sub-
regions).

This points back to less voluntaristic, and more distant, 
lines of demarcation. The fact of the matter is that a 
structural corrective also delivers. Attributes such as the 
level of modernization at the breakdown of commu-
nism, the character and form of the prior regime and 
the prospects of EU membership elucidate the three 
political pathways of post-communism. Furthermore, 
the ordering on these structural attributes correlate 
strongly with the ordering on their actor-centred equiv-
alents. In brief, more affluent countries geographically 
situated in Europe with a pre-communist experience 
of constitutionalism were those boasting incumbent 
defeats at the initial elections and choosing parliamen-
tarism over presidentialism. On the contrary, more des-
titute post-Soviet countries with no real legacy of state 
formation prior to communism managed neither, and 
the countries in-between have a mixed performance on 
both structural and actor-centred score-cards.

Where does this leave us? In answering the ques-
tion, temporal concerns take centre-stage. Critically, 
the structural constraints predate the actor-centred 
choices. Furthermore, we can establish a convinc-
ing theoretical link between the two ‘packages’, one 
positing that the structural constraints shaped the 
pattern of ‘open’ (or ‘closed’) politics at the time of the 
transitional upheavals. The theoretical claim is thus 
one of ‘increasing’ and ‘decreasing returns’. It should 
be noted that such path dependency characterises not 
only the relationship among the actor-centred and 
structural variables, respectively, but between them 
as well—what is best conveyed by the metaphors of 
‘virtuous’ and ‘vicious’ circles.

Yet the circles rotate in a certain direction, in turn re-
flecting the temporal premise. In a nutshell, the actor-

centred attributes should be construed as intervening 
links in a causal chain that leads from the structural at-
tributes to the political outcome. Structures do not cre-
ate democracy (or autocracy for that matter), but actors 
do. However, the systematic combination of intra-sub-
regional similarities and inter-subregional differences 
found within the post-communist setting can only be 
explained with reference to the structural attributes as 
these are the ulterior attributes of the edifice. As such, 
the structural factors are the only genuinely independ-
ent variables, but they kick in via the causal mecha-
nisms laid bare by the actor-centred explanations.

In other words, the post-communist world is one of dif-
ferences in kind rather than differences in degree. There 
are two relatively stable equilibria, namely democracy 
in the Western part of the former communist bloc and  
autocracy in the South Eastern territories. These out-
comes are stable because they reflect the combined 
presence of either auspicious or inauspicious structural 
and actor-centred attributes. As such, they can be un-
derstood as systemic lock-ins. Systemic differences are, 
by definition, differences of kind. Moving to the higher 
ground, then, the setting is characterised by form rather 
than formlessness, and it is more interesting to identify 
the clear differences in kind within the post-communist 
setting than the differences in degree for one very sim-
ple reason: this macro-region is indeed characterised by 
systematic, rather than random, diversity.

It should be noted, however, that the hybrid regimes 
situated in the old Soviet heartlands are much less stable, 
something that the so-called ‘colour revolutions’ of the 
preceding years testify to, and something that is reflected 
in their mixed score on the structural and actor-centred 
‘packages’. This cluster, i.e. countries such as Russia, 
Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia and Armenia, are those most 
open to change. But this implies a long-term prediction 
only, namely, that these regimes will at some point break 
down and become something else (which is the same as 
saying that they may move in the direction of autocracy, 
the direction of democracy, or the direction of another 
sub-species of hybrid regime).

This process is already visible on the ground. Since the 
early 1990s, the post-communist countries have been 
moving toward the ‘extremes’ of democracy and autoc-
racy; and at present the category of hybrid regimes is on 
the verge of running dry. But—to reiterate, and in stark 
contradiction to the forebodings of the optimists and 
pessimists—the movement has not been synchronised. 
Instead of a ‘catholic’ future of either doom or deliver-
ance, the post-communist reality appears to be one of 
heaven, hell and purgatory. As such, the post-commu-
nist reality affirms two basic lessons of social science: 
that point predictions is a game we are ill-equipped to 
play, and that the world of man is seldom uniform. n

“ Point predictions is a game we are 
ill-equipped to play, and the world of 

man is seldom uniform ” 
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The codecision procedure constitutes the central part 
of my doctoral research on the bargaining process 
among the Member States in the EC decision-making 
system. The codecision procedure is where we can 
best observe how different national positions take 
shape, how Member States negotiate in the Council of 
Ministers, and how the latter interacts with the Euro-
pean Parliament and the Commission. After a short 
introduction on the role of the codecision procedure 
in the Community system and some empirical data on 
the way it functions, this article deals with the extent 
to which the evolution of the procedure in practice is 
justified by the need for efficiency.

In tackling the democratic deficit of the Community 
system and in an attempt to bring the European Union 
closer to its citizens, the Member States have made 
important modifications to the original EC Treaty in 
the course of successive Treaty reforms. In particular, 
the introduction by the Maastricht Treaty (1992) of 
the codecision procedure in Art. 189B TCE, now Art. 
251 TCE, responded to precisely these demands for a 
stronger role of the directly elected European Parlia-
ment in the EC decision-making system and more 
transparency for the legislative process as a whole. 

The Treaty of Amsterdam (1997), and the Treaty of Nice 
(2001) completed the picture: the codecision procedure 
applies to most Community policy areas; consequently, 
the European Parliament is on an equal footing in the 
adoption of legislative acts with the Council of Minis-
ters, and the latter has been compelled to negotiate its 
position openly with the Parliament. 

Codecision is clearly at the core of the ‘Community 
method’ and the project of the Constitutional Treaty 
has confirmed this fact, baptizing codecision as the 
‘ordinary legislative procedure’. Notwithstanding the 
complexity of the codecision’s structure as per the EC 
Treaty (three readings with the navette between the 
two co-legislators, opinions given by the Commission 
for each of these steps, and possible convocation of a 
Conciliation Committee at the end of the procedure), 
both the European Parliament and the Council have 
repeatedly expressed their satisfaction with the way 
the procedure functions. 

Empirical data relating to the acts adopted accord-
ing to the codecision procedure are clear evidence of 
this success (all data are available on the Commis-
sion’s web site and at www.codecisione.unimc.it). The 

trend is to conclude the legislative process at an early 
stage of the procedure: in particular, the adoption of 
acts at first reading has leapt from 28% in the period 
1999–2004 to the current 63%. The practice of daily 
contacts among the three Institutions involved has 
helped generate a culture of openness, dialogue and 
compromise testified by a number of Inter-Institu-
tional Agreements devoted to strengthening the effi-
ciency of the procedure (like the new Joint Declaration 
on practical arrangements for the codecision procedure, 
2007), and to involving the European Parliament in 
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} the implementation phase of the legislative acts (see 
Comitology Decision, 2006). 

The result is that since the codecision procedure was 
introduced in the EC decision-making system the In-
stitutions only failed to reach agreement in six cases, 
and this was due to the opposition of the European 
Parliament (lastly the controversial proposal of Soft-
ware Patentability in 2005). 

The EP takes its role of co-legislator seriously. It has 
shown more awareness on themes such as the environ-
ment and consumer affairs giving an important con-
tribution to the development of such policies (see for 
example, Directive 2004/35/EC on the Environmental 
Liability and Regulation (EC) 717/2007 on Mobile 
Roaming). It has also been involved in public debate on 
decisive acts relating to harmonization such as the so-
called Bolkestein Directive (Directive 2006/123/EC).

These results are even more surprising given the en-
largement of the European Union and the increasing 
number of players in the codecision decision-making 
system. In this respect the data show that in the period 
May 2002–May 2004, prior to the accession of ten new 
Member States, the Council of Ministers adopted leg-
islative acts by unanimity in 84% of cases, while in the 
period May 2004–May 2006, after the enlargement, 
the level of unanimity had risen to 89%. 

Neither the complexity of the codecision mechanism, 
nor the number of the parties involved in the approval 
process seem to have affected the procedure’s efficiency. 
It is not surprising therefore that the working group on 
the Constitutional Convention that dealt with legisla-
tive procedures concluded that ‘codecision works well’.  

But the discussion on the efficiency of codecision 
begs the question of the transparency of the legislative 
process. The need to reach an agreement as early as 
possible and the difficulty of carrying out the negotia-
tion process with such a high number of participants 
in the Parliament and in the Council (evident in the 
conciliation phase when the Conciliation Committee, 
required to find a compromise solution in extremis, is 
made up of 54 members!) have pushed for the devel-
opment of a practice of contacts not provided by the 

Treaty but only by agreement among the Institutions.
In this sense the ‘trialogue system’ (informal meeting 
of a few representatives for each Institution bargaining 
openly on the content of the legislative act) has proved 
vitally important for the good performance of the co-
decision procedure. 

The main actors in this system are the rapporteur and/
or the shadow rapporteur (from the major political 
groups of the Assembly) on behalf of the Parliament 
and a representative of the Presidency of the Council 
in charge at a given time (in practice, the Permanent 
Representative of the country holding the Presidency). 
In these meetings they agree on the text behind closed 
doors, so that when the issue comes to the Plenary of 
the European Parliament, and is on the table of the 
session of the Council’s meeting, the decision has al-
ready been taken. The two official co-legislators only 
have the power to respond ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to the adoption 
of the legislative act as a whole (see for example the 
case of Directive 2006/24/EC on data retention adopt-
ed as previously agreed by the representatives of the 
Presidency and those of PPE and PSE even before the 
presentation of the proposal by the Commission!).

In short, the official steps of the codecision procedure, 
as laid down by the Treaty, have been supplement-
ed—and almost substituted—by an informal level of 
decision-taking where it is often not possible to trace 
the real process of bargaining that takes place between 
the representatives of the European Parliament and of 
the Council. 

As stressed in the second paragraph of the Preamble 
of the Regulation (EC) 1049/2001 on Transparency of 
access to Institution documents, ‘Openness enables 
citizens to participate more closely in the decision-
making process and guarantees that the administra-
tion enjoys greater legitimacy and is more effective 
and more accountable to the citizen in a democratic 
system’. 

In this sense, if the codecision procedure fully responds 
to the demand for efficiency in the EC decision-mak-
ing system, it is questionable whether it corresponds, in 
practice, to the original ratio for which the procedure 
was introduced in the EC Treaty, that is, transparency 
and openness of the legislative process. n

“ Codecision is clearly at the core of the 
‘Community method’ and the project of 
the Constitutional Treaty has confirmed 

this fact, baptizing codecision as the 
‘ordinary legislative procedure’ ” 
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A couple of years ago political scientist Russell J. 
Dalton observed that ‘Democracy is not just a spec-
tator sport—it requires the active involvement of its 
citizens’.1 Indeed, the way in which people participate 
in politics shapes the way in which a political system 
functions. In classical and contemporary theories of 
democracy, political participation is a way of protecting 
private interests whilst ensuring the practice of good 
government. It is not difficult to guess why academics 
continue to have such a great interest in the question of 
how and why people participate in politics. 

Although there has been a marked increase in the 
number of democracies in the world in the twentieth 
century and alternatives to democratic systems are no 
longer normally considered as serious options, not all 
scholars are optimistic about the future of representa-
tive democracy. The shifting attitudes and changing 
behaviour of citizens in established democracies are a 
cause for growing concern regarding democracy and 
its state of health.

The problem is that over the past two decades citizens 
in many Western democracies have increasingly with-

drawn from traditional forms of political participa-
tion. Voter turnout is declining, party membership is 
at an all-time low, and people are generally more dis-
engaged from traditional, electoral politics as citizen’s 
confidence in key political institutions of democracy 
(e.g. elected leaders, parliaments and political parties) 
diminishes rapidly. 

Political inactivity may be a consequence of both dis-
content about the way the political system functions, 
or a sign of aversion and apathy vis-à-vis politics in 
general. In any case, low levels of participation are 
generally seen as a problem for democracy. Lower 
bases may be an indication of declining support for 
democracy and of a rejection of the political system; it 
can lead to selective turnout and representation, and is 
often seen as a sign of growing distrust and cynicism. 

Yvette Peters Kaat Smets

Patterns of Political Participation
Researcher, SPS Dept. | Yvette Peters  

 Researcher, SPS Dept. | Kaat Smets

“ A couple of years ago political scientist 
Russell J. Dalton observed that ‘Democracy 
is not just a spectator sport—it requires the 
active involvement of its citizens’ ” 

}}
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If we assume these patterns are more than a mere vari-
ation in trend, there does indeed seem to be reason for 
concern about the future of democracy. 

There are, however, also positive signs. In Western 
democracies citizens appear to be abstaining more and 
more from participation in traditional forms of politi-
cal participation, but do not appear to have completely 
abandoned the idea of participating in politics per se. 
Today, many scholars support the idea that political 
participation is becoming less institutional and more 
individual; people do not necessarily abandon politics 
altogether, but simply change the channels though 
which they participate. Citizens in Western democra-
cies are increasingly turning to more activist forms of 
political participation, such as demonstrating, signing 
petitions, and buying or boycotting specific products. 
These action repertoires are often on the verge of 
political and social participation and, as such, often 
fall outside the sphere of traditional electoral behav-
iour/participation. 

The trend of declining levels of traditional participa-
tion, changing political attitudes, and the increase in 
levels of political participation outside the electoral 
sphere per se, is argued to apply to most, if not all, 
West European countries. Moreover, these develop-
ments seem to have accelerated almost everywhere 
from the 1990s onwards. 

We should not generalize too quickly, however, as a 
closer look reveals that the trend is not necessarily the 
same in all countries. The general pattern is similar, 
but participation levels by type of political participa-
tion differ significantly among different European 
countries and a democratic crisis does not seem to be 
equally apparent in all West European countries.

The new patterns set in motion are unlikely, how-
ever, to change drastically in the near future. Research 
shows that it is the political behaviour of young people 
that appears to be most affected by the new patterns 
of political participation that have emerged in recent 
decades. Young adults have long been identified as the 
electoral group least likely to vote, but recent election 
studies show that voter turnout among young people 
is now declining more rapidly than before. On the 
other hand, it is exactly this age group that participates 
most in more activist forms of participation such as 
protest activity, political consumerism and contact-

ing. The idea that political routines are established 
in early adulthood is entrenched in the analysis of 
political participation. Young people are the political 
participants of the future and this makes their patterns 
of participation crucial to the future functioning of 
democracy. If participation patterns of contemporary 
young people are indeed a blueprint of their future 
participatory behaviour, we can safely expect recent 
tends to persist rather than the reverse.
  
One of the crucial questions is precisely how problem-
atic the changing patterns of political participation are 
for democracy. To date, it has been unclear whether 
traditional and other forms of political involvement  
weigh differently vis-à-vis democracy. It has been 
argued that participation beyond party involvement 
is important in order to sustain democracy, but not 
which forms of participation, if any, are more impor-
tant for democracy. All forms of political participa-
tion, and not only its traditional and electoral forms, 
help sustain democracy, but since political parties and 
elections play such a central role in representative de-
mocracy changing patterns of political participation 
may nevertheless be indicative of problems.

On the positive side, research shows that in most West 
European countries participation generates participa-
tion. People involved in more traditional and electoral 
forms of political participation tend to participate 
through other channels as well. Thus, it appears that 
newer forms of political participation complement 
(even though turnout is declining), rather than re-
place, traditional electoral participation. Overall, the 
number of ways in which people participate in politics 
has increased over the past decades and it is hard to 
see how this simple fact poses a threat to democracy.

Are we about to witness the last days of democracy 
any time soon? It would be unwise to leap to this 
conclusion. As mentioned, there does not appear to 
be a serious alternative to the current political system. 
Moreover, countries like the USA and Switzerland, 
which are known for their low levels of voter turnout, 
are still very much in existence. In other words, it is 
not clear when low levels of electoral participation be-
come ‘too’ low. Rather than asking ourselves whether 
the end of democracy is near, it would be more appro-
priate to ask how the institutional side of democracy 
will adapt itself to the popular side of democracy. n

1 Russel J. Dalton (2000), ‘The Decline of Party Identifica-
tions’, in Russell J. Dalton and Martin P. Wattenberg (eds.), 
Parties without Partisans: Political Change in Advanced In-
dustrial Democracies (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

“ Today, many scholars support the idea 
that political participation is becoming 

less institutional and more individual ” 

}
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The human rights objective of pro-
tecting individual self-development 
in dignity can only be realized in 
communities and constitutionally 
limited democracies. Today, ever 
more citizens are members not 
only of local and national com-
munities, but also of international 
communities promoting the sup-
ply of private goods as well as of 
‘public goods’ necessary for peace-
ful individual self-realization. The 
criteria used by economists to de-
fine public goods (i.e. non-rivalry 
and non-excludability) also apply 
to international public goods (and 
to ‘public bads’ such as global pol-
lution). The mutually beneficial 
character of public goods raises 
the question of how self-interest 
can be harnessed for the collective 
supply of public goods.

Communities may not only offer 
the resources necessary for self-
development; they may also stifle 
and suppress liberties. Hence the 
Kantian imperative that ‘all men 
who can at all influence one an-
other must adhere to some kind 
of civil constitution’ protecting 
constitutional rights and limiting 
abuses of power in national, tran-
snational and international human 
interactions. Human rights law 
and European law reflect this po-
litical insight: that legal empower-
ment of individuals by equal basic 
freedoms and the rule of law is 
one of the legal preconditions for 
supplying public goods at national 
and international levels (such as 
the rule of law and democratic 
peace protected by EC law for the 
benefit of 480 million EC citizens 
in 27 countries). Yet, the universal 
recognition of human rights by 
all 192 UN member states has not 
prevented widespread, worldwide 
‘governance failures’ in the protec-
tion of human rights and of other 

global public goods. Paradoxically, 
the more the freedom and welfare 
of citizens depend on global insti-
tutions for the collective supply of 
global public goods, the more citi-
zens fear the oppressive potential 
of such institutions and argue in 
favour of devolving decision-mak-
ing powers to the lowest possible 
‘subsidiary’ levels. How then does 
one avoid the collision of global 
economics and local politics?

World markets are the most effi-
cient places for producing private 
goods. Yet, European integration 
confirms that—just as democra-
cies are sustainable only as ‘con-
stitutional democracies’—efficient 
common markets depend on an 
‘economic constitution’ protecting 
citizens against abuses of public 
and private economic power. The 
obvious lack of such an adequate 
constitutional framework in the 

Can ‘Global Public Goods’ be  
Supplied Democratically?

Professor of International Law | Ernst-Ulrich Petersmann

}}
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} world economy, which private 
markets cannot provide them-
selves, has been the subject of a 
number of research projects coor-
dinated by Ulrich Petersmann at 
the EUI. A series of conferences 
with academics, members of par-
liaments and ambassadors of the 
leading trading nations explored 
whether the inadequate control 
by most national parliaments of 
worldwide rule-making in the 
World Trade Organization calls 
for new forms of parliamentary 
control, and ‘deliberative’ and ‘par-
ticipatory democracy’ at the global 
level of the WTO.1 These initia-
tives were pursued in comparative 
studies for the European Parlia-
ment on the ‘Role of Parliaments in 
Scrutinising and Influencing Trade 
Policy’,2 and in a joint workshop 
of academics and members of the 
European Parliament’s Committee 
on International Trade at Brus-
sels. The workshop reports3 were 
presented to the Inter-Parliamen-
tary Union at Geneva and were 
discussed at the regular meetings 
of the ‘Parliamentary Conference 
on the WTO’ with WTO ambassa-
dors and WTO Director-General, 
Pascal Lamy, at Geneva. 

The success of multilevel constitu-
tionalism in Europe prompts many 
Europeans to argue that multilevel 
economic governance may require 
multilevel constitutional ‘checks 
and balances’ also at the level of 
worldwide regulation of markets 

and worldwide dispute settlement 
institutions.4 US Congressmen, 
by contrast, are afraid that their 
participation in inter-parliamen-
tary meetings, in order to better 
control worldwide organizations, 
may be criticized by their local 
constituencies in the US. Mem-
bers of parliaments in developing 
countries fear they may lack suffi-
cient resources to defend the inter-
ests of less-developed countries in 
inter-parliamentary meetings with 
intergovernmental and non-gov-
ernmental organizations. The less 
national parliaments and citizens 
control the power-oriented, inter-
governmental regulation of global 
public goods (such as an open 
trading system) in distant world-
wide organizations, the stronger 
the need for constitutional safe-

guards against abuses of discre-
tionary foreign policy powers. As 
parliamentary democracy cannot 
be replicated at global levels, alter-
native forms of rights-based, par-
ticipatory and deliberative democ-
racy need to be strengthened. Yet, 
there is no international support 
for transferring European rights-
based approaches to protecting in-
ternational market freedoms, un-
distorted competition and human 
rights in Europe to world mar-
kets. Since 2001 the failures and 
opportunity costs of the WTO’s 
consensus-based ‘Doha Round ne-
gotiations’ reflect the lack of politi-
cal and conceptual agreement on 
how to reduce the ‘jurisdictional 
gap’, the ‘participation gap’ and 
‘incentive gap’5 impeding a more 
effective supply of global public 
goods. n

1 See E.U. Petersmann (ed.), Reforming 
the World Trading System. Legitimacy, 
Efficiency and Democratic Governance 
(2005).
2 Published as European Parliament 
Study in December 2005 (DV/603690.
doc).
3 Published by the European Parlia-
ment, The Parliamentary Dimension of 
the WTO (2006).
4 See C. Joerges and E.U. Petersmann 
(eds.), Constitutionalism, Multilevel 
Trade Govenance and Social Regula-
tion (2006).
5 See I. Kaul, I. Grunberg and M. Stern 
(eds.), Global Public Goods (1999).
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Fabrizio Cafaggi, Professor of 
Comparative Law, who has been 
elected to the American Law  
Institute (ALI).

The ALI is an important legal 
institution whose members 
are elected in a highly selec-
tive process ‘for their significant 
professional achievements and  
a demonstrated interest in the 

improvment of the law’, and who 
work ‘to promote the clarification 
and simplification of the law and 
its better adaptation to social 
needs, to secure the better ad-
ministration of justice, and to en-
courage and carry out scholarly 
and scientific legal work’.

Congratulations to…
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European Democracy in  
the Age of Euroscepticism

Researcher, SPS Dept. | Theresa Kuhn

A particular form of Euroscepticism can result from 
feelings of ‘being abandoned’ experienced by an im-
mobile segment of the European population who feel 
that neither their economic needs nor their political 
rights are fostered by European integration.

The great majority of European decision-makers have 
been enthusiastic about European integration ever 
since the project was launched in the 1950s. The ‘Unit-
ing of Europe’ was not only a means of bringing peace 
and stability to a crisis-ridden continent, but was 
also a way to improve Europe’s economic situation by 
reducing transaction costs and creating economies of 
scale in the Common Market. Moreover, it gave Euro-
pean citizens a wide array of new economic, social and 
political opportunities beyond the formerly confined 

national borders. Today, Europeans are free to obtain 
their academic degree in Italy, earn their money in 
Denmark, invest it in Slovakia and retire to Spain. 

“ The economically independent, highly 
educated and socially adaptable members 
of society can exploit the opportunities 
generated by integration, whereas the 
physically, economically and socially 
immobile ‘losers’ are locally bound and 
dependent on the services provided by 
their national welfare states” 

}}
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Why then, in spite of these benefits, are we seeing 
such steady and significant levels of Euroscepticism,1  

that is, opposition to European integration? Until the 
Maastricht Treaty European institutions could count 
on the so-called ‘permissive consensus’ of the European 
public, whereas today they are faced with what can only 
be described as a ‘constraining dissensus’. Furthermore, 
why is there such a striking gap between élite and pub-
lic appraisals of European integration? In other words, 
why has the Eurosceptic phenomenon mainly been 
exploited by extremist or opposition parties? 

Europe needs to address popular resistance to integra-
tion and the (lack of) political responses to it for at 
least two reasons. First, due to the transfer of decision-
making competences to the European institutions 
and the diminishing autonomy of Member States, the 
EU has a substantial impact on the everyday life of 
Europeans and has become a central locus of political 
decision-making. Consequently, public opinion about 
the EU is becoming increasingly important, com-
plementing the measurement and analysis of public 
opinion about the nation-states in Europe. Second, the 
crisis after the rejection of the Constitutional Treaty by 
France and the Netherlands underlined the fact that 
widespread public dissent may have a tremendous 
impact on the prospects of further integration.

When assessing the factors that determine Euroscep-
ticism—a concept which needs to be more carefully 
defined—scholars have formulated a number of differ-
ent theoretical approaches. Until the Maastricht Treaty, 
economic cost-benefit analyses dominated the scholarly 
literature, but as the EU has evolved from a mainly eco-
nomic to a more political project, emphasis has shifted 
to non-economic explanations such as institutional 
distrust, the democratic decision-making process in the 
EU, and the perceived threat to national identities.

In my Ph.D. thesis I want to measure and explain a 
particular form of Euroscepticism by focusing on the 
combination of economic rationality and democratic 
deficit. My working hypothesis is that the unbundling 
of national borders and the emergence of a suprana-
tional polity has led to a new, mobility-based cleavage 
in Europe. European integration has improved the 
life chances of many Europeans with a wide array of 

extra-national resources, but access to these resources 
is unevenly distributed across society. 

The economically independent, highly-educated and 
socially adaptable members of society can exploit the 
opportunities generated by integration whereas the 
physically, economically and socially immobile ‘losers’ 
in this process are locally bound and depend on the 
services provided within and by their national welfare 
state.2 In turn, European welfare systems have increas-
ingly come under pressure, such as the proliferation 
of international competition or the requirements of 
the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP), and are thus 
constrained when responding to citizens’ needs. In 
addition, immobile Europeans are not only unable 
to exploit the new extra-national resources, but their 
potential to pursue their interests by means of politi-
cal participation is also limited. The nation-state is no 
longer the sole venue for interest articulation, but at 
the same time the EU still lacks the sort of structure 
which would allow efficient political participation. 
Moreover, one could hypothesize that governments 
tend to cater to the interests of mobile citizens who 
may move their economic and human capital else-
where if they are not satisfied with national policies. 
As a consequence, locally-bound Europeans miss out 
on an effective way to pursue their interests. 

These shortcomings mean that the direction and 
pace of the integration process are being set without 
listening to the voice of a great many Europeans. It is 
these Europeans, and potential ‘Eurosceptics’, who feel 
‘abandoned’, and who perceive European integration 
as a process which is blatantly failing to promote their 
economic needs and political rights. n

1 P. Taggart (1998), ‘A Touchstone of Dissent: Euroscepti-
cism in Contemporary Western European Party Systems’, 
European Journal of Political Research 33(3): 363–88.  Tag-
gart defined Euroscepticism as ‘contingent or qualified op-
position, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified 
opposition to the process of European integration’. 
2 One can argue that the phenomena ‘Polish plumbers’ and 
other low-skilled labour migrants contradict this, but this 
only seems to apply to workers moving from low-wage to 
high-wage countries, while the workforce in the receiving 
countries are exposed to higher levels of labour-market 
competition.

“ European integration has improved 
the life chances of many Europeans with 
a wide array of extra-national resources, 

but access to these resources is unevenly 
distributed across society ” 

}
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Over the past few years, and in particular since the 
rejection of the Constitutional Treaty by French and 
Dutch voters, substantial attention has been devoted 
to the problems of democracy in the European Union 
and to ways to alleviate the perceived democratic defi-
cit. Some argue for an approximation to representative 
government at the national level at a time when na-
tional representative government in ‘old democracies’ 
sometimes suffers from its own democratic deficits. 
Others emphasize the need to open up to civil society, 
with improved communication as a mode to increase 
inclusion between the governing and the governed. 

These diverging proposals take issue with two contrast-
ing developments which lie at the core of the research 
project we are currently developing: seclusion and 
inclusion. Our research project, SIEPOL, analyses the 
causes, processes and impact of political seclusion and 
inclusion at the European level and at the national level 
of the old Member States, as well as the inter-relation-
ship between these levels. We focus primarily on the 
role of institutions in the process of seclusion and inclu-
sion, and on their relation to the democratic function-
ing of the European Union and its Member States. By 
seclusion and inclusion we refer to the following: at 
both the European and national levels, we appear to be 
witnessing two contrasting developments—on the one 
hand, political decision-makers appear increasingly 
‘sealed off ’ or ‘secluded’ from the wider constituency, 
and, indeed from the rank-and-file of elected politi-
cians; on the other hand, there are multiple and dif-
fuse attempts at a radical opening-up of democratic 
decision-making that invoke greater inclusion through 
direct-democratic procedures, greater decision-making 
transparency, more widespread access to information, 
and greater contacts with civil society. What drives 
these developments at the European and national lev-
els? Are they related? And what are their implications 
for democratic legitimacy in Europe? 

We study these processes at the level of the European 
Union, and at the national level of established democ-
racies. At the European level we see an increasing 
shift of legislative decision-making from public and 
politicized forums into small-scale and sealed-off 
arenas in the framework of informal ‘trialogues’, 
where legislation is adopted as ‘early agreements’ 
at first reading. The development is particularly 
puzzling and counter-intuitive because a series of 
Treaty reforms has introduced and extended the co-
decision procedure precisely as a means to bolster 

Seclusion and Inclusion in Europe
Professor of Public Policy | Adrienne Héritier
Professor of Comparative Politics | Peter Mair
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} procedural democracy. At the European level we can 
also observe increasing degrees of delegation, leaving 
decisions to the implementing powers of the Com-
mission under comitology procedures. Additionally, 
policy-making functions have more often shifted to 
independent regulatory agencies. While clearly in-
volving efficiency gains, delegating the specification 
of legislative decisions to executive bodies implies 
an increasing seclusion from democratic decision-
making. In various countermeasures the European 
Parliament has sought to contain this development in 
order to secure the inclusion of more parliamentar-
ians and a wider constituency. 

At the national level it has become increasingly clear 
that many of the EU Member States, in common with 
many long-standing democracies world-wide, are 
facing domestic difficulties with democracy. In other 
words, the conventional model of representative 
government at the national level—which for some 
serves as a model for the European level—is also 
running into difficulties. Despite occasional surges, 
turnout at national elections has tended to decline, 
particularly since the end of the 1980s; levels of party 
membership have sunk to a record low; and both the 
stability and strength of levels of partisan identity 
have considerably weakened. In many of the Euro-
pean polities, electoral outcomes are becoming less 
and less predictable and, across the EU as a whole, a 
variety of new anti-establishment populist parties of 
both the right and the left prove increasingly popular 
at the polls. All this suggests that there is indeed a 
problem in the growing exclusionary gap between 
citizens and democratic governments. However, at 
the same time as citizens are withdrawing from en-
gagement with the conventional national political 
institutions, the institutions themselves are being 
reformed in an apparently more inclusionary direc-
tion. To name just a few: within the Member States, 
regional levels of government are being invested with 
new powers and political authority; proposals for 
the reform of electoral systems are being discussed 
and sometimes implemented; referenda, citizens’ 
juries and various forms of plebiscitary instruments 
are being introduced for issues that are contentious 
but that often cut across traditional partisan divides, 

and policy-making processes increasingly take place 
through non-majoritarian institutions. 

Studying both levels draws attention to possible links 
between processes of seclusion at the European level 
and the national level and vice versa, and this is also 
where our research project aims. The simultaneous 
processes of seclusion and inclusion at the European 
and national level may be mutually reinforcing. Thus, 
the more insulated decision-making at the European 
level, the fewer the incentives for organized political 
representation at the national level, whether this rep-
resentation seeks to mould European policies as such, 
or to mould those national policies that are subject to 
European constraints. Hence, there are fewer incen-
tives to sustain the classic models of party democracy. 
Using more comitology and fast-track legislation at 
the European level not only disempowers ‘ordinary’ 
members of the European Parliament, but also weak-
ens national parliaments. Democracy in Europe is 
changing, both institutionally and behaviourally, as 
well as at the national and European levels, and it is 
towards this important theme that the SIEPOL project 
is directed. n 

“ Our research project, SIEPOL, 
analyses the causes, processes and 

impact of political seclusion and 
inclusion at the European level and at 

the national level of the old Member 
States, as well as the inter-relationship 

between these levels  ”

Congratulations to Stephanie Seul and Chris-
toph Ulrich Schmid on the birth of their son, 
Jakob Benjamin, on 17 September 2007.

Births
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On Friday 5 October, the President of the European University Institute, Prof. Yves Mény, conferred the 
Institute’s doctorate on the following recent graduates. The President also conferred the Institute’s LL.M. 
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During the Ceremony, Jacek Saryusz-Wolski, Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the Europe-
an Parliament, delivered a speech in which he discussed the importance of the role played by the European 
Parliament in foreign affairs.

This year’s Mauro Cappelletti Prize was awarded to Eva Storskrubb for her thesis entitled “Judicial Corpora-
tion in Civil Matters—A Policy Area Uncovered” which she defended in October 2006 under the supervision 
of Prof. Jacques Ziller.
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Assessing the effect of the 2004 enlargement on the le-
gitimacy of the European Union is part of an ongoing 
project of the European Elections Study (EES) Group,  
and has been my major research project during my 
stay at the EUI. There are two ways to assess the legiti-
macy of a political system: evaluating it against criteria 
derived from normative theory; and assessing to what 
extent it has legitimacy in the eyes of a particular pol-
ity. Our study does both, but this article focuses on the 
first. We elaborated a normative theory and developed 
a set of criteria for three dimensions of legitimacy: 
identity, representation and accountability, and per-
formance. This article focuses on representation.

Most contemporary theories of democracy treat de-
mocracy as electoral democracy. The idea of electoral 
democracy has been developed in the context of the na-
tion-state and whether it is applicable to the European 
Union is a matter of dispute, but the Treaty establishing a 
Constitution for Europe (Art. I-46) explicitly recognized 
the principle of representative democracy at the Euro-
pean level, with a key role for European political par-
ties: ‘The functioning of the Union shall be founded on 
representative democracy’ (46.1); ‘Citizens are directly 
represented at Union level in the European Parliament’ 
(46.2); ‘Political parties at European level contribute to 

forming European political awareness and to expressing 
the will of citizens of the Union’ (46.4). 

This article recognises two different channels of po-
litical representation: national and direct citizen rep-
resentation at the EU level. In contrast to the national 
level the need for a full-blown system of representa-
tive democracy at EU level is still being debated and 
depends on how one perceives the EU as an organiza-
tion, and on different normative views of democracy. 
If one accepts the need for electoral democracy at the 
EU level, one can specify criteria with which to evalu-
ate the daily practice of EU politics.

The view on representative democracy expressed in the 
Treaty is consistent with the dominant model of politi-
cal representation, the model of party government. Ac-
cording to this model elections function as an instru-
ment of democracy when the following requirements 
are met: voters have a choice between at least two 
parties with different policy proposals; voters choose 
the party that best represents their policy preferences; 
there is sufficient internal cohesion of parliamentary 
parties to enable them to implement their policies; and 
the party/coalition of parties winning the elections 
takes over government. This is a stringent set of re-

The Legitimacy of the EU  
after Enlargement

Fernand Braudel Fellow | Jacques Thomassen
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quirements—even at the national level—but is a useful 
conceptual framework to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the process of political representation in a polity. 

According to the political science literature none of 
these essential requirements of the process of political 
representation operates effectively at the European 
level. First, despite the increased—and perhaps un-
derestimated—powers of the European Parliament, it 
does not form and control a European government, for 
the simple reason that there is no such thing, at least 
not in any traditional sense of the concept. Therefore, 
at least one requirement of the system of party govern-
ment, formation and control of the government by a 
majority in Parliament, is not met.

We focus on whether the remaining requirements of 
the party government model are met, i.e. those refer-
ring to political parties and voters, before and after 
enlargement. According to the party government 
model, political parties should supply different policy 
platforms from which voters can choose. At the Eu-
ropean level this does not occur. European political 
parties do not compete for the votes of a European 
electorate. European elections are still the arena of na-
tional political parties, fought by national parties and 
mainly on national issues. Moreover, voters choose on 
the basis of their opinions on national issues and their 
perception of the position of national political parties 
on these issues. As a consequence, European elections 
fail as an instrument of democracy at the European 
level because they fail to express the will of European 
citizens on European issues, i.e. the process of Euro-
pean integration itself.

One remedy is for political parties to organize at the 
European level and fight elections on European rather 
than national issues. However, the idea that elections 
for the European Parliament should be fought on ‘Eu-
ropean issues’ is based on a basic misunderstanding. 
Formal decisions on a further transfer of sovereignty, 
from the national to the European level, and on enlarge-
ment, are subject to the intergovernmental regime of 
European decision-making. They need the consent of 
national governments and are in principle under the 
control of national parliaments and national electorates. 

The paradox is that what are usually called European 
issues are basically national issues. The failure of the 
existing party system to offer a meaningful choice to 
voters is a national rather than a European problem. 

Thus, the crucial test for the effectiveness of the Euro-
pean system of political representation is the extent to 
which it is effective in more substantive policy areas 
where the European Parliament is competent. How-
ever, this argument hardly changes the verdict on the 
European system of political representation. It is still 
true that European political parties do not compete 
for the votes of a European electorate, that European 
elections are fought by national political parties and 
mainly on national issues, and that voters choose on 
the basis of their opinions on national issues. 

This does not necessarily mean that European elections 
fail as an instrument to ‘express the will of the citizens 
of the Union’. Once we accept that the European level of 
governance is mainly responsible for substantive rather 
than constitutional issues, there is no reason why ‘Euro-
pean issues’ should be very different from the issues on 
national policy agendas. On the contrary, the effective-
ness of a European system of political representation 
depends on its ability to aggregate and integrate na-
tional political agendas and national cleavage structures 
at the European level. The major challenge for an effec-
tive democratic political system at the European level 
is to overcome the traditional dividing lines in Europe, 
the national borders. The more political differences 
coincide with national borders, the more disruptive the 
politicization of these differences. But the more politi-
cal parties base their policy appeals on cross-national 
cleavages rather than on national interests, the better 
they will ‘express the will of citizens of the Union’.

Although there is not much of a process of political 
representation at the European level, elections for the 
European Parliament—following the requirements of the 
party government model—may still serve this function: 
if political parties of the same party family across Mem-
ber States develop similar party manifestos and profiles 
for election campaigns; if their voters across Europe have 
similar policy priorities and vote according to similar 
considerations; if membership of a particular party group 
rather than a particular national background defines the 
policy views and roll-call behaviour of MEPs. 

Research shows that these requirements are remarkably 
well met. The compatibility of national party systems 
is surprisingly high due to a roughly similar cleavage 
structure across Western Europe. The manifestos of 
parties in the same party family are constrained by 
the same ideological dimensions, in particular by the 
left–right dimension. MEPs are organized in political 
groups rather than in national delegations, whereas 

}

“ The more political parties base 
their policy appeals on cross-national 

cleavages rather than on national 
interests, the better they will ‘express 

the will of citizens of the Union’  ”
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} roll-call votes are to a large extent explained by their 
positions on the left-right dimension.

In all EU countries the left-right position is one of  
the most significant factors explaining party choice 
and the effect of left-right is about the same. In this 
sense one can speak of ‘a single European electorate’. 
This makes the left-right dimension a good vehicle for 
meaningful mass-élite communication across the EU, 
and the system of political representation at the Euro-
pean level functions much better than often assumed. 
Despite the lack of a process of political representation 
at the European level, the aggregation of the outcomes 
of national processes still leads to reasonable policy 
congruence between party groups in the European 
Parliament and their electorates across Europe, at least 
on policy issues related to the left-right dimension. 

However, most empirical evidence supporting this 
conclusion is based on research carried out before the 
2004 enlargement. Are the post-communist parties 
and their voters sufficiently similar to their West Eu-
ropean counterparts to fit the existing party system? If 
not, the national cleavage systems and national systems 
of political representation cannot be aggregated into an 
effective process of political representation at the Euro-
pean level. The dominance of the left–right dimension 
in most West-European democracies is generally at-
tributed to historical commonalities, in particular the 
industrial revolution. Eastern European party systems 
have more recent origins and the nature of cleavages 
in these countries is still unclear. This caused concern 
that their political parties and dimensions of contesta-
tion would not fit the European party system. 

The project’s findings suggest that the inclusion of the 
post-communist countries in the European Union did 
not produce a fundamental change in the left–right 
structuring of either voting behaviour or the party 
system. Left–right is by far the most important factor 
structuring the voting behaviour of the electorate in 
the new Member States. Therefore, the idea of a single 
European electorate, primarily motivated by the same 
left–right dimension, can still be sustained. However, 
that is not to say that there are no differences. The 
effect of left–right orientations on party choice is sig-
nificantly weaker in the new Member States in Central 
and Eastern Europe than in the older Member States. 
Furthermore, citizens in Central and Eastern Europe 
are more egalitarian, anti-immigrant and socially con-
servative than their Western European counterparts. 
Hence, even though the differences between the voters 
of different parties follow the same pattern in new and 
old Member States, at the electoral level the East–West 
differences within the party groups are in some cases 
even greater than the differences between them. This 
means that although the left–right dimension is still a 

good vehicle for mass–élite communication across the 
EU, the issue space that needs to be represented by a 
single European party group has expanded. 

With regard to the development of the European party 
system, the 2004 enlargement hardly had any effect on 
it. An analysis of party manifestos and expert judg-
ments reveals that the parties from the new Member 
States fit into the existing party system and do not 
seriously affect the cohesiveness and distinctiveness of 
the party groups. With or without the new members 
the party groups in the European Parliament look very 
much the same. This is confirmed by an analysis of 
roll calls in the Parliament since 2004. The left–right 
divide is still the most important dimension explain-
ing roll-call behaviour, just as before enlargement. 

However, there are indications of tensions within the 
major party groups. Like the voters from Central and 
Eastern European countries, their MEPs tend to be less 
libertarian and more traditional or authoritarian than 
their Western European colleagues. As a general con-
clusion we can still say that the 2004 enlargement had 
less of an effect on the effectiveness of the European 
system of political representation than expected. 

This does not mean, however, that the 2004 enlarge-
ment did not have an effect on the legitimacy of the EU. 
Representation is only one dimension examined in our 
study of legitimacy. The effect of the enlargement on the 
dimension of identity, for example, is a totally different 
story. Both the development of a European identity and 
of a sense of a European political community suffered a 
serious setback as a result of enlargement. n

1 This article is based on J.J.A. Thomassen (ed.), The Le-
gitimacy of the European Union after Enlargement, Oxford, 
Oxford University Press, 2008. For EES publications see www.
europeanelectionstudies.net.
2 See J.J.A. Thomassen, ‘Empirical Research into Political 
Representation: Failing Democracy or Failing Models’, in Elec-
tions at Home and Abroad: Essays in Honor of Warren Miller, 
M. K. Jennings and T. E. Mann (eds.), Ann Arbor, University 
of Michigan Press, 1994.
3 This does not solve the problem. In most countries opinions 
on ‘Europe’ are not related to the main left–right dimension, 
and national elections are not an instrument of linkage. As 
a result major political parties are taken by surprise by their 
own electorate in referenda on European treaties.

“ We can still say that the 2004 enlargement 
had less of an effect on the effectiveness 
of the European system of political 
representation than expected ” 
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The European University Institute has always been a 
privileged place for reflecting on democracy across the 
disciplines of the social sciences and EUI professors, 
fellows, researchers and visitors have produced a large 
corpus of research on democracy-related issues. With 
the rapid development of the information society, an 
increasing number of EUI academics have started to 
focus on the linkage between new information and 
communication technologies (ICTs) and democracy.

In an early study on the impact of ICTs on Parliaments 
and Parties in Europe, Philippe C. Schmitter, Fernan-
do Mendez, Raphaël Kies and I formulated a working 
definition of e-democracy as: ‘[a]ll electronic means of 
communication that enable/empower citizens in their 
efforts to hold rulers/politicians accountable for their 
actions in the public realm. Depending on the aspect 
of democracy being promoted, e-democracy can em-
ploy different techniques: (1) for increasing the trans-
parency of the political process; (2) for enhancing the 
direct involvement and participation of citizens; and, 
(3) for improving the quality of opinion formation by 
opening new spaces of information and deliberation.’

E-democratic techniques have been developed to 
promote these three aspects of democracy. E-access 
techniques to improve access to official documents 
and political information are designed to enhance the 
transparency of the political process. This has been 
studied in the EUI-led research on Parliaments’ and 
Political Parties’ websites in the EU25 in 2004.

E-consultations, e-petitions and e-voting initiatives 
aim to foster greater citizen participation. This aspect 
of e-democracy has been widely studied by political 
scientists at the EUI. In particular, the experience with 
internet voting in Estonia has led to a research agenda 
of its own. Estonia was the first nation in the world 
where the internet revolution that started in 1995 con-
verged most directly with the democratic revolution 
that began more than 2,000 years ago. The blending of 
these two revolutions may alter the way in which we 
understand elections and politics far into the future.

The key to making internet voting work in Estonia, 
as in other European nations that have had successful 
experiences with internet voting, is to have a legal struc-
ture, a technology infrastructure, and a political culture 
that is supportive of this voting mode. Internet voting 
has simple requirements that have to be met for it to be 
effective: clear rules for how voters will be authenticat-
ed; clear rules for when people can use the system; and 
clear rules for determining when and how to tabulate 
the ballots. It also requires that the technology of the 
system itself—the internet voting platform—be secure.

Most characteristics of internet voting are far from 
revolutionary. Take postal voting, which has become 
trendy in various constituencies around the globe. It 
has two features that pave the way for the introduc-
tion of internet voting: the introduction of a period 
of time during which voters can cast a ballot, and can 
do so remotely. The Estonian internet voting scheme 
shares these features: citizens can cast a ballot re-
motely, and for more than a few hours on voting day. 
This excludes the myriad systems of electronic voting 
from our focus which are based on electronic vot-
ing machines that replace the traditional ballot box. 
What is revolutionary with internet voting is that  
ballots can be cast remotely via the internet.

Over the past decade a handful of countries have suc-
cessfully conducted internet voting trials, including 
France, the Netherlands, Switzerland, the UK and the 
USA. All these trials have been conducted at the local 
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} and regional levels of government, targeting specific 
populations of voters. However, the nation that has 
advanced the farthest with internet voting is Estonia, 
a former Soviet republic on the Baltic Sea and now a 
full member of the European Union. Since 2000, Es-
tonia has had two elections in which all voters could 
use internet voting. The first was for local elections in 
October 2005 and the second was for national parlia-
mentry elections in March 2007.

Thanks to the support of the Council of Europe and 
the Estonian Electoral Commission, a team of resarch-
ers from the EUI, the California Institute of Technol-
ogy and the University of Utah combined data on the 
legal, technological, political, and social context of 
internet voting in Europe.1 Two large-n computer-as-
sisted telephone surveys were designed and run by this 
team following the 2005 and 2007 elections in Estonia. 
The data contain information on voters who cast bal-
lots in-person and over the internet—as well as a sam-
ple of non-voters, allowing us to compare these voters 
demographically and attitudinally. In our research, 
we focus on three models that have traditionally been 
used to explain the interaction of turnout and voting 
technology—socio-economic factors, political factors 
and ICT factors—and consider which best explains 
why voters choose using the internet as their channel 
for voting. In addition, the data allow us to test for the 
political impact of internet voting: are parties losing or 
winning because of, or thanks to, internet voting?

Our preliminary findings show that, in the Esto-
nian case (as in the Swiss case), internet voting did 
not boost turnout as much as anticipated. However, 
younger voters tend to turn out much more frequently 
using this new channel of participation. The dimen-
sions with the largest impact on the choice of internet 
voting over other forms of participation are trust-
related (trust in the state, trust in the internet voting 
mechanism itself), as well as ICT skills. As regards the 
political impact, it turns out that the latter is rather ab-
sent. To date, nobody had made overwhelming gains 
or losses with the introduction of internet voting. 
However, such a finding cannot, for the moment, be 
generalized. As a number of liberal democracies cur-
rently envisage the introduction of internet voting, our 
findings have, nevertheless, attracted a lot of attention 
from international organisations, the media, the poli-
cy-making community and colleagues in academia.

Finally, the third element of our definition of e-de-
mocracy focuses on deliberation. Here, the develop-
ment of e-forums, to enhance the process of citizen’s 
opinion-formation through greater deliberation, is 
central to the aspirations of many e-democracy advo-
cates. Currently, several research projects financed by 
the European Commission, in which the EUI is a part-

ner, seek among other things, to analyse the effects of 
e-deliberation. Once again, Estonia figures amidst this 
research agenda as one such project is a study of an 
Estonian e-participation initiative to enable citizens 
to become involved in the legislative decision-making 
process (for more details go to www.eudo.eu).

Note that these three conceptually distinct dimensions 
of e-democracy are not mutually exclusive, but are de-
veloped in overlapping and reinforcing combinations. 
Most of our research, and most of the research con-
ducted worldwide, has concentrated on one or other 
aspect of e-democracy. We still lack a comprehensive 
theory of e-democracy, let alone a solid empirical test 
of the latter, but progress towards a better understand-
ing of electronic democracy is being made—also at the 
EUI. Currently, several EUI researchers are focussing 
on one or other aspect of electronic democracy. This 
despite the fact that e-democracy remains a (fast-) 
moving target, which makes it challenging for any 
researcher to get a grasp on.

The coming together of democracy and new ICTs 
offers the social sciences myriad methodological in-
novations. Our traditional instruments for observing 
political phenomena in the democratic realm are 
producing valuable insights. However, as our societies 
become increasingly digitalized, as social and political 
interactions are increasingly penetrated—if not domi-
nated—by ICTs, scientists are slowly but surely dis-
covering the opportunities offered by ICT-generated 
data. Harvard methodologist Gary King notes that 
thanks to these developments ‘Political science can 
make more dramatic progress than ever before’. Our 
e-democracy research agenda at the EUI is taking this 
claim seriously, and our research not only examines 
the impact of ICTs on democracy, but also uses ICTs 
for our research in novel and promising ways. Our re-
search target therefore becomes our tool—an allegedly 
tricky but methodologically fascinating endeavour. n

1 A research monograph, The Internet Voting Revolution, is 
currently being written by Prof. R. Michael Alvarez (Califor-
nia Institute of Technology), Prof. Thad Hall (University of 
Utah), Dr. Guido Schwerdt (EUI Alumnus) and myself, and 
will be published in 2008.

“ E-democracy is ‘[a]ll electronic means 
of communication that enable/empower 
citizens in their efforts to hold rulers/
politicians accountable for their actions in 
the public realm ” 
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Deliberative Opinion Polling
Researcher, SPS Dept. | Jordanka Tomkova

As part of my research, this October in Brussels, I 
had the opportunity to observe 362 citizens from 27 
EU countries, speaking in 21 different languages and 
participating in the first ever pan-European delibera-
tive opinion poll. The three-day initiative was organ-
ised under Plan D for Democracy, Debate, Dialogue, 
launched in 2005 by the European Commission. This 
comprises a series of activities to ‘inject more democ-
racy into the Union, to stimulate a wide public debate 
and build a new consensus on the future direction 
of the European Union’.1 As part of these activities, 
the deliberative poll enabled a representative random 
sample of European citizens to come together to en-
gage in focus group discussions and to interact face-
to-face with political representatives and policy ex-
perts. By facilitating the experience, the Commission 
also sought to better understand common views held 
by European citizens on the issues of pensions, jobs, 
and EU foreign policy. The event was impressive in its 
magnitude. The sheer logistics were mind-boggling.

The deliberative opinion polling method, developed 
by James Fishkin at Stanford University, goes beyond 
the conventional public opinion poll and other forms 
of public consultation. Deliberative polling addresses 
the fact that citizens are often misinformed about 
key policy issues. Secondly, it challenges the assump-
tion that citizens are not capable of participating in 
constructive discussion on political and public policy 
matters. The deliberative poll exposes citizens to 
discursive settings where competing viewpoints are 
exchanged among peers, and where citizens have the 
opportunity to discuss and become better informed 
through direct and face-to-face interaction with poli-
ticians and policy experts. The deliberative environ-
ment, proponents argue, differs from the limited snap-
shot polls or mediatised channels crowded with catchy 
sound bites, strong visual images and often simplistic 
‘dummyfied’ reasoning through which citizens nor-
mally receive public information.

Deliberation as a form of civic, and indirectly, politi-
cal participation, has its roots in Habermas’ theory of 
communicative action where peers engage in critical 
self-reflection, rational argumentation (and conflict 
resolution), reciprocal feedbacks, and thus moral-
practical discourse, in spaces free from (political and 
economic) domination. Rather than being passive 
consumers of information from external and often 
vertically power-defined sources, in deliberative proc-
esses, citizens assume a more active role in expressing, 
listening and positioning their views vis-à-vis their 
peers as well as the collective. Consequently, they tend 
to overcome their initially subjectively biased views 
in favour of a rationally motivated agreement, or 
pragmatic consensus,2 thereby contributing to a more 
democratic—people-driven—formation of collective 
preferences. These last aspects are particularly signifi-
cant for the deliberative polling approach. As part of 
the process, in addition to group discussions, a series 
of polls using structured questionnaires are conducted 
before, during and after deliberations to measure the 
extent to which participants’ policy preferences shift 
in the process. The method was applied in over forty 
countries and has shown that participants do indeed 
change their views and opinions on targeted policy 
issues. In the United States, results from deliberative 
polls conducted during pre-election debates indicate 
that a significant number of citizens were prepared to 
vote differently after having participated in the delib-
eration process.

The recent EU deliberative poll has confirmed this 
finding in the European context. The poll emphasised 
jobs, pensions and foreign policy as its key themes. 
For example, there was a 10% change on the issue of 
enlargement, among those agreeing that ‘adding more 
countries to the EU would make it more difficult for 
the EU to make decisions’, which rose from 52% to 
62%. On pensions, support for ‘raising the retirement 
age’ rose from 26% to 40%, and support for ‘making it 
attractive to work longer before retiring’ from 57% to 
70%. Moreover, before deliberation, participants from 
the new Member States only answered 37% of the 
general knowledge questions about the EU correctly, 
whereas after deliberation, the level increased to 53%. 
Responses by citizens from the old Member States also 
rose, but from a slightly higher base of 40% before 
deliberation, and to a final score of 56%. 

What implications does deliberative opinion polling 
have, if any, for contemporary democracy? Firstly, there 

“ The deliberative poll exposes citizens 
to discursive settings where competing 

viewpoints are exchanged among peers, 
and where citizens have the opportunity 

to discuss and become better informed 
through direct and face-to-face interaction 

with politicians and policy experts  ”
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is increasing evidence that experimentation with meth-
ods such as participatory budgeting, referenda and bal-
lot initiatives, public consultation forums, proposals for 
citizen juries, options for recall and more recently the 
use of new technologies to stimulate political partici-
pation, has risen since the 1990s. In order to offset, or 
soften, the impact of the democratic deficit(s) and to re-
insert the ‘we the people’ into the democratic equation, 
deliberative polling adds yet another alternative to the 
arsenal of instruments in the toolbox of participatory 
democracy. But what is the real effect of these tools? 
Is the deliberative poll simply another ‘talking shop’ to 
pacify citizens or to auto-gratify political institutions? 
Or, do its outcomes really affect policy agenda-setting 
and decision-making processes? Here, the story is less 
exciting. Although inventive participatory methods are 
indeed being used in democratic practice, the extent 
of their causal impact on changes in the status quo of 
political behaviour, as regards citizens, political institu-
tions or representatives, is inconclusive. On the other 
hand, perhaps there are no immediate, concrete or 
measurable macro outcomes stemming from delibera-
tive civic participation. Instead, their value may rest on 
the fact that they are micro-processes and/or in their in-
terpreted value by individual participants which in turn 
generate soft aggregate impacts such as informed citi-
zenry or the experiential benefits of being ‘involved’.

The second implication is actually a challenge. One of 
the tenets of the classical representative model of de-
mocracy is that elections are the central defining event 

in the political cycle of a democratic system. Thus, it is 
assumed that there is little or no citizen-representative 
interactivity and feedback between elections. The as-
sumption is that both political élites once elected, and 
citizens once they have voted, sink into cruise control 
mode with the former ‘representing’ and the latter ‘being 
represented’. If this is true, and if we accept the sceptics’ 
views that attempts to introduce more participation have 
been futile and inconclusive with no real net changes to 
the status quo of representative democracy, then one is 
prompted to ask ‘Why do political institutions and their 
representatives increasingly seek to use these participa-
tory methods? And why would they do so between elec-
tions when, according to the rational vote seeker model 
and popular belief, politicians should care less as they are 
not shopping for votes? Could it then be that the political 
élites, consciously or unconsciously, actually do listen to 
the disgruntled civic pulse more than anticipated, and 
that they do so for reasons other than getting re-elected 
next time around?

My last point refers to the costs of democracy. What 
price are we willing to pay as citizens, taxpayers and }}

}

“ In deliberative processes, citizens 
assume a more active role in expressing, 
listening and positioning their views 
vis-à-vis their peers as well as the 
collective ” 
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The Spring/Summer (2006) issue of the EUI Review 
contained a three-page presentation of the newly-
created European Union Democracy Observa-
tory (EUDO). Since its launch, EUDO has under-
gone a number of positive developments. First, 
having started life as an institutionally free-floating 
structure, it is now fully integrated into the Robert 
Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies (RSCAS). 
Second, several research projects were awarded to 
EUDO and numerous conferences, workshops and 
lectures took place within its framework over the 
past 18 months. Third, as of 2008, EUDO will host 
the following five sub-observatories:

• Sub-Observatory on Public Opinion, Political Elites 
and the Media, directed by Prof. Mark Franklin (SPS) 
and Prof. Alexander H. Trechsel (SPS)
• Sub-Observatory on Civil Society, directed by Prof. 
Donatella Della Porta (SPS)
• Sub-Observatory on Political Parties and Repre-
sentation, directed by Prof. Luciano Bardi (Univer-
sity of Pisa) and Prof. Peter Mair (SPS)
• Sub-Observatory on Democratic Institutional Re-
form, directed by Prof. Adrienne Héritier (SPS and 
RSCAS) and Prof. Bruno de Witte (LAW)
• Sub-Observatory on Citizenship in Europe, di-
rected by Prof. Rainer Bauböck (SPS).

As of the next academic year (2008/2009) EUDO 
will host a Jean Monnet fellowship funded by the 
Constantinos Karamanlis Institute for Democracy.

For further information on EUDO please refer to its 
website: www.eudo.eu, or contact the EUDO co-
ordinator Prof. Alexander H. Trechsel  at alexander.
trechsel@eui.eu.

Europeans to deepen, enrich or repair our democra-
cies? How much, for example, did it cost to put on an 
event like Plan D, with 3,500 citizens across Europe 
surveyed by telephone, over 60 translators, 367 airline 
tickets, 367 people fed and housed in Brussels for 
three days, not to mention the administrative costs 
involved? How much and what forms of participation 
can a democracy support without being overdosed? 
On what grounds do we base our cost-benefit analysis 
of events such as deliberative polls? Do the normative 
and legitimating aspects of participatory politics offset 
the costs involved? These rather simple questions are 
not entirely new. They only begin to scratch the surface 
of a larger edifice of postulates in democracic theory 
which oscillate between Schumpeter’s minimalist rep-
resentative model, republican ideals, direct democracy 
and all the shades in between. Nonetheless proponents 
of participatory democracy ought to constructively 
reflect upon them when widening the parameters of 
participation in contemporary politics. As history has 

shown,  matching ideals in practice can be a perilous 
endeavour. On the other hand, if taking contemporary 
context(s) constructively into account, there is perhaps 
nothing wrong with equipping our policy-makers with 
a larger participatory toolbox offering them a wider 
array of tools to customise remedies, deepen, and to 
improve our democratic polities which are constantly 
challenged from within and without by multitudes of 
socio-economic and political realities. n

1 European Commission (2005), European Commission 
launches Plan D for Democracy, Debate and Dialogue, Press 
Release, IP/05/1272, 14 October. See also www.tomor-
rowseurope.eu.
2 Jürgen Habermas, The Philosophical Discourse of Moderni-
ty (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1987). Habermas, The Theory of 
Communicative Action (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1984-87).

European Union Democracy Observatory (EUDO): an update
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When talking about e-democracy we usually apply 
the practices of democratic processes to the new com-
municational setting embedded in the larger frame-
work of information and communication technologies 
(ICT). We look for convergence between (delibera-
tive) democracy and the internet, and try to explain 
how one affects the other. I argue that the nature of e-
democracy lies far beyond the concepts of deliberative 
democracy and excessive rationalism in affective and 
passionate political behaviour, the sort of behaviour 
that we have not seen for quite some time. In other 
words, ‘No passion. No participation’. 

When examining the major difficulties faced by the 
emerging research field of e-democracy one must take 
into account two fundamental approaches that frame 
contemporary understanding of the subject.

First, there is a considerable amount of empirical evi-
dence of an increasing disengagement in western de-
mocracies from politics in both attitudes and behav-
iour. On the level of attitude we can see declining trust 
in political institutions, and at the behavioural level we 
witness falling voter turnout and people joining po-
litical parties less than ever before. Second, the rapid 
development of ICT is perceived as a mechanism with 
potential to improve political engagement, and as an 
important opportunity to increase democratic partici-
pation by reducing the costs of obtaining information, 
creating new social networks and increasing interac-
tivity between government and citizens. 

This framework allows us to make a blunt generaliza-
tion: if declining political engagement is a civic disease 
and the development and deployment of ICT is a cure, 
then the political organism can be healed by matching 
the two. Today no serious scholar thinks so, but this 
was a common standpoint in the mid-1990s. Since 
2000, however, there has been a marked shift towards 
the pessimistic outlook when describing the triangular 
relationship of technology, the citizen and politics. 

The causes of more pessimistic views are empirical. 
Namely, if the initial elements of e-democracy were 
applied we would not see fundamental changes in the 
process of democratic participation. Indeed, even one 
of the most tangible applications, remote electronic vot-
ing, has only had a modest impact on electoral turnout 
and democratic participation. Many studies have shown 
that new means of communication play a marginal role 
in facilitating the process of political engagement.

Consequently, people are drifting away from politics de-
spite the fact that they have more ways to communicate 
with each other, and with the state, than ever before. 
How can we explain the two intrinsically connected 
phenomena of decreasing interest in politics within the 
framework of an almost ideal communicative setting, 
and how can we connect the demand (decreasing inter-
est) with the offer (technological opportunities)? 

One of the reasons why expected ‘killer applications’  
proved inefficient may lie in the concept of technolog-
ical transformation. Governments have tried to adapt 
to the new technological environment, and have in-
troduced a number of new digital services for citizens, 
but their core functions have remained the same. Gov-
ernments are doing the same old things simply using 
new tools. How can one expect change (effect), when 
the foundational settings have not altered (cause)? The 

No Passion, No Participation:  
The Nature of E-democracy
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essence of the technological development is not only 
to provide ‘assistantship’ to ordinary practices, but to 
allow the emergence of processes that were not previ-
ously possible. Furthermore, the emergence of new 
processes cannnot be chosen or controlled, but is an 
inevitable logic embedded in technological develop-
ment. But let us leave technology aside and examine 
whether and how we can benefit from the concept of 
democratic participation and rational deliberation. 

It is often argued that one of the key elements of effec-
tive democracy is deliberation, yet it is precisely effec-
tive deliberation that is absent in most democratic so-
cieties. The reasons are associated with large-scale and 
serious political discussion. Technologically speaking, 
ICT can provide a platform to host deliberative ac-
tions, but this is evidently not enough. The Haberma-
sian public sphere cannot simply be carried over to the 
new environment and expected to work properly just 
because it has good technological foundations. 

In trying to connect deliberative democracy and tech-
nology, let me focus on one particular area of commu-
nicative participation that is often overlooked—pas-
sion and motivation in participatory behaviour. The 
following discussion is based on Peter Dahlgren’s 
chapter in Researching Media, Democracy and Partici-
pation and Cheryl Hall’s book The Trouble with Pas-
sion: Political Theory Beyond the Reign of Reason.

The major problem with the concept of deliberative 
democracy is that it presupposes an excessive rational-
ism from the actors involved and ignores some rather 
important trends that we can observe in our everyday 
practices. Let us look at engagement and participation. 
Dahlgren makes a distinction between the two. He 
argues that engagement refers generally to a subjective 
state, with attention focused on some object. ‘It is in a 
sense a prerequisite for participation: to participate in 
politics presupposes some degree of engagement’. If we 
consider engagement as a state with a potential then 
this potential must at some point be realized. Par-
ticipation, however, is more than just a state or feeling. 
According to Dahlgren it is an activity. The absence 
of activity in democracy can be explained by indiffer-
ence, because attention is not focused on the object, 
and consequently people become disengaged. One can 
place politics in the same category of leisure activities 
as sports, music, culture, etc. In this sense politics 
is the least interesting. ‘Indifference seems to be the 

psychological condition that best describes most of 
those who are disengaged and manifest a sense of the 
irrelevance of democratic activities.’ 
  
The excessive rationalism of democratic theory val-
ues participation as a guiding vision, but it does not 
seem to recognize any motivational grounding for it, 
since there is not only an emphasis on rationality and 
formal reason, but in many cases even explicit deni-
gration of anything that smacks of the affective, the 
emotional, or the passionate. To be engaged in some-
thing requires not just cognitive attention, but also an 
affective relation to the issue, therefore ‘engagement in 
politics involves some kind of passion’. 

The concept of passion appears to be entirely missing 
in the discourse of deliberative democracy and yet it 
has a significant role to play. Passion is conceptualized 
as distinct from reason, and as functioning in opposi-
tion to self-control. Political scientists see reasoning 
as one of the core values of citizens, but not passion. 
Hall argues that passion is seen as a subverting agency 
and asks why feelings should be seen as an external 
imposition any more than rational thought. Passions, 
in this sense have reasons as well. They are based on: 
a concept and interpretation of the object’s nature 
and qualities; a judgment that the object is valuable 
in some way; and an intention to pursue the value of 
that object in one’s life. Dahlgren adds that passion 
is something in which we are willing to invest time 
and energy, and since political participation requires 
motivation it must also have an affective drive. Apathy 
is precisely this absence of passion, the lack of moti-
vation to act. ‘Passion is crucial for making political 
choices, creating political community, and motivating 
political action. No passion. No participation’. 

If we look at the emergence of the most significant 
killer applications in the private sector, we not only see 
that technology is doing things in a way that was not 
previously possible, but that passion and motivation 
lie behind the solutions. Is there passion in e-voting, 
smart voting, participatory web solutions? No, be-
cause they are simply the extensions of the ordinary 
processes. E-democracy only enters a playground 
when we can see passionate actors running and using 
applications that have nothing to do with indifference. 
Indeed, future killer applications in the democratic 
landscape will not come from governments or official-
dom—the initiative and the passion will come from 
the grass-roots level. This may lead us towards greater 
participation, and only then can we understand the 
nature and potential of e-democracy. n

“ ‘Passion is crucial for making political 
choices, creating political community, and 

motivating political action.  
No passion. No participation’ ”
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‘Fellow countrymen!’. This was the way that Hans Jan-
maat started his political advertisements on national 
Dutch television. It was followed by a litany of re-
proaches aimed at ‘foreigners’, suggesting that he was 
not addressing his countrymen indiscriminately, but 
only an undefined yet specific section of them. Dur-
ing the 1980s and 1990s, Hans Janmaat (1934–2002) 
was the only politician in the Netherlands to address 
the topic of immigration. Like me, Janmaat obtained 
a master’s degree in political science from the Univer-
sity of Amsterdam. Unlike me, he was the leader of 
an anti-immigration party, the Centrum Democraten 
(CD)—and a very unsuccessful one at that.

Janmaat’s lack of electoral success is usually explained by 
the fact that he was systematically boycotted by all other 
politicians. Whenever he stepped up to the microphone 
in the Dutch Parliament, all the other parliamentarians 
left the chamber in protest. No politician wanted to be 
seen talking to Janmaat, unless it was to denounce his 
ideologies. No politician wanted to be heard talking 
about Janmaat, unless it was to ridicule him.

My Ph.D. dissertation on ‘pariah parties’ revolves 
around the question of whether or not the electoral 
performance of a political party can be affected by the 
other parties’ political responses to its existence, and, 
if so, to what extent. In other words, will voters refuse 
to vote for a specific party because the political élite 
tells them that it is ‘beyond the pale’? At first sight, 
this explanation of Janmaat’s failure would seem to 
make perfect sense. After all, why would anyone waste 
a vote on a party that will not be allowed to come to 
power? There are, however, other anti-immigration 
parties, such as the Vlaams Belang in Belgium, that are 
successful despite being ostracized by all other parties 
in the party system. Moreover, other kinds of parties 
in established democracies—for instance, communist 
parties during the Cold War, fascist parties in the 
interwar period, and socialist parties before World 
War I—have all been systematically boycotted, yet 
have nevertheless attracted a large share of the vote. 
The question addressed in my research is important 
for those concerned with defending democracy. If 
it is true that political parties are damaged by being 
ostracized, then the strategy of boycotting parties to 
keep them from gaining strength in the electoral arena 
is indeed effective. Demonstrating the effectiveness of 
such a strategy would make an important contribution 
to the debate on how to protect democracy from those 
parties or movements that seek to undermine it. 

Most of the parties ostracized in established democra-
cies since World War II have been either communist 
or anti-immigration. I selected these two markedly 
different types of parties, and the established democ-
racies in which they exist, for comparative-empirical 
analysis. Given this way of selecting cases and given 
the availability of data, the democracies analyzed are 
mainly post-war and Western European.

In order to measure the effectiveness of the strategy 
of boycotting parties, the other parties’ political re-
sponses to communist and anti-immigration parties 
are classified as either ‘ostracism’ or ‘no ostracism’. I 
conducted an expert survey in order to collect data 
on all the countries involved and cross-validated the 
results with an extensive review of the literature. 

In the first part of my Ph.D. project, I use this clas-
sification as the dependent variable in a comparative-

“ Ostracism appears to be a potentially 
powerful tool in the hands of the 
establishment, for instance, in order to 
combat parties that pose a threat to 
democracy ” 

Pariah Parties  
and Political Exclusion
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} empirical analysis in order to explain the variation in 
both types of responses to both kinds of parties. In 
doing so, I demonstrate that parties cannot decide 
to ostracize just any rival. Although all parties theo-
retically have an interest in excluding all other parties 
from competition, they will only do so if they can 
make a convincing case that the other party is outside 
agreed standards of democratic decency. I empirically 
show that the party’s ideology is a major explanatory 
factor for ostracism, and its association or not with 
extremism and/or political violence as well. This sug-
gests that the strategy of ostracizing a party can only 
be used effectively if there is some kind of rationale or 
excuse based on its ideology or policies.

The ‘ostracism’/‘no ostracism’ classification is the 
main independent variable in the second part of the 
research, which aims at exploring the consequences 
of the exclusion of political parties. In a set of com-
parative analyses based on both qualitative and quan-
titative methods, I assessed the effects on both the 
targeting actor’s and the targeted party’s ideological 
positions, and on voting behaviour.

The preliminary findings suggest that ostracized par-
ties remain radical, whereas parties that are treated 
like any other party tend to moderate their ideological 
stances. This was demonstrated using data on ten anti-
immigration parties at four points in time. The results 
were published in an article in West European Politics 
published in November 2007.1 In addition, it seems 
that the parties that participate in ostracism strate-
gies against anti-immigration parties co-opt their 
restrictive stances on immigration to a lesser extent 
than other parties. In other words, the anti-immigra-
tion parties that are politically boycotted appear to be 
ideologically isolated as well. This is likely to have an 
impact on the national policy output.

When it comes to the effects of ostracism on party 
choice, there appear to be differences between short-
term consequences and long-term impacts. In the 
short term, inviting a radical party to join a govern-
ment coalition appears to be an effective strategy. On 
the basis of 786 observations on 93 parties in eight 
countries, both communist and anti-immigrant par-
ties have suffered an additional cost of governing, 
over and above what other parties would be expected 
to suffer. This implies that the strategy of inviting out-
sider parties into government in order to keep them 

from gaining electoral support is effective in practice. 
As shown by the cases of, for example, the French 
Communist Party and the FPÖ in Austria, participa-
tion in government can have a devastating electoral 
effect on radical parties. 

In the long run, the results of both aggregate-level 
and individual-level analyses suggest that ostracized 
parties suffer from their isolation, whereas their 
mainstream rivals gain from it. The effects found are 
small, however, and seem to depend on contextual cir-
cumstances. This nonetheless suggests that established 
parties can force a non-level playing field of electoral 
competition onto new parties simply by ostracizing 
them. Thus, ostracism appears to be a potentially 
powerful tool in the hands of the establishment, for 
instance, in order to combat parties that pose a threat 
to democracy. 

The strategy may be potentially powerful, but it does 
not always work. When an openly gay, bold and 
well-dressed Dutch sociology professor named Pim 
Fortuyn started to campaign on an anti-immigration 
platform in August 2001, the Pavlovian reaction of the 
political élite was to treat him just as they had treated 
Janmaat. Fortuyn, however, with great political skill, 
managed to turn the tables. Instead of the political 
establishment ridiculing him, it was he who ridiculed 
the political establishment. Although—or, perhaps 
because—he was murdered nine days earlier, For-
tuyn’s party gained an impressive 17% of the vote at its 
first ever elections. Janmaat, disillusioned because he 
had never managed to attract more than 2.5% of the 
national vote, died of heart disease one month later. 
Perhaps the reason for his electoral failure was politi-
cal ostracism, or perhaps it was just that he didn’t have 
Pim Fortuyn’s populist charisma. n

1 Joost van Spanje and Wouter van der Brug, ‘The Party as 
Pariah. The Exclusion of Anti-Immigration Parties and its 
Effect on their Ideological Positions’, 30(5), West European 
Politics (2007) 1022, at 40.

“ The anti-immigration parties that 
are politically boycotted appear to be 

ideologically isolated as well.  ”

We would like to point out that Florin Bilbiie, 
who was cited in the last issue of the EUI Review, 
is Assistant Professor in Finance and Economics 
at the HEC Paris Business School, and not the 
École Ploytechnique as previously mentioned, 
and that he is also involved with the newly cre-
ated Paris School of Economics. 
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Perhaps we shouldn’t democratize the media after all; 
perhaps attempts to do so are harmful, and perhaps 
those calling for a more democratic media are simply 
confused about what they want. 

In defending what appears to be a hopelessly anti-
democratic position I should note that people who talk 
about democratizing the media rarely say much about 
democracy. In their 2005 book on the subject, Robert 
Hackett and Yuezhi Zhao write that ‘democratizing’ im-
plies ‘an imperative to render media institutions them-
selves more representative, accessible, accountable, and/
or participatory’. These properties are all very desirable, 
and are certainly found in established democracies, but 
I understand democracy as the competitive struggle for 
leadership under conditions of mass suffrage, and that 
doesn’t necessarily have anything to do with representa-
tiveness, or even with accessibility.

Secondly, talk about democratizing the media legiti-
mates statements which talk about the media as if it 
were subject to the competitive struggle for elected 

office. In the 1950s the Italian public broadcaster, the 
Rai, was subject to extensive control from the main 
party of government, the Democrazia Cristiana (DC). 
Asked about a decision taken by the broadcaster, 
the then Minister for Posts and Telecoms, Lorenzo 
Spallino, gave the following response:

‘Naturally, the board of Rai decides [shouts from the left]. 
Well, if you don’t like that, then the DC decides. You don’t 
like that either? Do you mind that Italians have given the DC 
a majority? It is the Italian people that decide to elect men 
inspired by the principles of the Christian Democracy [ap-
plause from the centre]. This is the fact of the matter, even 
if you don’t like it’.1
  
Spallino’s response is a good example of something 
which, at a first sight, seems impeccably democratic, 
i.e. the competitive struggle for elected office: the DC 
and its allies won that struggle throughout the 1950s, 
and the public broadcaster was answerable to them. 
But this is not the kind of statement usually supported 
by those who talk about democratizing the media. In 

How (not to)  
Democratize the Media
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fact, they usually want to outlaw this kind of political 
control, given the strong aversion to government con-
trolling a large part of the media. Perhaps we should 
not talk about democratizing the media, and, a forti-
ori, about democratizing public service broadcasters.

The media and public broadcasters certainly need to 
be made accountable and/or participatory. Govern-
ments and elected representatives have a legitimate 
interest in holding public broadcasters accountable for 
the way they spend money from television licence fees, 
or accountable for meeting broadly defined standards 
of quality or quantity.

There are, however, two problems. First, holding 
someone to account in matters of broad performance 
often looks like holding someone to account in mat-
ters of specific detail. Second, attempts to increase ac-
countability or representativeness have often overshot 
the mark, and involved politicians in the workings of 
the broadcaster to a rather painful extent.

Two examples drawn from two very different coun-
tries, Italy and Denmark, demonstrate this point. 
In Italy, DC control of the public broadcaster was 
gradually extended to include other parties in govern-
ment with the DC. Finally, in the 1970s, the expiry of 
the Rai’s broadcasting licence, several Constitutional 
Court rulings, and broader changes in the Italian party 
system opened a window for reform of the public 
broadcaster. The diagnosis was beguilingly simple: 
the Rai had been far too accountable to government, 
and had been compromised by it. The Rai still had to 
be accountable, but instead of being accountable to 
government, it would now be accountable to a special 
Parliamentary committee. Unfortunately, the mem-
bers of this Parliamentary committee proved far too 
eager, and it began acting as a sort of ‘contro-editor’, 
to use the description of one former board member. 
The idea of loosening the Rai’s reporting requirements 
was, however, too risky, because it might be lured back 
into its familiar and too intimate relationship with 
government. Thus, a well-intentioned reform effort 
generated undesirable consequences.

In Denmark, the concern was not with accountability, 
but with representativeness. The Radio Council (radi-
orådet) which governed Danmarks Radio was partly 

staffed by representatives of viewers’ and listeners’ 
associations. It was also vulnerable to political entre-
preneurs such as parliamentarian and future minister 
Erhardt Jacobsen, who in the late 1970s formed Aktiv 
Lyttere og Seere, a listeners’ association which mili-
tated against perceived Communist influence in the 
children’s programming section of the broadcaster. 
With the mobilization of Aktiv Lyttere og Seere, other 
parties felt compelled to act, and by 1980 a quarter of 
the viewers’ representatives were serving Members of 
Parliament.

It is not entirely surprising that reform efforts should 
overshoot. The need for reform bespeaks a lack of 
trust, and regulatory regimes in low-trust environ-
ments tend to be excessively detailed, sometimes to 
the point of compromising their own objectives. Thus, 
whilst my research looks extensively at the reporting 
and accountability mechanisms used by public broad-
casters, it also examines a less concrete variable, i.e. 
the development of a large market for news. 

We can understand the development of news markets 
graphically by drawing a line from the Bay of Biscay to 
the West, to the Black Sea in the East. All the countries 
below this line—Portugal, Spain, Italy, Greece, Turkey, 
Israel—print 100–150 newspapers daily for every 
1,000 people. North of this line, the figure is between 
200–300 per 1,000. Why should this situation under-
mine trust in the public broadcaster? The answer is 
that, by and large, public broadcasters have to use the 
journalists available in a country. If there are very few 
profitable newspapers, they will be owned by publish-
ers who would rather have influence than profit, and 
who would rather have politically-friendly journalists 
than disinterested ones. If the public broadcaster has 
to hire from this pool of journalists, it is more difficult 
to claim that the work of the broadcaster is disinterest-
ed, and so politicians are much more likely to immerse 
themselves in the dealings of the broadcaster.

But if you are responsible for ‘democratizing’ a public 
service broadcaster, and if by ‘democratize’ you mean 
making it more representative and more accountable, 
what should you do? One suggestion is to stop using 
the concept of democratization and to start talking 
about representativeness and accountability, so that 
the trade-offs with other desirable values, such as 
independence, become clearer. Another suggestion is 
to consciously undershoot and to use reporting instru-
ments which may be inadequate, but which leave room 
for overshooting. A final suggestion is to be mindful of 
the prevailing social conditions—only in that way can 
you go about (not) democratizing public media. n

1 Walter Veltroni, Io e Berlusconi (e la Rai), Rome, Editori 
Riuniti, 1990, p. 99. 

}

“ Attempts to increase accountability or 
representativeness have often overshot 

the mark, and involved politicians in the 
workings of the broadcaster to a rather 

painful extent ”



39

Are you thinking about applying for a post-doc or a 
lectureship but don’t know where to start looking, or 
what your chances are as a foreign citizen in France, 
Norway or the UK? Does your academic idealism 
stretch to accepting a gross monthly salary of € 100 for 
postdoctoral research in Ukraine, or would you rather 
go for the € 4,560 paid for the same position in Den-
mark? Do you have the choice between a lectureship at 
a Spanish university, a Juniorprofessur in Germany or a 
tenure track Assistant Professorship in a US university 
in the mid-West, and do you know what the differ-
ences are in career perspectives? In a broader sense, 
is the European Research and Higher Education Area 
one of open and fair competition for the development 
of academic careers, and is it building up its human 
resources and excellence in research and academia for 
the 21st Century Knowledge Society?

The Max Weber Programme Academic Careers Ob-
servatory (MWP–ACO) at the European University 
Institute was set up in January 2007 to help answer 
such questions. It is an online resource for research-
ers and scholars at all stages of their careers, with a 
special focus on the social sciences and humanities. It 
provides reliable and comprehensive data to bridge the 
gap between the conviction that mobility in the aca-
demic profession is essential to attain excellence, and 
the fact that this same mobility is hindered by the lack 
of easily available information on academic careers. 
Remarkably, no such initiative has been made before.

The information offered by the MWP–ACO goes from 
career curricula, promotion requirements and salary 
levels to practical information on the academic pro-
fession. The Observatory also examines the degree of 
openness of different academic systems and functions 
as a tool for job search offering links to job platforms, 
as well as a list of available funding for scholars from 
the post-doc level onwards. An extensive bibliography 
contains references to specialised literature about aca-
demic careers. More than twenty countries are analysed 
at present (from Sweden to Portugal and from the USA 
to Japan) and the list is expanding rapidly, with the 
support of users giving feedback and a network of col-
laborators from within and outside the EUI community 
(Max Weber Fellows, ‘national’ contacts, etc.).

On 30 November 2007, the MWP–ACO organised 
the conference ‘Academic Careers in the Social Sci-
ences and Humanities: National Comparisons and 
Opportunities’ at Villa La Fonte. The symposium 

analysed some of the striking observations made by 
the Observatory:
• There are marked variations in academic careers 
across countries, despite the homogenisation of the 
higher education system 
• The gap between open academic systems welcom-
ing scholars from outside and self-protecting closed 
systems
• The existence of marked national variations in entry 
to the academic system and job security
• It is becoming increasingly normal to spend one or 
more years as a postdoctoral researcher before obtain-
ing a more permanent and secure academic position.

Variations in academic careers across countries
While the higher education system is currently under-
going wide reaching changes in most European coun-
tries due to the Bologna Process, academic careers 
still differ markedly. As a result, switching between 
academic systems is not always easy. For instance, 
France has two career steps (assistant professor and 

The Max Weber Programme  
Academic Careers Observatory

Research Assistant, MWP | Arnout Mertens

“ The information offered by the MWP-
ACO goes from career curricula, promotion 
requirements and salary levels to practical 
information on the academic profession ” 
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professor), whereas universities in the Netherlands 
have three (lecturer, senior lecturer and professor), 
and British academia has four (lecturer, senior lec-
turer, reader and professor). In addition to the het-
erogeneity of scales, there are cumbersome barriers to 
entry in the form of different procedures and criteria 
used for hiring and promotion. For example, the Ger-
man data show that the reforms introduced by some 
governments to make the academic workplace more 
attractive and to counter the brain drain from the Eu-
ropean continent to the Anglo-Saxon countries, does 
not necessarily translate into an ‘open and competitive 
European Research and Higher Education Area tenure 
track system’.

Open and closed academic systems
From an international perspective some countries are 
undoubtedly more attractive than others. For instance, 
even after recent reforms neither the centralised 
French system nor the decentralised German struc-
ture can compete with the Anglo-Saxon academic 
world. Yet the problem is not necessarily marked dif-
ferences in salary or job security; in fact, academics 
in the UK do not get (much) higher salaries (in real 
terms), nor are their positions tenured. The success 
of the Anglo-Saxon system instead seems to depend 
on a mix of factors including a healthy competi-
tion between universities, decent career prospects in 
exchange for hard work, high levels of mobility and 
openness to non-nationals, all of which creates a more 
vibrant academic community. That fact that English 
is the lingua franca of academia forces the continental 
European countries even more onto the defensive. 
Only the Scandinavian countries, the Netherlands and 
some more or less isolated initiatives in other countries 
(e.g. some Turkish universities are fairly open) seem to 
understand that effective openness is a necessary, but 
not sufficient, condition to be competitive and attract 
the best researchers and academics.

Entry barriers and job security
In some countries, young academics have to contend 
with high formal and informal barriers to obtain staff 
positions. Italy is often mentioned as a paradigmatic ex-
ample of a closed system with low levels of mobility. Jobs 
can be obtained, but the official procedure is lengthy 
and cumbersome and the outcome of a competition is 
usually settled beforehand. Connections are crucial and 
non-Italians rarely have a chance. Moreover, whereas 
job security is high (as in France, appointments are for 
life), but salaries only become attractive towards the 
end of the career. As a result, a large number of young 
Italian academics develop their career outside Italy, de-
terred from becoming the generation that will replace 
a large generation of university professors entering 
retirement in the coming years. Other countries, such 
as Spain, have launched interesting open programmes 

for young researchers and have good examples of open 
universities, but the system as a whole is far from being 
open and competitive.

The postdoctoral limbo
The postdoctoral level is increasingly becoming a 
proper career step, rather than merely the antechamber 
of a lectureship. The internationalisation of academic 
careers is most advanced at the postdoctoral stage and 
the existence of international grant programmes has 
significantly increased over the past decade. The Max 
Weber Programme at the EUI, which started in 2006, 
exemplifies both aspects: each year forty promising 
young scholars from across the world receive spe-
cialised training in research, teaching and academic 
advancement in an interdisciplinary environment.

Yet the rise of the post-doc carries the risk that Ph.D. 
holders find themselves trapped in temporary postdoc-
toral research or teaching positions for too many years. 
In several academic systems, the postdoctoral phase 
has become the bottleneck in the academic career. In 
countries like Belgium and Germany, for instance, one 
can hold a fairly attractive postdoctoral position for up 
to six years, but this is not a ‘tenure track’ position since 
even if one excels there may not be a chance of being 
appointed to a more stable position afterwards. To 
minimise frustration and a brain drain, some govern-
ments need to pursue more in-depth reforms of their 
higher education and research organisation systems 
in order not to waste valuable human resources and 
academic/intellectual expertise. 

To conclude, a ‘call for support’ is in order. The MWP 
Academic Careers Observatory maps and analyses 
the national systems and compares them at the in-
ternational level. Reliable ‘insider information’ from 
‘users’ is essential; for example, in order to discover 
the informal barriers in certain countries and to keep 
up with legal changes in the systems, as well as to 
find the ‘best experiences’. Therefore, the MWP–ACO 
deliberately operates on an interactive basis; everyone 
is strongly encouraged to access the website and use 
the comment buttons to send observations or correct 
and modify pages and information where needed. The 
interactive discussion forum, which is currently being 
developed, will be an excellent floor from which to 
present queries and to debate all aspects of academic 
careers with the entire scholarly community.

The MWP–ACO has been developed by Lotte Holm 
and Arnout Mertens as one of the initiatives of the 
Max Weber Programme, directed by Professor Ramon 
Marimon. n

www.eui.eu/MaxWeberProgramme/AcademicCareers
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In September 2007, for the first time in its 16-year 
history, the annual International Summer School on 
Political Parties and Party Systems was held at the 
EUI. The theme was ‘Political Parties and Democracy’. 
This two-week intensive Summer School is supported 
by the European Commission, The European Consor-
tium for Political Research (ECPR), and by the journal 
Party Politics and is one of the most important fora 
for intellectual interaction between senior academics 
and talented doctoral students working in the field of 
comparative European politics.  This year, the School 
was attended by twenty-four research students from 
universities in Europe, the USA and Israel, and of-
fered a broad, comparative and European dimension 
to these students’ own research training. This is par-
ticularly important for those whose home universities 
or faculties lack a comparable level of expertise in 
the area, and for those who need to develop a more 
broadly-based perspective on their research. 

Themes dealt with during the two weeks of lectures 
and seminars included political parties and models 
of democracy (Richard S. Katz), parties and social 
movements (Donatella della Porta), parties as public 
utilities (Ingrid van Biezen), party patronage (Petr 
Kopecky), parties and multi-level politics (Kris De-
schouwer), arguments for and against parties (Susan 
Scarrow), party government (Hans Keman), the Eu-
ropeanisation of party organisation (Richard Luther), 
inter-party relations (Alan Ware), and party systems 
and democracy (Peter Mair). 

The school was directed by Peter Mair and Hans 
Keman, with Alex Wilson, a researcher at the EUI, 
serving as local organiser. The 17th Summer School 
will also be held at the EUI, in September 2008, and 
will be organised around the theme of ‘Political Par-
ties, Democracy and the European Union’. Inquiries to 
peter.mair@eui.eu or alex.wilson@eui.eu. n

SPS Summer School 
Professor of Comparative Politics | Peter Mair 

Researcher, SPS Dept. | Alex Wilson
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Alumni Association
Another Chianti walk took place during the Alumni 
Weekend 2007. Fifteen participants visited Greve 
and its monuments and enjoyed the explanations 
given by Marco Antonio Pacenti on nature and vine-
yards and by Valérie Hayaert on art history. A Career 
Event was organized and there was a presentation-
for the Festschrift in honour of Prof. Mario Nuti.

AA chapters
Tokyo: EUI Alumni based at universities in Tokyo met 
in July to help develop Europe-Japan/Asian studies 
and research. There was an informal luncheon in the 
best Italian trattoria in Tokyo. 
London: alumna Simona Talani organised a confer-
ence on the Future of EMU at the European Institute 
at the LSE on 12 October, with the participation of 
EUI alumni and former professors. Other London-
based alumni joined the group for dinner.
Rome: alumni Federiga Bindi and Giovanni Guzzetta 
are organising a conference on the State of the 
Union at the University of Rome–Tor Vergata (School 
of Law and School of Economics) on 13–14 De-
cember with the participation of EUI President Yves 
Mény, Professors Giuliano Amato, Jean-Paul Fitoussi 
and Juergen Schwartz as well as alumni Simon Hix, 
Miguel Maduro and Francisco Torres. Other alumni 
will join the group for dinner.

Forthcoming AA activities 
Following the success of the first edition in 2005, 
the Economics and the Law Departments, with the 
support of the EUI President and the Director of the 
Robert Schuman Centre, are organising a 2nd EUI 
Competition Day in conjunction with the Alumni 
Association. The event will take place at the EUI on 
3–4 April 2008 to bring together alumni, mainly 
economists or lawyers, who have worked or are 
working (the event is open to current EUI members) 
on competition law/policy at the EUI. Please contact 
Lucia Vigna (lucia.vigna@eui.eu) for details.

In June 2008, at the time of the June Ball, there will 
be a conference on ‘EU Governance and Environ-
mental Policy’. There will be a visit to the Corridoio 
Vasariano, with the help of EUI General Secretary, 
Marco Del Panta, and an art history visit to Florence 
and surroundings organised by Valérie Hayaert. The 
EUI Alumni Association Prize for the best interdisci-
plinary Ph.D. thesis (Alumni Prize) will be announced.

History of the Alumni Association. If you did not 
receive your copy of the AA booklet, which was sent 
with the EUI Review last December, please check 
whether your address is up to date with Judith 

Przyrowski (alumni@eui.eu). Stories, photos or sug-
gestions are welcome as we are preparing a second 
edition.

Please keep an eye on our web page www.eui.
eu/Alumni and get in touch with us and with Judith 
Przyrowski, EUI Alumni Officer, for information. You 
can register with the Alumni Association and get 
your Electronic Alumni card (giving access to several 
facilities and a permanent EUI e-mail address) and 
thereby become a donor to the EUI since all reve-
nues are devoted to the Alumni Research Grant. The 
Executive Committee is examining the possibility of 
using AA membership cards to vote electronically. 

Annette Bongardt, AA Vice President

Festschrift in honour of Domenico Mario Nuti
Professor Mario Nuti from the University of Rome La 
Sapienza was guest speaker at the EUI Alumni Asso-
ciation weekend. His lecture on ‘The European Social 
Model and its Dilution as a Result of EU Enlargement’ 
illustrated how the European Social Model, already 
controversial before 2004, became even more 
controversial after the entry of the post-socialist 
countries from Central East Europe. Most of the new 
Member States have adopted a hyper-liberal socio-
economic model which has greatly diluted the Euro-
pean Social Model in the new EU and, by imitation, 
competition and active promotion of hyper-liberal-
ism, in some of the older Member States. 

The lecture was followed by a Round Table, where 
a Festschrift was presented to mark Mario Nuti’s 
70th birthday. The volume, Transition and Beyond. 
Essays in Honor of Mario Nuti edited by Saul Es-
trin, Grzegorz Kolodko, and Milica Uvalic (Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2007), is a collection of essays mainly on 
the economics of transition and post-transition in 
Central East Europe and the CIS. Contributors are 
distinguished economists who have collaborated 
with Nuti, including Marcello de Cecco, Michael Ell-
man, Gur Ofer, Michael Keren, Jan Svejnar, Jo Stiglitz, 
Padma Desai, Simon Commander, John Eatwell, Vito 
Tanzi, Vladimir Popov, Janez Prasnikar, and Laszlo 
Csaba, in addition to the three editors. Mario Nuti 
was Professor at the EUI Department of Economics 
(1983-1989) and the event was attended by his Ph.D. 
students, other Alumni, former EUI colleagues, and 
some of his closest collaborators from that period. 

Some of the most important features of Mario Nuti’s 
professional life were recalled, from his early contri-
bution to the Cambridge capital theory controversy 

Alumni News
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} and more recent work on socialist and post-socialist 
transition countries, to his role in policy-making as 
economic advisor to the European Commission, to 
the Polish First Deputy Premier and Minister of Fi-
nance G. Kolodko, to the World Bank. The gathering 
was also an occasion to recall more personal memo-
ries of Mario Nuti as professor, supervisor, colleague, 
and friend during his time at the Badia. 

Milica Uvalic, Alumna

EUI Career Event
The first EUI Career Event was held on 4 October 
2007 with alumni from organizations in different 
countries. The aim was to promote the alumni 
network as a unique source of information and 
advice on careers for EUI researchers. 
Francisco Torres, President of the Alumni Associa-
tion, introduced the speakers and each alumnus 
spoke about a specific career issue. Wim Van Aken 
(SPS, Ph.D. 2007), is one of the many non-econo-
mists working at the European Central Bank and 
discussed application requirements. Ingmar Von 
Homeyer (SPS, Ph.D. 2002), represented Ecologic, 
a private not-for-profit think tank for applied envi-
ronmental research. Two alumni working for the 
European Commission, Robert Pochmarski (LL.M. 
1994) and Roman Arjona-Gracia (ECO, Ph.D. 2000) 
concentrated on the functions the EC offers and 
the chance for its staff to change their field of 
activity. Herman Zaaiman (LAW 1983–1992), a rep-
resentative of the European Patent Office in Mu-
nich and of an older alumni generation focused 
on salaries and pensions. As a regular member of 
recruitment juries, he gave examples of common 
‘deadly’ errors committed by candidates when 
writing their CV or covering letter and provided 
tips to avoid them. He attached great importance 

to seemingly simple formal application require-
ments which are frequently not complied with. 
Thomas Kennedy (LAW, 1976–1978) is Head of the 
Legal Service at the European Court of Auditors in 
Luxembourg, where he is also responsible for re-
cruitment. His tip for job candidates was ‘Read the 
instructions!’ in the job announcement. 
All speakers agreed that the intellectual potential 
and qualifications of doctoral students had high 
value outside academia and that researchers 
should stress this background. They also recom-
mended informative websites and books, and 
encouraged students to create their own personal 
webpage providing potential recruiters with all 
relevant personal information. 
The afternoon session dealt with law firms with 
speakers from international law firms: Alexandra 
McConnell from Clifford Chance London (LAW, 
Ph.D. 2000), Assimakis Komninos from White & 
Case Brussels (LAW, Ph.D. 2006), Jan Willem Bitter 
from Simmons & Simmons Rotterdam (LAW, Ph.D. 
1989), and Fabrizio Arossa from Freshfields Bruck-
haus Deringer Rome, replacing Massimo Benedet-
telli (LAW, Ph.D. 1987), who was unable to attend.
Pompeo Della Posta, of the Alumni Association 
Executive Committee, introduced the speakers. 
It was interesting to note the significant differ-
ences between large law firms in recruitment 
procedures and application requirements. The 
speakers agreed that lawyers with an academic 
background stood out from the crowd of non-
academic lawyers and judged academic and stu-
dent experience as a significant advantage.

Both sessions led to lively discussion where many 
interesting issues were raised and the event was a 
great success.

Judith Przyrowski, EUI Alumni Officer

Alumni News
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Democracy: Selected Works
Blondel, Jean, Müller-Rommel, 
Ferdinand, and Malová, Darina, 
Governing New European 
Democracies, Basingstoke, New 
York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2007

Caramani, Daniele, Mény, Yves 
(eds), Challenges to Consensual 
Politics. Democracy, Identity, and 
Populist Protest in the Alpine 
Region, Bruxelles, P.I.E.-Peter 
Lang, 2005

Carreiras, Helena, Gender and 
the Military. Women in the Armed 
Forces of Western Democracies, 
London, New York, Routledge, 
2006. Published version of EUI 
Theses (2004)

Crouch, Colin, Post-democracy, 
Cambridge, Polity Press, 2004

De Búrca, Gráinne (ed.), EU Law 
and the Welfare State. In Search 
of Solidarity, Oxford, New York, 
Oxford University Press, 2005, 
XIV/2, Collected Courses of the 
Academy of European Law

De Búrca, Gráinne , De Witte, 
Bruno (eds), Social Rights in 
Europe, New York, Oxford 
University Press, 2005

Del Sarto, Raffaella, Kantner, 
Cathleen, and Liberatore, Angela 
(eds), Security and Democracy in 
the European Union, Special issue 
of European Security, 2006, 15, 4

Della Porta, Donatella (ed.), 
Comitati di cittadini e democrazia 
urbana, Cosenza, Rubbettino, 
2004

Guiraudon, Virginie, Les 
politiques d’immigration en 
Europe. Allemagne, France, Pays-
Bas, Paris, L’Harmattan, 2000

Joerges, Christian, Petersmann, 
Ernst-Ulrich (eds), 
Constitutionalism, Multilevel 
Trade Governance and Social 
Regulation, Oxford, Hart, 2006

Keating, Michael, Plurinational 
Democracy. Stateless Nations in 
a Post-Sovereignty Era, Oxford, 
Oxford University Press, 2001
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Keating, Michael, Scottish Social 
Democracy, Bruxelles, P.I.E.-Peter 
Lang, 2007

Mény, Yves, Renzo Cassigoli, Crisi 
e futuro della democrazia. Per una 
terza rivoluzione democratica, 
Firenze, Passigli Editore, 2005

Mény, Yves and Surel, Yves, Par le 
peuple, pour le peuple. Le populisme 
et les démocraties, Paris, Fayard, 2000. 
Italian trans. Bologna, Il Mulino, 2001

Mény, Yves and Surel, Yves (eds), 
Demokracja w obliczu populizmu, 
Warsaw, Oficyna Naukowa, 2007

Mény Yves, Surel, Yves, Tame, 
Clare and De Sousa, Luis (eds), 

Democracies and the populist chal-
lenge, Basingstoke, Palgrave, 2002

Palombella, Gianluigi, Dopo la 
certezza. Il diritto in equilibrio 
tra giustizia e democrazia, Bari, 
Dedalo, 2006

Petersmann, Ernst-Ulrich (ed.), 
Reforming the World Trading 
System. Legitimacy, Efficiency and 
Democratic Governance, Oxford, 
Oxford University Press, 2005

Sadurski, Wojciech, Zarnota, 
Adam, and Krygier, Martin (eds), 
Spreading Democracy and the 
Rule of Law? The Impact of EU 
Enlargement on the Rule of Law, 
Democracy and Constitutionalism 

in Post-Communist Legal Orders, 
Dordrecht, Springer, 2006

Smith, Jakie, Della Porta, 
Donatella, Mosca, Lorenzo (et al.), 
Global Democracy and the World 
Social Forums, Boulder (CO), 
Paradigm Publishers, 2007

Schmitter, Philippe C., How to 
Democratize the European Union. 
And Why Bother?, Lanham (Md.), 
Rowman & Littlefield, 2000

Schmitter, Philippe C., Trechsel, 
Alexander H. (co-ordinators), The 
Future of Democracy in Europe. 
Trends, Analyses and Reforms, 
Strasbourg, Council of Europe 
Publishing, 2004

The EUI Publications Repository
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Véronique Pujas, an SPS researcher from the 
1994–1998 cohort, passed away this October. She 
was in her thirties and lost her battle against cancer 
in spite of her fighting spirit and her willingness to 
give friends and family the impression that life was 
continuing as usual.  I have a vivid memory of the 
four years she spent at the EUI. I was her supervisor 
and Martin Rhodes her co-supervisor.  She came 
with a firm view about the topic she wanted to re-
search—corruption in a comparative perspective—
and worked hard to produce an excellent piece of 
research. She was soon appointed at the CNRS, a 
testimony of her academic qualities. But if we ap-
preciated Véronique for her intellectual achieve-
ments, we remember her for her personal qualities.  
Everybody will recall her smile, her kindness and 
her openness when people were in need.
.
A few days after her funeral, I received a letter 
from a friend and former researcher, Lionel Thelen, 
which with his permission, I quote below, as his 
words are telling about Véronique’s personality:

‘C’est encore ému et révolté de perdre, aussi tôt, une 
amie si chère à mes yeux que je vous écris mais c’est 
aussi pour lui rendre hommage car elle a tout fait 
cette dernière année pour préparer ses proches à 
un possible départ : réaliser le rêve de son papa de 
visiter les ruines d’Herculanum et Pompei, planifié 
une croisière pour les 60 ans de sa maman (que 
sa mort aura empêché de concrétiser), suivre des 
stages d’aide aux malades en phase terminale (!) afin 
de pouvoir leur venir en aide, etc. 

Jusqu’au bout elle aura lutté, non pas tant contre la 
mort que contre l’idée que l’on a d’une mourante : 
elle se battait moins pour elle que pour lutter con-
tre l’injustice qui est faite par notre société à ceux 
qui savent devoir s’éteindre à court terme. Un jour 
discutant avec elle du fait qu’elle ne recevait plus 
aucun appel d’un certain nombre d’amis, ce n’est 
pas tant l’idée que certains de ses amis la délais-
saient qui l’agitait que l’idée que beaucoup de gens 
sont à ce point mal à l’aise vis-à-vis de malades 
tels ceux souffrant d’un cancer en phase terminale 

In Memoriam -Véronique Pujas 

}}



47

qu’ils préfèrent ne plus les contacter. C’est contre ça 
qu’elle désirait se battre : elle n’en voulait pas à ces 
“amis”, elle préférait tout faire pour montrer à tous 
ceux souffrant de ce mal-être qu’ils étaient dans le 
faux...’

Our sympathy goes to her friends and family and 
in particular to her parents.  Nothing is more ir-

rational and terrible than having to bury one’s own 
children. On behalf of the entire Institute commu-
nity, I would like to express my condolences and 
deepest sympathy. n

Yves Mény

}

It is with enormous sadness that I write this short 
obituary for Véronique Pujas, a student at the EUI 
in 1994–1999. Véronique was my research assistant, 
my co-author of numerous articles on party financ-
ing and political corruption in the late 1990s and 
early 2000s, and a close friend. 

Véronique came to the EUI to continue work begun 
on her masters’ thesis in France on political cor-
ruption in southern Europe. She also worked as 
an assistant to the European Forum that I directed 
in 1998–1999. Her deep knowledge of political 
scandals in Italy, Spain and France complemented 
my own interest in corruption and party finance 
in these countries. Together we produced around a 
dozen journal articles, book chapters and working 
papers on these and related topics, one of which 
(‘Party Finance and Political Scandal in Italy, Spain 
and France’, West European Politics, 22:3, 1999), 
has become a standard reference for scholars in 
the field. Neither this nor any of our other publi-
cations could have appeared without Véronique’s 
considerable energy, language skills, knowledge and 
insights. I was extremely privileged to know her and 
work with her during those years.

Véronique successfully defended her thesis on Les 
scandales politiques en France, Italie et Espagne in 
January 1999. After leaving the EUI, Véronique 
enjoyed a highly successful career. She was a Visit-

ing Fellow at the London School of Economics in 
2000–2001, and subsequently a Research Fellow at 
the CNRS (Centre national de la recherche scienti-
fique), teaching European and Comparative Politics 
at the Institut d’Etudes Politiques in Grenoble. In 
2003 she was also a Visiting Fellow at the Contem-
porary Europe Research Centre at the University of 
Melbourne and the Australian National University 
in Canberra, and for a short period she was de-
tached to Interpol to work on financial crime. From 
her early work on political scandals, she extended 
her research to party funding in Europe, anti-cor-
ruption policy in the European Commission, trans-
border financial crime and the role of the judiciary 
in fighting political corruption. Apart from her 
scholarly publications, she was also a regular con-
tributor to Transparency International’s ‘Global 
Corruption Report’. 

Showing extraordinary fortitude, Véronique contin-
ued to publish and teach during her illness and up 
until her untimely death in October this year. She is 
sorely missed by her friends and colleagues across 
the world. n

Martin Rhodes, Research Professor at the Robert 
Schuman Centre, 1996–1999 and Professor in SPS, 
1999–2006.

V. Pujas and M. Rhodes, ‘Party Finance, Corruption 
and Scandal: Commonalities and Contrasts in South-
ern Europe’, in E. Posada-Carbó and C. Malamud 
(eds.), The Financing of Politics: Latin American and 
European Perspectives, London: Institute for the Study 
of the Americas, 2005, pp 68-92.

V. Pujas, ‘Understanding the Wave of Scandals in 
Contemporary Europe’, in J. Garrard and J. L. Newell 

(eds.) Scandals in Past and Contemporary Politics, 
Manchester University Press, 2006. 

V. Pujas, ‘Les difficultés de l’OLAF pour s’imposer en 
tant qu’acteur légitime de la protection des intérêts 
économiques et financiers européens’. Cultures & 
Conflits n°62, 2006, pp 107-127.
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Tommaso Padoa-Schioppa visits 
the EUI

On 11 October 2007, Tommaso 
Padoa-Schioppa, Italian Minister of 
Economy and Finance, visited the 
Institute. He delivered a speech enti-
tled ‘The European economic policy: 
between Brussels and Nation-States’.

Villa Raimondi
 
The latest addition to the EUI 
campus is Villa Raimondi. 
Since June 2007, this enchant-
ing villa which is located near 
Villa Schifanoia houses the 
Institute’s Computing Service.

Honorary Degree

On 7 December, Yves Mény, Presi-
dent of the EUI, was awarded an 
honorary degree from Panteion 
University, Athens, for his contribu-
tion to the field of Political Science, 
and in particular European Politics.

Ségolène Royal visits the EUI
 

Ségolène Royal, candidate for the 
2007 French presidential elec-
tion, visited the EUI on Wednes-
day 17 October. A lunch was 
organized with the EUI research-
ers, during which a debate on 
European questions took place.
 


