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Trans-Europeanizing Political Spaces in Europe
___________________________________________________________________________
Hakan G. Sicakkan
Are there any trans-border interactions and networking patterns, any common systems of
competing political discourses, and/or any common channels, platforms, or arenas of
communication, which can be regarded as the beginnings of a European public sphere? If so,
how is this embryonic European public sphere being structured? By using interview and
institutional data collected from more than 200 civil society organizations operating at
member state and trans-European levels, this research aims to answer these questions.

1 Introduction
There are few widely recognized facts to help explain the processes of change in today’s
Europe – but what are established as facts depict a remarkable picture: The European territory
is owned and politically structured by nations and nation states. The relations between the
European states are to a considerable extent characterized by an unprecedented degree of
supranational and intergovernmental institutionalization through the European Union and
other European organizations and treaties – and the current development is towards more
supranational integration. Although these international institutions shape their lives
increasingly more, the citizens continue to play a miniscule role in European level decisionmaking. Next, Europe is inhabited by a complex diversity of historical and new publics.
These publics – e.g., minority publics, national publics, transnational publics, European
publics, and new publics that are more challenging to categorize – create their distinct,
internal discursive and interactive spaces. More importantly, the institutional and other
collective actors emerging from and operating in these distinct spaces, and voicing the publics
that inhabit these spaces, interact increasingly more beyond the existing boundaries.
Some of these trans-boundary communications and interactions – be they collaborations,
conflicts, exchanges, or contestations – are explained with common past, shared cultural
heritage, collective identities, geographical proximity, economic structures and incentives,
practical suitability, exit/voice possibilities, political opportunity structures, and elitism. This
research is about the ingredients of this reality that cannot be explained exclusively by such
factors, but also with the increasing physical and mental mobility, or immobility if one will,
of people that enables them to transcend their immediate surroundings, something which
allows them to identify with distant political entities, hard-to-imagine collectivities, and less
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tangible ideas about their own belongings. The social and political dynamics triggering the
emergence of a European public sphere must be sought in the tensions between, on one hand,
the architects and gatekeepers and, on the other, the transcenders and trespassers of borders
and boundaries within and around the existing and newly emerging European publics.
Through submission, compliance, endorsement, resistance, and opposition; through boundarymaking, gate-keeping, trespassing, and transcendence; the architects and trespassers create
multiple poles and polarizations in the very same European political space.
To what extent can this phenomenon – creation of a transnationally shared political space
through transcendence and trespassing of boundaries – be regarded as the beginnings of a
multi-level, multi-pole, multi-public European public sphere? More concretely, are there any
trans-border networks or interaction patterns, any common systems of competing political
discourses, and/or any common channels, platforms, or arenas of communication, which can
be regarded as the beginnings of a European public sphere? If so, how is this embryonic
European public sphere being structured? Although the various answers given in earlier
research have not been entirely affirmative, it is worthwhile to revisit this old question with
new comprehensive empirical evidence collected in the Eurosphere project.
This research deploys a synthesis of actor-oriented, network-oriented, and discourseoriented approaches to the study of the European public sphere, combining them in a
political-space perspective. First, the paper gives the main outline of Eurosphere research
programme in order to put this study in context. Then, it depicts the current structure of only
one component of the European public sphere, the trans-Europeanizing political spaces, by
analyzing the discourses and networks of the collective actors that are identified as the most
visible participants in the national and trans-European public spheres. Next, it does an attempt
to answer the question of whether these actors, networks and discourses can be regarded as
components constituting a shared trans-European European political space.

2 Diversity, Polity and Public Sphere
Although mainstream approaches state that public sphere is a space located between the state
and civil society, they hold that public spheres are not limited to countries’ borders.
Participation in public sphere is not membership based, and everybody can freely take part in
it. However, if public sphere is a space between the state and civil society, between citizens
and political institutions, its external boundaries are drawn by its definition: it must have clear
external boundaries in terms of who inhabits it and who speaks in it. In reality, “outsiders” are
not expected to take party or “intervene” in “our own” matters; it is the right of those who are
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directly affected by state actions to speak in the public sphere. Earlier research on EPS shows
that there is little “foreign” appearance in national public spheres on themes of internal
relevance compared to the appearances of national actors. 1 External boundaries of public
spheres must, then, be expected to follow polities’ borders, expansions of states’ territories
(through unifications, secessions, enlargements, invasions), and the movements of people
(transnational and global politics emerging from migration and other sorts of physical and
mental mobility) – because it is these phenomena that affect the composition of who inhabit
it. Therefore, polity borders have to be taken as a relevant dimension of public sphere’s
external boundaries. However, by polity borders, one should understand the zone of a state’s
power and influence in and beyond physical borders. Indeed, this is what is happening in the
European Union: boundaries of national public spheres are changing, though slowly and
slightly, as the EU political institutions become relevant as a new political center increasing
its decision power on citizens’ lives. Earlier findings indicating the presence of EPS on
certain themes, and not on other issues, are due to the degree of the EU’s decision power on
different themes.2 Therefore, one should expect to observe a more clearly present EPS on,
say, enlargement and EU constitution issues than on issues concerning citizenship and
diversity – because the EU has attempted to exert central power concerning the former.
Secondly, if public sphere is a space inhabited by state institutions, persons, groups, civil
society organizations, etc, then, processes of internal inclusion, marginalization and exclusion
that are in place in all human interactions must be expected to be in full force also in the
public sphere. Issues of inclusion, marginalization, and exclusion are about internal power
relations between the groups constituting the citizen body in a state, and they shape the social
and political cleavage structures on which the political system and politics in a country is
based. These power relations have historical roots in the initial geopolitical conditions at the
onset of a country’s state formation and nation building process. Indeed, state forms and
regimes are based on such initial conditions prior to state formation processes.3 It is largely
these cleavage structures entrenched in diversity and power (defined in different ways in
different historical contexts) that determine which inclusions/ exclusions and which notions of
diversity are legitimate and relevant in public sphere and in policymaking. Union states (e.g.,
UK), federal/confederal states (e.g., Germany, Switzerland), and unitary states (e.g., France,
Scandinavia) in Europe came into being as a result of the power relations between the groups

1

Peters 2006
Latzer and Saurwein 2006
3 Rokkan (1975), Sicakkan (2005, 2008).
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in the diverse societies inhabiting the territory and public sphere of a political center that
attempted to consolidate that territory. This historical fact about varieties in formation of
European states and their politics is the biggest challenge awaiting the Europeanists longing
for a common EPS. If polity boundaries are relevant for the boundaries of public sphere, then
internal territorial power structures of states should be expected to be reflected on the
structure of public sphere. In federal state forms with strong local governments, for example,
public sphere should be expected to be more segmented than in unitary states with a strong
degree of centralization. This is simply because, if public sphere is about politics between the
rulers and the ruled, then a segmented political rule will result in a segmented public sphere.
Indeed, observed rhetoric and practice about diversity in the European Union implies
that national diversity is the “most legitimate” diversity at European level politics. European
level politics barely relates to member states’ internal diversities beyond accepting the
normative approaches about the minority definition and minority rights developed by the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). Concerning diversity issues,
the power balance between member states and European level institutions is in favor of the
member states, and if there is a European public sphere, it should be expected to be
segmented along national boundaries with trans-Europeanization tendencies on certain
themes. However, the variety of approaches to internal diversity in member states and the
emerging complex trans-European multilevel governance system in Europe, which makes
some decision-making levels redundant on certain policy issues, should be expected to make
this depiction foggier than what the previous statement suggests. The question of which
diversities are legitimate in public sphere and considered relevant for policymaking in
national and European public debates is, therefore, a key indicator of the prospects for a
common European public sphere. A rigorous research effort on the EPS should therefore
identify the variations as well as alignments and misalignments between European and
national level public debates, concerning which diversities are relevant for policymaking.
Such a research effort will also serve as an inquiry into the initial conditions of the EU-polity
formation processes.
This brief discussion aimed to demonstrate the importance of identifying how polity,
diversity, and public sphere constitute each other differently in different contexts, and the
relevant of this thought for conceptualization of the European public sphere. These three
phenomena subsist in each other and exist in symbiosis. The symbiotic co-existence is the
biggest challenge to research attempts to identify the presence of an EPS in the present
context of unpredictability about the direction of political development in the EU.
4
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3 Accommodating Diversity in the Public Sphere
Approaches to accommodation of diversity in the public sphere are inspired by discussions
between individualists, communalists, multiculturalists, and pluralists. To accommodate
individual differences, individualists4 suggest a single, discursive public sphere (e.g., Jürgen
Habermas). For the European case, this implies “Europeanization of national public spheres”
(e.g., Jürgen Gerhards, Erik O. Eriksen). Communalists and multiculturalists propose
multiple, segmented public spheres at two levels to accommodate separate historical/cultural
communities in one polity (e.g., Charles Taylor, Will Kymlicka). 5 In case of Europe, this
implies a segmented public sphere divided along the lines of national (and sub-national)
cultures (e.g., Peter G. Kielmannsegg). Criticizing both alternatives because of their singular
recipes for good life, pluralists 6 advocate the midway perspective of accommodating both
individual and group differences in multiple, multi-level public spheres (e.g., Nancy Fraser’s
subaltern counter-publics). The implication of this for the European case is “a European
sphere of publics” (e.g., Philip Schlesinger).

4

Liberal-republican version of the individualist approach emerges from a rapprochement between liberals and
republicans. On the liberal side, Habermas asserted that individual identities needed to change in order to function in
a democratic constitutional state. For membership in a democratic constitutional state requires a civic political
culture based on public deliberation and communicative action. Effectivity in the public sphere as participating
citizens and, for this purpose, assimilation into the deliberative political culture was what Habermas expected from
all individuals (Habermas 1994). In the private sphere, he concurred, individuals did not need to adapt their
particular identities to society at large. The limit to change was political culture. This stance is, on the one hand,
republican, because it requires individuals’ assimilation into a political culture and their identification with a
constitution – i.e. constitutional patriotism. On the other, it is also liberal because it allows individual and group
identities to exist in the private sphere. From the republican side, Barber argued that it was necessary to create the
civic identity that is essential in a “strong democracy”, without requiring individuals to abandon their group
identities, as long as such identities allow individuals to assume their civic responsibilities and duties (Barber 1994,
1998).
5 There are varieties of multiculturalism: Amongst reputed multiculturalists, Kymlicka (1995) advocated “liberal
policies of multiculturalism”. Based on the ontological priority of individuals and their autonomy, he asserted that
individuals can choose to belong to certain communities. As long as a communal identity is an individual choice, he
claimed, multiculturalist policies and rights regimes based on groups were defensible. On the communitarian side,
Walzer defended a type of communitarianism based on individuals’ choice. Walzer made a distinction between two
types of liberalism (Walzer 1990). In Walzer’s framework, Liberalism-1 can be similar to the Kantian or Lockean
liberalisms. Liberalism-2 emerges from Liberalism-1 as a result of individuals’ free choices to belong to a particular
community. In Walzer’s approach, communal identity is defended because it is understood as an individual choice.
On the other hand, departing from communitarian premises, Taylor, too, defended multiculturalist policies and
rights regimes, but those which were based on the priority and autonomy of communities (Taylor 1992). Although
their ethical and ontological premises were substantially different, liberal and communitarian multiculturalisms have
become quite similar in their policy implications: recognition of group rights, affirmative action policies, sovereignty
devolutions/autonomy to suppressed historical minorities, etc.
6 Similarly, one finds a multitude of pluralist approaches to diversity. Radical pluralism (e.g., John Gray 2000) argues
with a point of departure in the incommensurability of value-sets in diverse society. Proposing a context-sensitive
Modus Vivendi as a solution for co-existence in diverse societies, the basic assumption in radical pluralism seems to be
a momentous fixity of individuals’ and groups’ cognitive positions in relation to different identification alternatives
that are available in society. The diversity perspective of Eurosphere, accepting the incommensurability argument
only partially, assumes that individuals have different degrees of mobility of minds between the existing alternatives
as well as self-created alternatives.
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These four normative approaches unfold differently at various intersections of (1)
individualism/collectivism and (2) internal and external openness/ closedness of the political
system. Figure 1 illustrates a ranking of six models of political society, which are derived
from the above-mentioned ontological approaches, along two dimensions: vision of political
system and image of person. The former dimension represents “political visions” in terms of
preferences concerning direct democracy, which empowers all social groups to be effectively
influential in the political decision-making process and allow radical changes in the political
system through mass participation. The latter dimension conceptualizes “image of man” in
terms of beliefs about the alterability of human identity and belonging independently of
individuals’ immediate surroundings. The combination of these two dimensions implies six
political society models in Figure 1.
Figure 1: Six Normative Models of Society

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________
Source: Sicakkan (2004) Belonging and the Quality of Citizenships. A Comparative Study of New Public Spaces
in Six European Countries. Bergen: University of Bergen.

Commonality of these four paradigms – individualism, communalism, multiculturalism, and
pluralism – is their embedded perspective of difference and their focus on accommodation of
differences. Difference thinking conceives individuals/groups as indivisible wholes and
potentially restricts our thinking to what is shared between people and between communities.
Even in radical versions of pluralism that are based on incommensurability arguments and
Modus Vivendi solutions, like that of John Gray (2000), difference thinking underestimates
6
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the role of communication, and mental and physical mobility between different types of
public spaces and value sets – not the least communication through media. The diversity
perspective that we attempt to develop at the end of this research project takes into
consideration such “anomalies” to a greater extent than these four perspectives.
The conceptual frameworks in Figure 1 comprise various relationships between internal
and external boundaries, norms, institutions, public sphere, form of political society (the
perpendicular axis) and individuals’ belongings and identities (the horizontal axis). The
models which advocate radical openness for internal systemic changes through direct
democracy, and which at the same time assume that individuals’ basic features such as
culture, life-style, identity and political preferences are unalterable, prescribe the most
restrictive models of inclusion in the public sphere (e.g. the community-of-culture
perspective). On the other end of this continuum, those models which advocate radical
openness for systemic changes and which simultaneously hold that human identity is utterly
changeable, prescribe the most inclusive models of public sphere (e.g. the diverse-society
perspective). The way of conceptualizing diversity and inclusion / exclusion of different types
of belongings in each model is different.
Table 1: Theoretical Relationships between Models of Public Sphere and Diversity
Visions of
Political
Society

The
community of
culture
The
multicultural
society
The civic
political
society

Types of Belongings and Diversity Allowed in the Public Sphere
Singular
MultiSingular and Singular and
and
Singular and
Multiple and
dimensional,
Historically
Socially
Politically
Alterable
Alterable
Alterable,
Fixed
Fixed
Fixed
Mobile
1. Single
Protected
Sphere
2. Multiple
Segmented
Spheres
3. Single
Shared
Sphere
4. Multi-level
Overlapping
Nested
Spheres

The civil
political
society

5. Multi-level
Differential
Spheres

The civil
plural society
The civic
diverse
society

6. Multiple
Composite
Eurospheres
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Table 1 gives a simplified overview of theoretical relationships between visions of political
society, notions of diversity, and envisioned models of public sphere. These conceptual
relationships constitute the alternative scenarios and the general heuristic frame for empirical
research in Eurosphere. In our attempt to answer the overall research question (“Are an
inclusive public spheres possible in the context of the European Union?”), extensions /
modifications of some of the theoretical public sphere models in Table 1 will be tested with
respect to how inclusive they are in various concrete European contexts, including both subnational, national, and European level actors and channels/networks of communication and
interaction.
The horizontal axis (types of belongings) of Table 1 lists the assumptions about humans’
belongings, indicating the belongings acceptable for inclusion in the public sphere. The
perpendicular axis (visions of society) represents the envisaged forms political society.
Corresponding public sphere models are placed on the diagonal at different intersections of
the two prime dimensions. The first three models (community of culture, multicultural society,
and civic political community) have particularistic or universalistic presuppositions
concerning the relationship between diversity and public sphere. The other three models (civil
political community, civil plural society, and the civic diverse society) can be distinguished
from the former three models with their ambition of context-sensitivity. The common concern
in the last three models is to include, give voice to, and empower all the segments of the
European societies in an effective public sphere, though in different ways. Their differences
lie primarily in the ontological status they give to individuals’ different modes of belonging
and identity in their perspectives of diversity.
The first model, “community of culture”, largely corresponds to the communitarian vision
of society which views the common culture as the essential element of a society that provides
a meaning frame for individuals – there is no meaning outside the context of a community
culture. Without community and its culture, thus, the individual cannot exist. In this
understanding, public sphere is a social space that accommodates and ensures the
continuation of a collective meaning frame that is shared by all members of the community, in
a Deweyian 7 or Taylorian 8 sense. Public sphere does not only serve as an instrument
providing democratic legitimacy to power-holders; as a space where the gist of the
community is created, preserved, reproduced, and transferred from generation to generation,

7

Dewey, John 1985. The Public and its problems. Athens, OH: Ohio University Press.
Taylor, Charles 1985. “The concept of Person” in Human Agency and Language: Philosophical Papers, vol1. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

8
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the community’s common public sphere is an end in itself. Therefore, public sphere has to be
a protected space, since by shielding it we also save the community and the meaning frame
that it produces and accommodates. According to this understanding, the only way of
protecting the community and its public sphere is to organize the society as a small polity, as
Dewey suggested, territorially and institutionally separate from other communities. In the
case of European Union, this model’s viability is low. Indeed, the communitarian paradigm,
in its most radical form, would be against creating a common European Public Sphere
because this would mean destruction of meaning-bearing communities.
The “multicultural society” model unfolds differently in communalist and individualist
perspectives. We will deal with individualist multiculturalism under another public sphere
model. Communalist multiculturalism does not regard organization in a small sovereign polity
as a necessity. Instead, it requires political autonomy for collective groups claiming a right to
a unique culture (e.g., ethno-religious and ethno-national groups) in territorially divided
federal political systems. Apart from opening for sharing in a common federal polity with
other communities, communalist multiculturalism is similar to the “community-of-culture”
perspective in its ontological and normative premises. In communalist multiculturalism, the
public sphere model is segmented along the boundaries of the communities constituting the
federal polity, and there is little horizontal communication and interaction across the
boundaries of communities’ public spaces; but much communication, deliberation,
interaction, and collaboration through community representatives at the federal level.
The third model in Table 1, “civic political society”, corresponds to the liberal-republican
society model. Identities and belongings are viewed as alterable independently of individuals’
belonging backgrounds – an assumption that fits nicely with this model’s requirement of
citizens’ assimilation into a common political culture and abidance by the rules of the
democratic game, while allowing for all types of belongings in the private sphere (cf.
Habermas). As a space between the state and civil society where power-holders are criticized
and held accountable, public sphere’s main function is formation of common will through
public deliberations, following certain rules of communication and deliberation in the public
sphere. For this to happen, all citizens and residents are expected to participate in political
processes and public deliberation, no matter what belongings they may have. Hence, the civic
political society perspective does not tolerate segmentations in the public sphere because,
then, the formation of common would be impossible. Although never explicitly said or
written, what we read between the lines of liberal-republican writings – especially those of
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Habermas – is that the civic political society model requires a single public sphere, shared and
freely participated in by all citizens and residents of a unitary polity.
The last three models agree that the plurality of belongings should be accommodated in
inter-connected multiple public spheres; however, their designs vary between nestedoverlapping, differential, and embracive spaces. The “civil political community model” is the
individualist version of multiculturalism. Viewing the right to belong to a community as an
individual choice, the individualist version of multiculturalism does not insist on strict
autonomy, but allows it if this is the choice of individuals that freely come together to form a
community. The model gives priority to discrete, singular and alterable forms of belonging in
its approach to diversity, structures the public space on such belongings, and proposes ad hoc
institutional solutions for inclusion of multiple and mobile forms of belonging. Its nestedoverlapping public spaces pre-suppose a degree of homogeneity of belonging in nested, multilevel political units, based on the existing limitations that the Westphalian states system
poses, where the nested overlapping communities have a high degree of autonomy to bypass
governance levels above themselves. Therefore, it pre-supposes the existence of a complex set
of community specific public spaces which overlap and interact with each other, as
components of a larger public sphere. The “civil plural society model”, on the other hand,
recognizes the multiple and alterable nature of individuals and proposes a public space model
that gives differential access to citizens and residents. The degree of inclusion in the public
sphere increases with respect to individuals’ degree of “insiderness” in the political system,
defined by society-determined diversity categories. The “civic diverse society model”
recognizes all the above forms of belonging as equally valid and moral modes of being, and it
problematizes the exclusion of belongings that are based on identities that are mobile between
different references of identification and thus that cannot be classified under the politicalsystem-defined group/citizen categories.

4 Conceptualizing the European Public Sphere
In this section as well as in the next, my task is to give an operational definition of the
European public sphere and introduce the different kinds of communicative public spaces that
are parts of it. As trans-Europeanizing public spaces are understood as one of the several
types of communicative public spaces that constitute the overall European public sphere, this
is a necessary step.

10
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As illustrated in Figure 2, the European public is inhabited by:
•

a set of historically-developed and already existing communicative public spaces
(essentializing, nationalizing, transnationalizing, Europeanizing, and gendering spaces)

•

a set of trans-European networks of organizations (party federations, networks of nongovernmental and social movement organizations, networks of think tanks)

•

a set of national and sub-national level social and political actors (political parties,
SMOs/NGOs, think tanks, media actors) that operate within, from and across the above
mentioned communicative public spaces and trans-European networks of organizations

•

individual citizens that operate within, from and across the above mentioned communicative
public spaces and trans-European networks of organizations
Figure 2: Frame for Analysis of Emerging European Public Spheres

11
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In operational terms, the European public sphere can be conceptualized in four different ways:
(1) as a set of already existing communicative / discursive public spaces that are increasingly more
interconnected and overlapping with each other (horizontal and vertical interconnectedness
between sub-national, national and transnational communicative public spaces)
(2) as a separate, emerging trans-European communicative / discursive space that comes in addition
to, and that complements and/or competes with, the historically developed existing
communicative public spaces
(3) as a set of collective social and political actors (organizations) that are increasingly more
interlinked and that collaborate with each other beyond the existing national boundaries
(4) as a separate set of social and political actors that create European-level networks that come in
addition to, and that compete with, the already existing trans-European networks

In the current chaotic picture of citizens, organizations, communicative public spaces, and
political institutions that interact, interconnect, and interlink with each other, social and
political actors are facilitating or inhibiting the emergence of an inclusive European Public
Sphere in different ways. In Eurosphere, citizens and organizations’ roles in and contributions
to the formation of a European public sphere are understood in terms of:





the inter-linkages, inter-connectedness, and overlaps that they create or deter between the
existing Europeanized and non-Europeanized communicative / discursive public spaces
(essentializing/minority, nationalizing, transnationalizing, Europeanizing and gendering spaces)
the new trans-European communicative / discursive spaces that they create or participate in or
work against
the vertical and horizontal trans-European networks of organizations that they create or
participate in or work against
the discourses about the European polity, diversity (including exclusion and inclusion,
citizenship, minorities, mobility, migration, asylum, gender, etc), and the European public sphere
that they bring into these networks and interconnected spaces

Indeed, all the above processes of inter-connections, inter-linkages, and overlaps between
communicative spaces and networks of organizations as well as a variety of discourses about
Europe, the EU polity, and diversity are in place in today’s Europe. In other words
interconnectedness of existing communicative public spaces and inter-linkages between
organizations (collective actors) beyond a variety of borders and boundaries constitute each
other. It is the social and political actors’ transgressing of boundaries that create
interconnectedness between Europe’s communicative public spaces. On the other hand, it is
the different degrees of openness / closure of the existing communicative public spaces that
facilitate or obstruct such transgression. Hence, to understand the European Public Sphere,
interconnectedness of spaces and networks of organizations should be analyzed in one
common research frame.

12
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5 Communicative Public Spaces in Europe
Historically, different types of communicative public spaces have emerged in Europe.
Throughout processes of state formation and nation building, the notion of public sphere
evolved from being the legitimizing aspect of states’ sovereignty and political organization to
serving as a tool of collective identity promotion, which led to a conception of public sphere
as both a reference and a space of belonging. To the already existing ethnic and religious
essentializing spaces, these processes added the national spaces of interaction. National
spaces of interaction comprise mass political parties, political and economic interest
organizations, nation-wide media, and elites. However, the national spaces have not
necessarily expressed the existing diversities within societies, something which resulted in the
survival of the essentializing spaces as well as provoking the emergences of new sub-national
public spaces. Each of these essentializing communicative public spaces created their own
modes of meaning, interaction, and participation both within and beyond the frames of the
nation states. Essentializing spaces are those spaces that accommodate singular forms of
ethnic, religious or diasporic belongings; they are organized in ethnic and religious political
parties, organizations, and ethnically and religiously oriented media as well as elite and expert
forums.
The forms of belonging reaching beyond the boundaries of nation states and beyond
essentializing spaces led to emergence of new public spaces – transnationalizing spaces. The
transnational spaces accommodate cross-border political belongings based on common values
that challenge the boundaries of national and essentializing spaces. They represent crossborder social political organizations that exclude singular ethnic, religious, national, and
diasporic modes of belonging. The transnational space is, thus, different from various
versions of “transnational politics” where the national references of meaning persist and
constitute the basis for political action. Transnational spaces are also different from diasporic
spaces that relate to physically de-territorialized singular belongings. They are about people –
and their actions and interactions – which are also psychically de-territorialized. The
transnational space is a macro-space comprising transnational organizations and associations
with non-spatial expressions and de-essentializing symbolisms. This symbolism relates to the
misalignments between transnational spaces and other types of spaces, including also national
and European public spheres. Transnational spaces of interaction accommodate migrants and
other people – i.e. second and third country nationals – who relate themselves to at least two
states. The transnational spaces find their concrete expressions in trans-border migrant
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organizations as well as corporative migrant organizations that function as channels of
communication with national elites and governments of host societies as well as with the EUinstitutions.
Conceptualized as a gradually growing process of merging of markets and politics within
and beyond the boundaries of nation states (as predicted by Jean Monnet), globalization has
further affected national states’ normative, instrumental, and symbolic influences on public
sphere formation. The concept of glocalization has in our terminology come to mean the
processes of mirroring, protrusion, and appearance of the new ethics, symbols, loyalties, and
references of meaning created in globalization, beyond the nation state’s frames, and in
concrete ‘places’ located within nation state territories. The glocal space is thus the facade of
globalization in our concrete localities. The proliferation of alternative references of
identification through globalization has added new, alternative belonging modes and
citizenship practices to persons’ lives. These stretch beyond nationality, ethnicity, religion,
nation, minorities, majorities, and territorial belongings. The distinguishing characteristic of
the new forms of belonging and new practices of citizenship is the mobility of subjects’ minds
and bodies between different references of identification. Coupled with the conventional
politics’ insufficient capacity to respond to citizens’ and residents’ interests emanating from
these new modes of belonging, the consequence of this proliferation to politics is the
emergence of glocal spaces. Glocal spaces accommodate essentializing belongings, national
modes of belonging, transnational modes of belonging, and belongings inspired and informed
by the idea of a diverse society. Glocal spaces entail a variety of local incipient forms of allinclusive organizations. To these, we can add the eurospaces which are in formation as a
consequence of the processes of European integration (e.g. European movements in different
countries). Eurospaces are quite similar to glocal spaces in terms of facilitating diversity and
equality of belongings. As we found in our previous EU-funded project (Glocalmig), people
with glocal and European belongings see the European Union as a better political entity than
the nation state “because it gradually eradicates the existing national boundaries in Europe”.
However, whereas people with European belongings stop reasoning at this point, persons with
glocal belongings continue: “The European Union is another political entity that divides
humanity with new boundaries, like nation states did. Yet the European Union is better
because now the borders are broader than before”. This adds a new distinction to our
analytical categories, namely the distinction between “the global subject” and “the eurosubject” accommodated in, respectively, “glocal spaces” and “eurospaces”.
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In order of chronological appearance in political history, the first type of public space is
that of essentializing spaces. Essentializing spaces are at present observed in some of
European states’ religious and ethnic groups, including both majorities and minorities. In
Europe, they have formed their own spaces of interaction, meaning, and channels of
participation in politics and in the society at large. The second type comprises the
nationalizing spaces, which were created by the nation states. The national space entails state
building peoples and minorities that have been assimilated into the national mode of
belonging. Also national public spaces may appear with an essentializing belonging-content,
and historically this has happened in states with a high degree of ethnic homogeneity. The
third type is the transnationalizing spaces, which exclude essentializing and territorialized
forms of belonging. The interactions in transnational spaces are cross-border, organized in
transnational organizations, and aimed at bypassing the existing political and territorial
boundaries between humans. The fourth type of public space is glocal spaces, where all the
above-mentioned modes of belonging and participation forms coexist. The fifth type is the
emerging eurospaces. Eurospaces comprise belongings situated in local contexts which are
characterized by a high degree of identification with Europe either instead of or in addition to
the aforementioned references of identification. Glocal spaces and eurospaces constitute an
alternative to the traditional notions of communicative public space, and they may be seen as
prototypes of the diverse societies of the future. They both are inclusive of essentializing,
national, transnational, glocal and European modes of belonging. Glocal spaces are localized
in local incipient organizations throughout Europe (Sicakkan 2004b) whereas eurospaces are
manifested in Europe-oriented political parties, organizations, social movements, and
incipient organizations.
This study focuses only on what I above call “eurospaces”. However, in the rest of this
paper, I will be referring to eurospaces as “trans-Europeanizing political spaces”. The reason
for this is two-fold: Firstly, by using this term, I want to emphasize that trans-Europeanization
is yet an unfinished and ongoing process. Secondly, the term can also be understood as the
function of certain common arenas, networks, interaction patterns although the objectives
behind these may not be Europeanization. An illustrative example to this would be the
nationalist organizations’ trans-border cooperation throughout Europe. Although these
organizations are basically against any political change that would reduce the sovereignty of
the member states, their trans-border interactions contribute to the formation of a transEuropean political space.
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6 Trans-Europeanizing Political Spaces
In operational terms, a trans-Europeanizing political space is defined as a system of multiple
competing discourses that are advocated and voiced by different types of collective actors at
national and European levels and / or a set of trans-border networks / structured interactions
between collective actors located in different countries. That is, when either the criterion of
transnationally shared discourses or the criterion of transnational interactions, or both, is
satisfied, one can start talking about trans-European political spaces.
.
Table 2: A conceptual framework for trans-Europeanizing political spaces
Is the Discourse Europeanizing?
YES

Does the Organization have
Trans-European Ties /
Networks?

NO

I
Trans-European
YES
organizations (e.g., Social
Platform)

NO

III
Europeanizing
organizations in non transEuropean arenas

II
Non-Europeanizing
organizations in trans-European
arenas (e.g., UEN)

IV
Non trans-European
organizations

Table 2 gives a systematic overview of the categories that constitute trans-Europeanizing
political spaces. In this framework, a nationalizing discourse, for instance, can be observed in
both trans-European and national arenas, and similarly a Europeanizing discourse can be
observed in both national and trans-European arenas. An organization may be disseminating
Europeanizing discourses and simultaneously getting involved in trans-European networks
(model I). An organization may also be engaging in trans-European networks while
disseminating primarily nationalizing discourses (model II). Further, an organization may be
disseminating Europeanizing discourses in its own member-state context without participating
in trans-European networks’ activities at all (model III). Finally, an organization may be
deploying nationalizing discourses only in the member-state where it is located without
engaging in trans-European networks (model IV). The organizations (actors) that fall under I,
II and III, their trans-European affiliations (networks), and their views and statements
(discourses) on selected policy issues altogether constitute the trans-European political
spaces.
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Model IV in the above table, on the other hand, refers to the political spaces that are not
trans-European as these organizations operate with typically non-Europeanizing discourses
only in national or local arenas. The different elements of this conceptual framework is further
elaborated in the following sections and used as a heuristic tool to depict the current
structuring of trans-European political spaces.
6.1 Discourses
There is an abundance of literature on discourses in the European public sphere literature.
This is particularly so in research focusing on the media public sphere in Europe. Themes that
researchers focus on while selecting media news items seem to affect the results, contingent
upon how much decision power the EU political institutions have on the respective policy
issues (Latzer and Saurwein 2006). In earlier research, selection of focused themes is seldom
sufficiently justified with a point of departure in a political theory of public sphere. Rather
than using the criterion of relevance for the concept of public sphere, much of the selected
themes in earlier research seem to be a result of the thinking that “common European matters”
such as legitimacy, democratic deficit, food security, European elections etc, which are
supposed to attract all citizens’ interest would be the best point of departure. While such
themes presume a similarity between national and European public spheres, in the case of the
European public sphere, however, the best strategy seems to be to focus on themes that are
found at the intersection of external and internal boundary making.
For the purposes of this research, I measure and assess the discourses with a focus on
organizations’ statements about (1) which groups to include in their vision of a diverse society
and whether an ethno-nationally diverse society is acceptable / desirable / inescapable in their
mindset, (2) the role that they envision for the EU central political institutions and member
states in the EU, and (3) which institutions / organizations / networks they want to have as the
receivers of their political messages. These three themes lie at the core of the tension between
the gatekeepers and trespassers of borders and boundaries of many kinds in Europe as well as
different levels of government within the EU political system. For the purpose of this study, I
will simply distinguish between Europeanizing and non-Europeanizing discourses although it
is possible to extend the list of the existing discourses based on the rich data material of
Eurosphere. This is both because the focus of this research component is on the transEuropeanizing political spaces within the European public sphere, and the three other types of
discourses

(essentializing,

nationalizing

and

transnationalizing

comprehensively addressed by other research groups in Eurosphere.
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Europeanizing discourses tend to contain favoring and inclusive attitudes towards (1)
diversities of all kinds, (2) central EU institutions’ participation in policymaking at different
levels along with the existing national and local political authorities, and (3) defining different
European intergovernmental and supranational institutions as receivers of their political
messages – along with the existing national authorities.
Non-Europeanizing discourses, on the other hand, are characterized by disfavoring and
excluding attitudes towards (1) diversity caused by non-native groups of people and (2)
intergovernmental and supranational authorities’ involvement in policy matters, as well as (3)
regarding non-national (intergovernmental and supranational) political institutions as
irrelevant addressees for their political messages.
6.2 Networks
Analytically, it is possible to approach the network dimension of trans-Europeanizing political
spaces in two ways. The first approach focuses on “horizontal” (Koopmans and Erbe 2004)
networks where social and political actors seek and get involved in transnational collaboration
and communication without attempting to build a higher hierarchical level that structures their
interactions. The second approach emphasizes “vertical” (Koopmans and Erbe 2004)
networks that seek to articulate more structured, and often also institutionalized, channels of
collaboration and communication, at the European level. The second approach can be further
elaborated in terms of bottom-up and top-down networks. Bottom-up networks emerge
through social and political actors’ own initiatives to build trans-European networks seeking
to structure and/or institutionalize their collaboration at the European level. Top-down
networks emerge through elite-led European-level initiatives which attempt to bring different
social and political actors together under their umbrella.
Each of these processes and mechanisms of trans-European network formation implies a
specific preference for a particular model of European public sphere. Collective actors’
different preferences concerning involvement in horizontal and vertical trans-European
structures on the one hand, and in bottom-up and top-down structures on the other hand,
imply different approaches to diversity, as well as different attributions of ontological priority
to the individual, the collectivity (of different types), the sub-national, the national, and the
European. In other words, I expect some actors to deliberately rule out participating in vertical
structures because they do not want to contribute to a hierarchical European public sphere
(EPS) structure. Therefore, in trans-European constellations of national level organizations, I
expect to find not only pro-European orientations, but also different and diverging ideas and
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strategies concerning how EPS should be structured (or not be structured at all) – e.g., a
strictly segmented EPS along the lines of a Europe of nations, or EPS as an arena that
facilitates only limited trans-national collaboration on certain issues that cannot be dealt with
only at the national level, or an EPS of overlapping European publics that follows the multilevel governance structure of the EU, or an ideally integrated single EPS, etc.
In the context of this research, the network dimension of trans-European political spaces is
measured through the following indicators: (1) operative level of networks (regional, national,
trans-European interactions), (2) scope of collaborative interaction (collaborative projects /
actions, joint projects / actions, attempts to formulate common objectives, efforts to formulate
common actions to address common concerns, synchronizing existing projects / action plans,
mutual information sharing), (3) membership status in networks (active membership, passive
membership, observer status), and (4) geographical focus of collaboration themes (local,
regional, national, European).
6.3 Actors
Assessing the structuring of public sphere in a transnational political system with a multilevel governance system is challenging and requires a strategic selection / sampling of
organizations and persons involved in these organizations. The data about the collective
actors included in this analysis is measured at two levels: institutional level data about
organizations, gathered from organizations’ printed and online official documents and
individual level data obtained from in-depth interviews with persons that are in leading
positions in the organizations (elite interviews).
6.3.1 Different organization types in one research frame
As underlined above, the organizations and networks studied hereunder are of four different
types: political parties, NGOs/SMOs, think tanks, and media. Around each of these,
comprehensive and distinct research traditions have developed. The predicament concerning
research on the formation of European publics partly derives from the dividing lines between
these different research traditions and the different themes and questions that each tradition
considers as relevant and meaningful:
An example from political party research is the traditionally prevalent focus on
euroskepticism and pro-Europe views of political parties, where Euroskepticism was often
regarded as an indication of a low degree of Europeanization, and thus as the relative absence
of a European public sphere. However, this interpretation of party attitudes to the EU was
mostly abandoned after recognition of the fact that the position of such party attitudes in a
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EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

political space and its contribution to the emergence / upholding of a European level political
cleavage is an important factor. This Rokkanian perspective (Rokkan 1975) also brings along
the insight that national political space is not the only relevant space of action and debate for
political parties. Earlier research looked into this at different levels of politics. Concerning the
national level, Kriesi et al. (2006) found that, as a consequence of globalization/
Europeanization processes, a “new cleavage has become embedded into existing twodimensional national political spaces, the meaning of the original dimensions has been
transformed, and the configuration of the main parties has become triangular even in a
country like France”. In this political space, constellations of anti-EU parties are placed as
oppositional participants in the European public sphere instead of locating them outside the
EU-level political space. If this happens in many EU member states, this may be considered
as Europeanization of political parties, or even as the beginnings of a common politicalcleavage basis for the development of a European party system, no matter what a party’s
stance on European integration is. Further, at the European level, Hix (1999) documented that
the main party families (the socialists, liberals and Christian Democrats) gradually converged
on a more pro-integration stance. When this convergence is conceptualized and understood in
relation to other convergences such as the emergence of the political party grouping Union for
the Europe of Nation in the previous European Parliament terms, the “political space”
approach, which takes both national and other political spaces as its contextual references,
helps us to understand the Europeanization of political parties also in terms of the
Europeanization of party systems. Thus conceptualized, based on a political-space approach,
also nationally-oriented, or particularist, political parties can be thought to contribute to the
formation of the EPS through transnational mobilizations to achieve the common goal of
preserving Europe.
The primary focus on protest and contention in social movement research poses a similar
challenge. Imig and Tarrow (2001: 36), for example, reported that only 17.1% of protests
between 1984 and 1997 in Europe had a transnational character, and the rest 82.9% were
domesticated actions. As other forms of action than protest, and other views of the EU than
discontent, are not counted, it is difficult to take this as absence of social movement
organizations in the European public sphere. As Imig and Tarrow state in another chapter of
the above-mentioned book, the emergence of the EU-level politics has led to other methods of
communicating contention, like lobbying, in social movements. On the other hand, civil
society and social movement organizations with other attitudes to the EU than contention
(e.g., national and trans-European networks that see the European level of interaction as
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another component in the opportunity structures) is necessary to add into any research on the
European public sphere, also because of the very specific features of how policymaking
happens at the European level. Indeed, this has been one of our case selection criteria
concerning all types of organizations included in this research.
Also policy research institutes and think tanks, and universities through EU-funded
projects, are transnationally aligning with each other in order to address themes and issues
concerning the EU and its politics in a European space of institutional interaction. In Europe,
think tanks and policy research institutes have traditionally been working to meet the
knowledge needs of national governments and other national-level political actors such as
political parties and labor unions that need policy advices and evaluations. However, the
diversity of political systems and institutions, political cultures and processes, political
demography, and power relationships amongst the EU member states requires an immense
contextual expertise, which makes it difficult for a single think tank to meet the knowledge
needs of the European Union. Thus, trans-European networks of think tanks, such as TEPSA
and EPIN to give only two examples, are now making efforts to mobilize national think tanks
to include EU-related research themes into their project portfolio, not only from national
perspectives, but also European perspectives. By joining in such trans-European networks,
think tanks are also getting a new customer: the European Union.
Instead of searching for regular attitude types, action patterns, and methods of social and
political actors in their trans-national existence, it is imperative to be open towards observing
new attitudes, new methods, and action types that they are using in a trans-European context.
The nationalist parties’ European-level institutionalization of the preference of the Europe of
nations in the body of the Union for the Europe of Nations (a party group in the European
Parliament in the previous term) and in the Alliance of European Nations (a European Party
Federation); the network-building strategy and the opportunity-structure behavior of nongovernmental and social movement organizations; and the emergence of think tanks / policy
research institutes that do research with a European comparative perspective; the combination
of these can be understood as the beginnings of common cleavage formations in a European
political space and a tendency to institutionalize them at the European level. At this point, it is
justified to pose the question: “are there any common systems of competing networks or
interactions, any common systems of competing political discourses, and/or any common
channels, platforms, or arenas of communication, which can be regarded as the beginnings of
a European public sphere?”. An attempt at answering this question requires an investigation
of the extent to which there are shared discourses throughout Europe and an assessment of the
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nature and scope of trans-European collaboration between important participants in the public
sphere.
The analysis will therefore identify the dominant discourses about the European Public
Sphere, the European Polity, and diversity as well as the interrelationships and patterns of
interaction between the different kinds of social/political actors that are operating in Europe.
The comparative analyses will treat the trans-European networks both as trans-European
spaces of collaboration, communication and interaction and as social and political actors
operating in a trans-European political space. The comparative analyses of the relationships
between organizations’ different forms of involvement in trans-European political spaces
(defined as trans-European networks of different types and promoting certain discourses that
they aim to spread within Europe) as well as their views on the European polity and on the
limits of diversity in the public sphere will reveal their contributions to the articulation of
larger EPS (in plural).
6.3.2 Organizations
This research focuses specifically on those collective actors and persons that have high
visibility in public debates – representing both the most visible mainstream and the most
visible alternative discourses and networks. In each of the 16 European countries included in
the analysis, we planned to focus on three political parties (the party leading the government,
the main opposition party, and the most visible Maverick party in each context), three nongovernmental organizations (NGO) or social movement organizations (SMO) (civil society
organizations that are both the most visible in their contexts and represent the mainstream and
alternative discourses on the selected themes), three think tanks (a policy research
organization, an academic think tank, and an advocacy think tank in each context), three print
media actors (two main-player newspapers and one smaller newspaper that exhibits antiestablishment views in each context), and two broadcast media actors (one public and one
commercial TV-channel that are main players in each context). This makes a total of 224
organizations.
Such assessment also requires a research design that includes collective actors operating at
different levels of governance. Therefore, this research also planned to include three European
political party federations (PES, EPP, UEN), three trans-European networks of NGOs/SMOs
(Social Platform, ENAR, EWL), and two trans-European networks of think tanks (EPIN and
TEPSA). Earlier research finds that there are no Europe-wide media actors that are followed
by a large European population: Euronews, which comes closest to what may be called a
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trans-European media channel, is not amongst the significant news sources utilized by
European citizens although it broadcasts in several languages. Facing this fact, the research
design had to omit the “trans-European media”.
Due to concern for representing the actors that are the most visible in the public debates,
the final sample includes a larger number of organizations: 242 organizations at member-state
level (56 political parties, 67 social movement organizations, 46 think tanks, 44newspapers,
and 29 TV-channels, which are spread throughout sixteen European countries) and 8
European umbrella organizations that are the trans-European counterparts of these. In terms
of both discourse and networking, these exhibit varying degrees of affiliation with or
dissociation from trans-Europeanizing political spaces. Some are contained in national arenas
in terms of both discourse and networks; some operate with Europeanizing discourses in
trans-European arenas.9
6.3.3 Elites
From each organization, a number of persons in leading positions have been interviewed. The
interviewees were selected with a view to represent both the organizations’ dominant official
discourses on the selected issues and the internal diversity of views and internal opposition
within the organization. Capturing the internal diversity within the organizations that are
active in public debates is very important with respect to the theoretical points of departure of
Eurosphere. One of the project’s aims is to identify the organizations and the persons in
organizations that are pushing for more trans-Europeanization or nationalization –in terms of
creating either the respective discourses or the required networks. Thus, in each organization,
either the leader, or the vice leader, or someone in the steering board known to be endorsing
the leader’s views, was selected. In addition, for each organization, a person known to be the
opinion leader but not holding an official leadership position was selected. In cases where the
official leader and the opinion leader are identified as the same person, an interview with an
additional opinion leader was not conducted. Further, at least one leading person who has
official responsibility for, or is known to be interested in the policy areas that Eurosphere is
researching on, has been included in the sample. Further, for those organizations with subgroups like women’s groups, minority groups, youth groups etc, we included those persons
who lead the group that is the most visible and active in public debates. More information
about how the elites to be interviewed were selected is given in the next section.

9

For more detailed information about rules and procedures for selecting organizations and interviewees, see
Eurosphere Research Notes no.9 and 13 at http://eurospheres.org/publications/research-notes/.

23

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

7 Sample, Data and Analysis Methods
The size of the qualitative sample in each country is determined by four factors: (1) the
number of the organization types that the elites are working in (which is four – political party,
NGO/SMO, think tank, print media), (2) the number of the organizations’ positions in the
public debates (which is three – mainstream, main opposition, Maverick / alternative / antianti-establishment), (3) the number of the elite types (which is four - formal leader, opinion
leader, internal opposition leader, sub-group leader), and (4) the saturation point for
representing internal diversity of views in each organization. This is in order to cover the
relevant and important organizational participants in public debates, their positioning in the
public debates, and the internal diversity of views in each organization.
The research design stipulates that including 48 elites from each country (representing 4
organization types, 4 elite types, and 3 positions: 4x4x3=48) will provide the optimum
coverage of important collective actors that participate in public debates. This makes a total
of 768 interviews required to conduct the project. However, in practice, 54 interviews were
planned for each country in order to avoid ending up with too few interviews, making a total
of 864 planned interviews with organizations at the member state level: 7 persons from each
political party, 5 from each NGO/SMO, 3 from each think tank, and 3 from each print media.
The number of interviewees planned for political parties is larger because these accommodate
almost all types of elites as well as focus on all the three themes that we include in this study.
Inversely, SMOs/NGOs, and think tanks do not accommodate all the four kinds of elites, and
they usually cover one or two of the selected themes in their work.
In addition, 24 interviews were planned with the leaders of 8 trans-European networks.
These are the central operative units of eight European networks, the majority of which are
located in Brussels. By operative units, I refer to leaders, boards, and secretariats of European
umbrella organizations that bring together national level organizations under their framework.
The final interview data set contains 764 interviews because, in some organizations, the
saturation point was reached below the maximum number of planned interviews – indicating
a low level of internal diversity in the respective organizations. That is, interviewing more
persons would not result in new information about the respective organization. The second
factor is inaccessibility of print media elites in the UK and a less satisfactory process of actor
selection in the Netherlands.10
10

In some analyses where necessary, the Netherlands is excluded. It is also in place to underline that, because of
difficulties in accessing leaders of broadcast media, we decided not to interview them (though, the data set contains
12 interviews with media leaders in France and the Czech Republic).
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As units of observation, I use organizations, networks of organizations, and people who
are in leading positions in these. Discourses about diversity, European polity and European
public sphere are mapped through elite interviews. The information about networking and
collaboration patterns is institutional level data that is collected from the organizations’
official printed documents and other online publications as well as secondary literature on
these organizations.
Each of the three above dimensions – views about diversity, European polity, and
European public sphere – and the networking and collaboration patterns are mapped by using
many interrelated variables. Therefore, the first task is to create concise indicators by reducing
the number of variables with principal components analysis (PCA). PCA is capable of
uncovering the underlying dimensions between multiple variables by creating a smaller
number of new variables measuring these underlying dimensions. For creating the new scores,
I use regression factor scores since this takes into consideration the importance (loadings) of
the variables that constitute the respective dimensions.
Concerning the question of whether there exists a system of interrelated and competing
Europe-wide discourses and trans-European interaction patterns, an exploratory approach is
adopted. By using a series of discriminant analyses, I identify the member-state level
organizations that exhibit discourses and collaboration patterns similar to those of the transEuropean networks, and vice versa. The grouping variable in the discriminant analyses is
simply a dummy variable indicating whether an organization is a national level organization
of a trans-European network.

9 Mapping the Discourses
Analyses of interviews with national and trans-European level organizations show that there
are clear differences in their approaches to diversity, EU Polity, and public sphere. Although
the whole spectrum of views is represented at both levels, the set of the views that dominate at
each level is different. The general pattern is that, while discourses favoring more transEuropeanization are common for elites working in trans-European level organizations,
discourses that do not contain such preferences are common in the statements of the memberstate level elites. While this can be regarded as almost intuitive, the contents of discourses are
not. This is demonstrated in the following sections.
Below, I construct various scales measuring views of all organizations on diversity, EU
polity and public sphere by using principal components analyses. Next, I use discriminant
analyses to show how these views are distributed at national and trans-European levels.
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9.1 Differences between national and trans-European elites’ diversity views
The interviewees were asked to mention persons and groups that they see as relevant for their
own idea of a diverse society. After they talked about their own preferences, they were asked
to consider whether they would like to include the other categories that they did not mention
(see the list of groups in Table 3). Their answers were then registered in a common database.
Table 3 presents results from a principal components analysis of the categories mentioned by
the respondents.

Table 3: Principal Components Analysis of Groups Seen as Relevant for Definition of the Diverse Society
(Rotated Component Matrix)
V1.1: Which groups are relevant today for defining a diverse society?
(Valid N= 741)

Component
1
,874

2
,292

3
,137

Shifting belongings (people whose belongings are under a process of change)

,848

,273

,136

European belonging (groups identifying with the EU)

,842

,281

,173

Global belonging groups (identification with humanity)

,835

,308

,181

Multiple/mixed belongings (people identifying with more than one group)

,826

,255

,149

Life-style groups (people identifying with different sorts of life-styles)

,695

,262

,214

Territorial belonging (groups identifying with a specific region in a country)

,690

,255

,111

Ideological groups (people identifying with a specific ideology)

,601

,239

,390

Migrant groups (people coming from non-European countries)

,531

,172

,078

Gender groups (men/women)

,191

,782

,227

Disability groups (people with physical and mental disadvantages)

,390

,709

,062

Sexuality groups (e.g., gays, lesbians, transsexuals, homosexuals, etc)

,200

,649

,390

Generation (e.g., youth/elderly)

,393

,643

,143

Social Class (e.g. workers, employers, farmers, rich, poor, etc)

,370

,519

,179

Ethnic groups (people identifying with a specific ethnic group)

,023

,261

,734

Religious groups (people identifying with a specific religion)
National belonging (people identifying with a specific nation)

,189

,268

,704

,459

-,019

,580

Transnational belonging (groups that are identifying with more than one country)

Contribution to explained variance (%)

49,90

8,65

5,50

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The first dimension in Table 3, which explains approximately 50 % of the variation, indicates
that there is a presence of a global and transnational understanding in the sample. All the
variables loading on this dimension concern categories that are not related with the notion of a
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homogenous nation state – but other phenomena, other groups and belongings that compete
with it. I have called this dimension “Global and Transnational Orientation to Diversity”.
Indeed, this dimension measures the respondents’ tendency to include all sorts of diversity,
not only group-based diversity but also individual diversity. This includes also diversity
generated by the internal mobility within the EU. Higher scores on this dimension mean very
inclusive attitudes to all sorts of diversity.
The second dimension in Table 3, which explains approximately 8,7 % of the variation,
clusters the variables measuring the extent to which a respondent is willing to include gender
groups, disability groups, sexuality groups, different generations, and social classes in his or
her definition of a diverse society. I have called this dimension “Bodily and Individualist
Orientation to Diversity”. It is important to note that these variables are associated with the
notion of social class as the majority of the respondents were concerned about the fact that
such belongings might affect the social class / status of people. Higher scores indicate more
inclusive attitudes.
The third dimension in Table 3, which explains approximately 5,5 % of the variation,
clusters the indicators measuring whether the respondents would include national, religious,
and ethnic groups in their definitions of a diverse society. Based on the loading variables, this
dimension has been labeled “traditional orientation to diversity”. In this dimension, we
measure how inclusive respondents are to group-based diversity created by the nation-state
itself.
Table 4: Classification Results from Discriminant Analysis of Groups Relevant for Diversity Definition

Cross-validated(a)

Count
%

V6
National
Transnational
Organization?
National
Trans-European
National
Trans-European

or Predicted Group Membership
National

Total

Trans-European
566

158

724

8

9

17

78,2

21,8

100,0

47,1

52,9

100,0

a. Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by the
functions derived from all cases other than that case.
b. 78,0% of original grouped cases correctly classified.
c. 77,6% of cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified.

A discriminant analysis of the three scales with the grouping variable “national vs. transEuropean organization” gave the results in Table 4: In brief, Table 4 tells us that 158 of totally
724 valid interviewees (21,8 %) from national organizations and 9 of totally 17 interviewees
(52,9 %) from trans-European organizations agree on a globally/transnationally-oriented
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definition of the diverse society. Inversely, 566 national and 8 trans-European level elites
agree on a national orientation to the diverse society. These results also testify to the fact that
nationalizing and Europeanizing discourses are disseminated at both national level and transEuropean level organizations. The two poles are represented at both levels, but the national
orientation is stronger at the national level organizations whereas the transnational/global
orientation is stronger at the trans-European level. It is also noteworthy that the share of
national discourse at the transnational level organizations is 47,1 %.
My second indicator concerning diversity views relates to the normative, ontological or
instrumental status each interviewee gives to ethno-national diversity. For this purpose, I used
the answers to question V2.1 in the interviews data set. The respondents were asked what they
thought about ethno-nationally diverse societies. Their responses were classified with respect
to whether they regard ethnic and national diversity as a normatively desirable goal in itself,
or an inescapable fact, or a matter that defines the meaningful existence of persons, or a
means to achieve other goals. The respondents were not given these categories, but their
answers were interpreted and coded into these categories during the analysis process.
Respondents’ answers were coded into multiple categories when their answers fitted with
more than one category.
Table 5: Principal Components Analysis of the Status Given to Ethno-national Diversity
(Rotated Component Matrix)
Component
V2.1 What do you think about ethno-nationally diverse societies?
(Valid N= 720)
The respondent sees ethno-nationally diverse society as desirable goal to achieve

1
,869

2
-,301

3
-,214

The respondent does not attribute any normative or ontological status but sees
ethno-national diversity as an inescapable fact of the social life

-,835

-,376

-,214

The respondent sees ethno-nationally diverse society as an ontological matter
without which society`s and/or individual`s existence would not be possible

-,001

,969

-,054

The respondent sees ethno-national diversity as means to achieve some other
goals and not as a goal in itself

-,014

-,044

,986

Contribution to explained variance (%)
36,54
29,65 26,11
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Results from a principal-components analysis of these four categories are presented in Table
5. The first dimension is labeled “Normative vs. Realist Approach”, and it measures
respondents’ tendency to view ethnonationally diverse society as a goal in itself or as an
inescapable fact. Large positive values on this scale indicate perception of ethnonational
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diversity as a goal in itself. Negative scores with larger absolute values indicate perceptions of
ethnonational diversity as an inescapable fact whether or not one sees is as desirable or not.
Values close to zero mean that the respective respondents see ethnonational diversity both as
a goal in itself and as an inescapable fact.
The second dimension is labeled as “Ontological-Existential Approach”. The higher
scores with positive values on this scale indicate that the respective respondents are not
necessarily in favor or disfavor of ethnonational diversity, but they accept it since they regard
ethnic and national to be the foundation of people’s social existence. It is also noteworthy that
the other three variables have negative loadings on this dimension. Higher scores with
negative values on this scale, thus, mean that the respective respondents do not perceive
ethnonational diversity as an existential matter, but acceptable for other reasons.
The third dimension is labeled “Instrumental Approach”. Respondents who came with
some specific statements in connection with this question – e.g. ethnonational diversity “is
enriching our culture”, “stimulates economic development and innovation”, “is a god way of
fighting an aging society”, “should be tolerated if we want to share our wealth with poor
people”, “is acceptable since it leads to a more just society / world”, “is a necessary tool for
protecting human rights”, “needed if we want to have a more colorful society etc – are coded
into this category. Higher positive values on this scale, thus, indicate instrumentalist
approaches to ethno-national diversity.
How are these views distributed between national level and trans-European level elites?
The distribution of these views between national and transnational levels is given in Table 6.
Table 6: Classification Results from Discriminant Analysis of Views on Ethno-national Diversity
V6
National
or
Predicted Group Membership
Transnational
Total
Organization?
National
Trans-European
Cross-validated(a)
Count
National
452
294
746
Trans-European
6
12
18
%
National
60,6
39,4
100,0
Trans-European
33,3
66,7
100,0
a Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by the
functions derived from all cases other than that case.
b 58,5% of selected original grouped cases correctly classified.
c 58,5% of selected cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified.

Table 6 indicates that 294 of 746 (39,4 %) interviewees from national level organizations and
12 of 18 interviewees from trans-European organizations (66,7 %) share a normative view of
diversity as a goal to achieve. On the other hand, 452 national (60,6 %) and 6 trans-European
(33,3 %) level interviewees share an instrumentalist and realist approach to diversity – that is,
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not as goal to achieve in itself. That is, amongst the national level level elites, ethnonational
diversity is acceptable because it is unavoidable, a necessity for meaningful social existence,
and needed to achieve other goals. The views that do not see ethnonational diversity as a goal
in itself are dominating amongst the national level elites. Inversely, the views that regard
ethnonational diversity as a goal in itself are dominant amongst the elites that are working in
the trans-European organizations.
9.2 Differences between national and trans-European elites’ views on the EU polity
Application of a principal component analysis on the five items listed in Table 7 (by using all
valid interviews from 16 countries and the trans-European organizations) resulted in three
dimensions. The first dimension measures the extent to which the respondents want a
development where policymaking / decision competences between the member state and EU
level are differentiated and divided between levels according to different policy areas. Based
on an inspection of the answers about different policy areas in qualitative interviews, I have
interpreted this dimension as measuring the preference for a system of multi-level governance
(MLG). Also an inspection of the respondents’ preferences concerning decision levels in
different policy areas in the quantitative data set support this interpretation. Large positive
values mean a preference of multi-level governance whereas large negative views mean the
absence of this preference.

Table 7: Principle Components Analysis of the Views on EU Polity Development
(Rotated Component Matrix)
Component
V3.1 In which direction should the EU Polity develop in the future?
(Valid N= 663)
1
2

3

More centralisation, but in certain policy fields

,804

,003

-,158

More autonomy for the member states, but in certain policy fields

,782

-,037

,007

More federalisation at large

-,293

,802

-,270

More autonomy for the member states

-,339

-,722

-,380

More centralisation

-,156

-,024

,919

Contribution to explained variance (%) 29,83

23,53

21,36

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The second dimension can be interpreted as measuring the preference for a multi-level federal
polity (MLP) versus more autonomy to member states in all areas. It is important to note that
“autonomy for member states” and “federalization at large” load on the same dimension with
opposite signs, making this dimension meaningfully bipolar. As this was what was to be
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expected logically, this is also an indication that the coding done by approximately 70
researchers in 16 countries are consistent. Large positive values on this dimension imply a
pro-federalization attitude and large negative values imply pro-member state autonomy
attitudes.
The third dimension measures the extent to which a respondent is for more EU
centralization regardless of policy areas – that is a preference for the building of a centralized
EU polity (EUP). Large positive values on this dimension indicate pro-centralization attitudes
and large negative preferences mean the absence of this preference in a respondent. Cases
with very low values on all of these three dimensions can be regarded as displaying a general
anti-EU preference, and even a preference towards dissolving the EU.
Table 8: Classification Results from Discriminant Analysis of the Views on EU Polity Development

Cross-validated(a)

Count
%

V6
National
Transnational
Organization?
National
Trans-European
National
Trans-European

or Predicted Group Membership
National
545
9
77,3
52,9

Trans-European
160
8
22,7
47,1

Total
705
17
100,0
100,0

a. Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by the
functions derived from all cases other than that case.
b. 76,6% of original grouped cases correctly classified.
c. 76,6% of cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified

As indicated in Table 8, 160 of the 705 interviewees (22,7 %) from the national level
organizations and 8 of the 17 interviewees (47,1 %) from the trans-European organizations
agree on a development towards the establishment of a multi-level governance (MLG) or (to
less extent) a federal EU polity (MLP). On the other hand, 545 national level interviewees
(77,3 %) and 9 trans-European interviewees (52,9 %) agree on more decentralization, more
autonomy for the member states.
Further analyses of the decision power that the interviewees want to give to the
supranational EU institutions under different policy areas show similar patterns. Because of
the extensive character of this analysis, its tables are not given here. The policy areas covered
by the EUROSPHERE questionnaire are:
•
•
•
•

Free mobility of EU citizens
Political rights of EU citizens
Living in other EU countries
Gender equality
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Rights of native national minorities
Citizenship
Immigration of non-EU nationals
Political asylum
Illegal migration
Free movement of non-EU immigrants
Political rights of non-EU immigrants

Under each of these policy areas, the majority of the respondents were asked about their
preferred role of the EU in policymaking / legislation processes. The following categories
about the role of the EU were presented to the respondents:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Clear cut solution on the EU level
Only flexible prescriptions on the EU level
Opt-out possibilities from EU regulations
Possibility for countries’ flexible integration
Open method of coordination
Member states should deal with this individually
This should be decided locally

Based on these questions, I constructed scales measuring the degree of each respondent’s
inclination towards accepting one or several of the above roles for the EU. The scales were
developed using a principal components analysis of all the IV.10 (a-k) variables in the
EUROSPHERE interview registration interface. The rotated component matrix showed that
many respondents do not make (or are not able to make) clear distinctions between the abovementioned different policy areas when they think about the EU’s role / power in policymaking
and legislation, and many tend to assign the same role to the EU with little attention to which
policy area is of concern (but as our interviews show, there are many important exceptions
too, where people make clear distinctions between the policy areas). This justifies combining
different policy areas under preferences about the EU’s role as I did in Tables 7 and 8.
9.3 Differences in elites’ views on addressees in the European public sphere
The qualitative descriptions of respondents’ answers about public sphere related questions in
several of the EUROSPHERE country reports give a rather detailed picture of how their
organizations relate to the existing channels, networks, and structures of communication
within both their national public spheres and beyond the boundaries. The interviews also
depicted which organizations they prefer to communicate and collaborate with at which
levels. The depiction in this section is, however, based on a set of variables measuring the
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extent to which the actors want to target as the addressees of their messages or claims in their
public sphere communications and interactions.

Table 9: Principal Components Analysis of the Actors’ Addressees in the Public Sphere
(Rotated Component Matrix)
V5.10 Which actors on all levels (international, supranational, national, subnational, i.e. regional and/ or local) do you want to address with your activities?
(Valid N= 544)

Component
1

2

European Court of Auditors

,844

,079

European Ombudsman

,841

-,021

European Economic and Social Committee

,774

,310

Presidency of the Council

,757

,321

European Committee of the Regions, Agencies

,745

,232

Council of the European Union

,724

,269

Council of Europe

,713

,234

European Council

,677

,325

European Court of Human Rights

,652

,224

European Court of Justice

,643

,193

European Commission

,441

,375

Gender organizations/networks

,174

,709

Ethnic minority organizations/networks

,189

,672

Religious organizations/networks

,181

,665

Political parties and/ or party families

,058

,634

Lobbies

,229

,622

Citizens in general

,128

,454

European Parliament

,374

,443

41,53

10,08

Contribution to explained variance (%)

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The first column in Table 9 lists the eighteen different authorities and organizations that the
respondents mentioned as the addressees they want to use in the public sphere during the
interviews. A principal components analysis of these eighteen variables, based on the valid
interviews from sixteen countries and the trans-European organizations, resulted in two
dimensions.
The first dimension encompasses the different European and EU political and judicial
authorities – that is, the addressee is an institution at the European level and the
communication is upward. This dimension explains over 41,5 % of the overall variation.
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The second dimension measures the extent to which an actor’s targeted addressees are
other organizations, networks, groups, etc, also including the European Commission, the
European parliament and European parties/party families. Unlike what is the case in the first
dimension, the communication and collaboration here does not necessarily imply a vertical or
hierarchical, but rather a horizontal structure of communication.

Table 10: Classification Results from Discriminant Analysis of the Actors’ Addressees

Cross-validated(a)

Count
%

V6
National
Transnational
Organization?
National
Trans-European
National
Trans-European

or Predicted Group Membership
National

Trans-European
516
11
97,7
68,8

12
5
2,3
31,3

Total
528
16
100,0
100,0

a. Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by the
functions derived from all cases other than that case.
b. 96,0% of original grouped cases correctly classified.
c. 95,8% of cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified.

The above results (Table 10) show that 12 (2,3 %) of the totally 528 interviewees from
national level actors and 5 (31,3) of the 16 interviewees from trans-national level actors say
that they want to be involved in vertical structures of communication within the European
Public Sphere. On the other hand, 97,7 % of interviewees from national actors, and 68,8 % of
the interviewees from transnational actors state that they want to be primarily involved in
horizontal structures of communication.
The finding here is that there are clear preferences in favor of horizontal trans-European
interactions on the part of the collective actors at both national level and the trans-European
level. This trend is much more pronounced within the national level organizations. A closer
examination of the in-depth interviews also show that many of those who favor being
involved in horizontal networks and simultaneously want to involve the EU political
institutions as little as possible in their trans-European affairs prefer so because they are
skeptical about the democratic qualities of the EU, and they do not want to be part of the
legitimization mechanisms that the EU has devised. Some political elites have stated that they
already have good reciprocal communication and collaboration channels with their sister
parties in other countries, both through the party federations and one-to-one contacts between
the party elites. Further, the national level SMO/NGO leaders who prefer horizontal
Europeanization say that, this is a process that started before the European Union existed, and
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it should continue especially now in the new political context of Europe which is
characterized by pooling of sovereignties so that the new concentrated power can be
effectively criticized and controlled by citizens. They also think that, in issues on which some
national governments are not responsive enough (e.g., women’s rights, minority rights,
environmental protection), the European level institutions can be a good tool for making the
national governments to change their course of action. Since their own aim is to make sure
that the interests they try to voice be protected, a horizontal Europeanization that is not
influenced by the EU premises is, for them, a better alternative. If necessary, European
political institutions can be addressed for this purpose, but the European level should not, in
their eyes, be taken for granted as a legitimate authority in all matters. This trend is clear
concerning the organizations that are operating at the national level.
In addition to those who favor horizontal trans-Europeanization, the national level elite
views also include some attitudes that seek to address only the national governments and
authorities in their activities. Here, the concern is rather the survival of the nation state than
the democratic legitimacy of the EU political institutions.
The trans-European elites, on the other hand, perceive their role as mediators between
the European Union institutions and the national level organizations that they strive to
integrate under their umbrella. Elites that we interviewed who work at trans-European
organizations state that they are aware that they cannot claim to be representing anybody, but
what they do is important and needed, because the new power structures in Europe requires
trans-European organizations that can articulate the interests of the European civil societies.
However, they strive on both edges. Their access to EU decision-making mechanisms are
difficult although some of the organizations have been defined by the European Commission
as official consultation partners in the matters that they specialize in. They think it is also
difficult to gain the full trust of the national level member organizations because they are
sometimes regarded as too close to the EU. This is confirmed also by the interviews with
national level political party and SMO/NGO elites, though worded somewhat differently. In
addition to the perception that the trans-European elites may be ideologically somewhat closer
to the EU than to the civil society in the grassroots, the national level elites are also concerned
about the EU-terminology adopted by the trans-European elites. In their eyes, the difficulty of
this terminology makes communication between the national and trans-European level elites
at times ineffective, and that such difficulty also makes it difficult for the national level elites
to participate actively in the trans-European level activities. On the other hand, the transEuropean elites tend to see the usage of EU-terminology as a practical necessity that makes it
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possible to communicate with and disseminate contention towards the EU policymakers. The
majority of the trans-European elites state that it is important that the national level civil
society and political organizations understand the necessity of acting together on issues that
require European level solutions, but that it is not always easy to convince their member
organizations to be more active.
Further, the elite interviews and our institutional data document that trans-European
organizations are usually operating with a very small number of full-time staff members,
something which makes it difficult for many of them to prioritize integration activities
towards the national level organizations. The trans-European organization that is the most
ambitious in creating a high level of integration, by creating a common understanding of the
common problems, is the European Women’s Lobby (EWL). This organization is using
considerable staff resources, and voluntary resources as well, to integrate, for instance, the
women’s organizations from Central and Eastern European countries. Also, European
Network Against Racism (ENAR) appears, judging from the elites’ statements, to be
concerned about linking with the member-state level anti-racist organizations.
On the other side of the coin, 2,3 % of the national level and 33,3 % of the transEuropean level elites say that they want to address the intergovernmental and supranational
bodies in Europe with their activities. The trend within the trans-European organizations is
not negligible. Amongst the trans-European organizations, the Social Platform appears to be
the one that is most oriented towards using the European Union institutions, and specifically
the European Commission, as one of their primary addressees of their activities.
9.4 Discursive misalignments between national and trans-European level elites?
These findings are important as they may be pointing to misalignments between the values of
national and trans-European elites. If it is possible to claim that trans-European organizations
are supposed to represent / aggregate the interests of the European civil society towards the
European level political institutions, this can be perceived as a legitimacy problem on the part
of the trans-European organizations. Even when we assume a somewhat less ambitious
mission for them, such as articulating interests, it is not possible to ignore this mismatch.
Certainly, diversity of views and political polarization in public sphere is necessary and
desirable from a democracy point of view. However, what we observe here is not only a
horizontal polarization, but also a vertical, hierarchical polarization between the member-state
and trans-European level organizational elites.
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Some of the trans-European elites that we interviewed are working in organizations that
are officially involved in EU-level policy processes as regular consultation partners – this is
especially so for the Social Platform of European NGOs, European Network Against Racism
(ENAR), the European Women’s Lobby (EWL). While an overwhelming majority of the
interviewed trans-European NGO/SMO elites are aware of the fact that they cannot claim to
be representing the European civil society, they also claim that they represent some social and
political norms which are for the good of all – thus investing in output legitimacy rather than
input legitimacy.
The three party federations that we interviewed are supposed to be representing their
member parties, and they have representatives in the European Parliament. Low electoral
turnout, combined with mismatches between national level and trans-European level elite
views, also points to a hierarchical structuring of the trans-European political spaces.
Although the think tank networks – EPIN and TEPSA – and their member organizations
that we interviewed are not expected to represent anybody else than themselves and their
expertise, it is important to remember that they are giving policy assessments, evaluations,
and advices to the European Union.
The European Commission, and other EU political institutions take these trans-European
organizations as the most relevant conversation partners in certain policy issues, and they
have privileged them and institutionalized their participation in consultation processes in
different ways. On the other hand, the views they disseminate about diversity in general,
ethnonational diversity, and the legitimate addressees in the European public sphere are
fundamentally different from the views expressed by the elites working in national level
organizations.
While closing this discussion, it is also important to remind that the European Union’s
consultation system also gives opportunity to both other organizations and individual citizens
to express their views on policy issues.

10 Organizations’ Networks and Interaction Patterns
In the following set of principal components and discriminant analyses, the unit of both
observation and analysis is organizations. Data about the organizations networking and
interactive patterns were gathered from their printed and online documents (annual reports,
activity reports, leaflets, brochures, descriptions of ongoing projects and project partners, and
secondary literature where available). The following set of principal components and
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discriminant analyses of organizations networking patterns include sub-national, national and
trans-European interactions.
10.1 Collaboration patterns of organizations
Table 11 gives the results from a principal component analysis of the operative levels of
networks that our organizations are actually involved in. The 46 media actors in the data set
are excluded from this analysis as the kinds of networking they do is not comparable with the
networking of the other three types of organizations.
Table 11: Principal Components Analysis of the Organizations’ Networks
(Rotated Component Matrix)
Organizations/networks the organization collaborates with
N= 158

Component
1

2

Regional organizations/networks

,921

-,063

National organizations/networks

,631

,543

Trans-European organizations/networks

-,012

,938

Contribution to explained variance (%)

49,64

31,22

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The first component measures the extent to which an organization is involved in subEuropean (regional and national) networks, and the second measures an organization’s
involvement in both trans-European networks and national networks. The variable “national
organizations/networks” loads on both dimensions. This indicates that majority of the
organizations in our data material have national networks. However, those with large positive
scores on the first dimension are also involved in sub-national (regional) networks, and those
with large positive scores on the second dimension are, in addition to their national networks,
also involved in trans-European networks. This implies the presence of and a distinction
between national multi-level and trans-European multi-level networking structures in Europe,
strengthening my expectation in the very beginning that both national boundaries and the
European multi-level governance structures would lead to this kind of networking structure.
Table 12 presents the distribution of these two networking patterns between transEuropean and national level organizations. We observe that 98 % of member-state level
organizations collaborate primarily with national and sub-national networks of organizations.
On the other hand, 71.4 % of the trans-European organizations are also primarily collaborates
with national and sub-national level organizations, whereas 28.6 % of trans-European
organizations are engaged in cooperation with other trans-European networks.
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Table 12: Classification Results from Discriminant Analysis of the Organizations’ Networks
Predicted Group Membership
National or transnational?
Cross-validateda

Count
%

National
Transnational
National
Transnational

National
142
5
97,9
71,4

Transnational
3
2
2,1
28,6

Total
145
7
100,0
100,0

As the percentage of the national level organizations that are involved in collaboration with
trans-European networks is low (2,1 %), and the percentage of the transnational organizations
that collaborate with national level organizations is high (71.4 %), this means that the transEuropean organizations are collaborating with only a small selection of national level
organizations. This is certainly so in the case of the trans-European think tank networks,
which prefer to include only one think tank from each EU member country. The same
argument also goes for the party federations, which collaborate with a limited number
(preferably only one) political party in each member country. As to the SMOs and NGOs,
ENAR and EWL also has limited number of organizations from each country, and often only
one, in their membership lists. On the other hand, the Social Platform is a network of
networks, and it is not possible for individual organizations to be members in the Social
Platform.
Even without considering the results presented in Table 12, the membership structure of
the trans-European organizations testify to the fact that the number of national level
organizations involved in trans-European networks is quite low. It is also striking that the
results we obtained from the analysis of interviews (Table 10, p.34) are almost identical with
the results we obtained from this analysis of the institutional data. Combining these results,
we conclude that the organizational elites are quite consistent in their intensions and actions:
To a large degree, they do not want to have intergovernmental and supranational authorities
as addressees of their activities; in practice, they do not either collaborate with the transEuropean organizations that have these authorities as main addressees of their activities.
10.2 Scope of organizations’ collaboration with networks and other organizations
A principal components analysis of six variables indicating how organizations collaborate in
their national, sub-national and trans-European networks resulted in one component (Table
13). The list of variables in the first column of Table 13 measure different types of
collaboration forms. The variables “attempts at mutual information sharing”, “efforts to
synchronize

separate

projects/action

plans”,
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“joint/projects/actions”, “attempts to formulate common objectives to address common
concerns”, and “attempts to formulate [simply] common objectives” represent actually the
ordinal-ranked categories of the variable collaboration scope – in the order given above. The
ordinal ranking can also be interpreted as the intensity of collaboration. However, the
principal components analysis did not distinguish between the variables measuring
project/action based collaboration and more strategic collaboration to achieve long-term
objectives, I will stick to the interpretation of this scale as an indicator of organizations’
collaboration scope.

Table 13: Principal Components Analysis of the Organizations’ Actions in Trans-European Networks
(Rotated Component Matrix)
N=158
Efforts to synchronize separate projects/action-plans
Attempts at mutual information-sharing
Attempts to formulate common objectives
Joint projects/actions
Collaborative projects/actions
Efforts to formulate common objectives to address common concerns

Component
1
,786
,763
,721
,719
,702
,622

Contribution to the explained variance (%)

51,93

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 1 components extracted.

Thus, the extracted single component can be interpreted as a measure of the size of the
collaboration repertoire of organizations. The larger the score of an organization, the more
collaborative activity types. Smaller scores indicate less collaboration activity with networks
and other organizations. On the other hand, the largest scores with positive sign can also be
interpreted as forms of collaboration aiming to achieve longer term common objectives.
Whereas the indicators that I constructed in the previous section measure the extent to
which organizations network with organizations operating at different levels, this single
indicator tells us what they do when they collaborate.
Table 14 shows that the 60 % trans-European level organizations have larger collaboration
scope or repertoire and 76,5 % of the national level organizations have smaller collaboration
repertoires. This is certainly not surprising at all since the survival of the trans-European
networks to a large extent relies on collaboration both with their member organizations and
the other networks.
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Table 14: Classification Results from Discriminant Analysis of the Organizations’ Actions in Networks
Predicted Group Membership

Cross-validateda

Count

%

National or transnational?

National

Transnational

Total

National

117

36

153

Transnational

2

3

5

National

76,5

23,5

100,0

Transnational

40,0

60,0

100,0

a. Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by the
functions derived from all cases other than that case.
b. 75,9% of selected original grouped cases correctly classified.
c. ,0% of unselected original grouped cases correctly classified.
d. 75,9% of selected cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified.

What do these numbers actually tell us about the national and trans-European level
organizations? Firstly, we can with a high degree of certainty say that the much fewer national
level organizations than trans-European organizations get involved in collaboration that
requires agreeing on common objectives. Secondly, also a considerable portion (40 %) of the
trans-European organizations has this collaboration repertoire.
Still, if our figures are really representative, 23,5 % of national level organizations and 60
% of trans-European level organizations do get involved in collaboration that either may lead
to or has led to formulation of common objectives. Indeed, this is a lot and implies that
individual organizations are coming together to stand on the different poles of whatever kind
of political spaces they are operating in.
While digesting these findings, it is important to keep in mind that the analysis in this
section does not distinguish between the levels at which collaboration happens (local, national
or European). The results cover collaboration at all levels.
10.3 Organizations’ membership status in networks
The EUROSPHERE institutional data collection also covered information about the analyzed
organizations’ membership status in the different trans-European networks of organizations
that they collaborate in and with. The principal components analysis presented in Table 15 is
based on three variables indicating whether the analyzed organizations have active or passive
membership status or an observer status in the networks that they are involved in. The
principal components analysis gave two components. The two components distinguish
between organizations that are members and organizations that only have observer status in
the networks that they are involved in.
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Table 15: Principal Components Analysis of the Organizations’ Membership Status in Networks
(Rotated Component Matrix)
Component
Status of the organization in selected networks
N= 160
1
2
Passive membership status (only voting rights)
,820
-,147
Active membership status (with voting and representation rights)

,688

,267

Observer status

,039

,961

Contribution to explained variance (%)

40,03

32,1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The first component measures whether an organization has active membership status in the
network with voting and representation rights (large positive values). The larger scores
indicate membership with both voting and representation rights, and the smaller valuers
indicate only passive membership status without representation rights.
The second component measures whether a non-member organization has observer status
in an organizational network. Larger values indicate observer status, and smaller values
indicate the absence of observer status.
Organizations that score low on both dimensions are those that have not membership or
observer status in any organizational networks; however, this does not mean that they do not
collaborate with networks.
Table 16: Classification Results from Discriminant Analysis of Membership Status
in Networks
Predicted Group Membership

Cross-validateda

Count

%

National or transnational?

National

Transnational

Total

National

145

10

155

Transnational

4

1

5

National

93,5

6,5

100,0

Transnational

80,0

20,0

100,0

a. Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by the
functions derived from all cases other than that case.
b. 91,3% of selected original grouped cases correctly classified.
c. ,0% of unselected original grouped cases correctly classified.
d. 90,6% of selected cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified.

Table 16 shows that 6,5 % of national level organizations and 20 % of trans-European
organizations have strong membership statuses in organizational networks. The one transnational organization that has a strong membership status in a network is ENAR – which is a
member of the Social Platform.
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10.4 Organizations’ geographical orientations
In the final principal components analysis, I included the variables indicating the geographical
focus of each organization in their collaborative work. The organizational foci that are
registered for each organization, include global, European, transnational and national
orientations. Table 15 gives the results from a principal components analysis of these
variables.
Whereas the analysis presented in Table 11 (p.42) is based on the other organizations and
networks that the actors actually collaborate with, this analysis includes variables that inform
about the objectives and ambitions concerning the breadth of collaboration and networking.
Table 17: Principal Components Analysis of the Organizations’ Geographical Focus
(Rotated Component Matrix)
Component
Organizations Focus
N= 200
1
2
Global focus

,790

,049

European focus

,772

-,033

Transnational focus

,720

,082

National focus

,043

,997

43,98

24,65

Contribution to explained variance (%)

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The analysis resulted in two components. The first one measures the beyond-national focus in
networking (global, European, and transnational). The second component measures the extent
of an organization’s national orientation in networking. Organizations that score low on both
dimensions are not active in collaboration with other organizations and networks. On the
other hand, those organizations that score high on both dimensions have a broad spectrum of
networking focus – covering levels from national to global.
Table 18: Classification Results from Discriminant Analysis of Geographical Focus
Predicted Group Membership
Total
National
Transnational
a
Cross-validated
Count
National
164
31
195
Transnational
2
3
5
%
National
84,1
15,9
100,0
Transnational
40,0
60,0
100,0
a. Cross validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each case is classified by the
functions derived from all cases other than that case.
b. 83,5% of selected original grouped cases correctly classified.
c. ,0% of unselected original grouped cases correctly classified.
d. 83,5% of selected cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified.
National or transnational?
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Results from a discriminant analysis are given in Table 18. Also here, the beyond-national
focus dominates in trans-European organizations, whereas national focus is dominant in
national level organizations – a pattern that we have observed in all the dimensions of
collaboration and networking in the previous sections.

11 The structuring of trans-Europeanizing political spaces
The conceptual framework of this paper defines “the articulation of trans-Europeanizing
political spaces” in terms of two features: (1) generation of trans-European discourses and (2)
creation of trans-European networks. The fulfillment of any one of these two criteria means
contribution to the creation of trans-Europeanizing political spaces.
The finding concerning creation of Europeanizing discourses is that, while both
Europeanizing and non-Europeanizing discourses are found to exist in both national and
trans-European level organizations, non-Europeanizing discourses dominate in the national
level organizations, and Europeanizing discourses dominate in the trans-European
organizations. These discourses concern organizational elites’ statements about diversity, EU
polity and their preferred addressees in the public debates.
The analysis of organizations’ interaction and networking patterns at the institutional level
also indicate that very few national level organizations are involved in trans-European
relations with other organizations.
The picture that the above analyses of discourses and networks point to that there are
trans-Europeanizing spaces, with Europeanizing discourses and / or trans-European ties
between organizations at both national and European levels. Earlier research convincingly
shows that the current European public sphere is horizontally segmented along national lines
in Europe. What this current study adds to the existing knowledge is that, the communicative
public space component of the European public sphere, which is expected to contribute to the
weakening of these national boundaries divides the European public sphere vertically: There
are important discursive gaps between the views of national and European level elites on the
issues of diversity, EU polity and who they see as legitimate addressees of their activities.
Further, networking patterns also show that this gap is not only in discourses, but also in
interactions.
This currently weak vertical division may in the future contribute to the emergence of a
both horizontally and vertically segmented European public sphere.

44

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Bibliography
Abelson (2004): Do Think Tanks Matter? Assessing the Impact of Public Policy Institutes. McGillQueen’s University Press.
Alapuro R. 1982. Finland: An Interface Periphery. In Rokkan and Urwin (eds.) The Politics of
Territorial Identity. Studies in European Regionalism. London: Sage.
Ålund, Alexandra & Carl-Ulrik Schierup 1991, Paradoxes of Multiculturalism. Essays on Swedish
Society. Aldershot: Avebury.
Anderson B. 1992. Imagined Communities. London: Verso.
Arendt H. 1976. The Origins of Totalitarianism. New York: Harcourt Brace & Company.
Aspinwall, Mark, (2002). ‘Preferring Europe: Ideology and National Preferences on European
Integration.’ European Union Politics 3:81-111.
Bader V. 1995. Citizenship and Exclusion: Radical Democracy, Community and Justice. Or, What is
Wrong with Communitarianism. Political Theory 23:211-246.
–––––– 1997. The Cultural Conditions of Transnational Citizenship. Political Theory 25:814-820.
–––––– 1998. Egalitarian Multiculturalism: Institutional Separation and Cultural Pluralism. In: R.
Bauböck and R.I. Rundell J, ed. Blurred Boundaries: Aldershot.
–––––– 1998a. Dilemmas of Ethnic Affirmative Action: Benign State-Neutrality or Relational Ethnic
Neutrality. Citizenship Studies 2:435-473.
–––––– 1998b, ‘Egalitarian Multiculturalism: Institutional Separation and Cultural Pluralism’ in
Bauböck, R.I. Rundell, J eds. Blurred Boundaries: Aldershot.
–––––– 1999. Citizenship of the European Union. Human Rights, Rights of Citizens of the Union and
of Member States. Ratio Juris 12:153-181.
––––– 1999a, ‘Religious Pluralism. Secularism or Priority for Democracy?’ Political Theory 27/5:
pp.597-633.
–––––– 1999b, ‘Citizenship of the European Union. Human Rights, Rights of Citizens of the Union
and of Member States.’, Ratio Juris, Volume 12, Number 2, June, 153 – 181
–––––– 2000. Associative Democracy and the Incorporation of Ethnic and National Minorities.
Critical Review of International Social and Political Philosophy 4.
–––––– 2000a. ‘Institutions, Culture and Identity of Trans-National Citizenship: How much
integration and ‘communal spirit’ is needed?’ In Crouch, Colin and Eder, Klaus eds.
Citizenship, Markets, and the State. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Barber B. 1984. Strong Democracy. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Barnett, NM, Finemore, 2004. M., Rules for the world. International organiations in global politics,
Ithaca, Cornell University Press.
Barrett PT, Kline P. 1981. The Observation to Variable Ratio in Factor Analysis. Personality Study
and Group Behavior 1:23-33.
Barth F. 1969. Ethnic Groups and Boundaries. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.

45

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Bartolini, S. 2005. Restructuring Europe : centre formation, system building and political structuring
between the nation-state and the European Union, Oxford University Press.
Bartolini, Stefano 2006. “Should the Union be Politicized? Prospects and Risks”, in: Politics: The
Right or the Wrong Sort of Medicine for the EU? , Paris: Notre Europe.
Bauböck R. 1994. Transnational Citizenship: Membership and Rights in International Migration.
Aldershot: Edward Algar.
–––––– 1998. Sharing History and Future? Time Horizons of Democratic Membership in an Age of
Migration, Aldershot: Edward Elgar.
–––––– 1999. “Liberal Justifications for Ethnic Group Rights” in Christian Joppke and Steven Lukes
(eds.) Multicultural Questions, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
–––––– 2003a. (forthcoming): “Towards a Political Theory of Migrant Transnationalism”,
International Migration Review (Special Issue: “Transnational Migration: International
Perspectives”).
–––––– 2003b. “Re-inventing Urban Citizenship”, Citizenship Studies, 7/2.
–––––– 2003c. “Public Culture in Societies of Immigration” in R. Sackmann, T. Faist, and B. Peters
(eds.), Identity and Integration. Migrants in Western Europe, Avebury: Ashgate.
Beiner, Ronald 1998. “Why Citizenship Constitutes a Theoretical Problem in the Last Decade of the
Twentieth Century” in Ronald Beiner (ed) Theorizing Citizenship, Albany: State University of
New York Press.
Bell, Daniel 1993. Communitarianism and Its Critics, Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Bendix, Reinhard 1977, Nation-Building and Citizenship: Studies of Our Changing Social Order,
Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press.
Benhabib S. 1996. Democracy and Difference. Contesting the Boundaries of the Political. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.
Bentham J. 1948 [1789]. An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation. Edited by J.
Harrison. Oxford: Blackwell.
Berghe PV. 1978. Race and Ethnicity: A Socio-Biological Perspective. Seattle: University of
Washington.
Brubaker RW. 1989. Immigration and the Politics of Citizenship in Europe and North America.
Lanham: University Press of America.
–––––– 1990. The Right to Asylum and the Future of Asylum. International Journal of Refugee Law
5:341-360.
–––––– 1990a. Immigration, Citizenship and the Nation State in France and Germany: A Comparative
Historical Analysis. International Sociology 5:379-407.
–––––– 1992. Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.
Calhoun C. 1994. Social Theory and the Politics of Identity. Oxford: Blackwell.
–––––– 1995. Critical Social Theory: Culture, History and the Challenge of Difference, Oxford:
Blackwell.
–––––– 1997. Nationalism. Buckingham: Open University Press.

46

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Carens, Joseph H. 1987. ‘The Case for Open Borders’ in Review of Politics 49/2: pp.251-73.
Castles S, Kosack G. 1985. Immigrant Workers and Class Structure in Western Europe. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
Castles, Stephen 2000. Ethnicity and Globalization: From Migrant Workers to Global Citizens,
London: Sage
Castles, Stephen and A. Davidson eds. 2000. Citizenship and Migration; Globalization and the
Politics of Belonging, Basingstoke: Macmillan
Chimni BS. 1998. The Geopolitics of Refugee Studies: A View from the South. Journal of Refugee
Studies 11:350-374.
–––––– 2000. Globalization, Humanitarianism and the Erosion of Refugee Protection. Journal of
Refugee Studies 113:243-263.
Coen, David (2007). Empirical and Theoretical Studies in EU Lobbying. Journal of European Public
Policy 14(3): 333-345.
Council of Europe 1999 Political and social participation through consultative bodies Strasbourg:
Community Relations, Council of Europe Publishing
Crowley, ‘The Politics of Belonging: Some Theoretical Considerations’ in Geddes, A. & Favell, A.
1999, The Politics of Belonging: Migrants and Minorities in Contemporary Europe. Aldershot:
Ashgate.
Dacyl JV. 1992. Between Compassion and Realpolitik. Stockholm: Akadmitryck.
Dahrendorf R. 1994. The Changing Quality of Citizenship. In: Steenbergen Bv, ed. The Condition of
Citizenship. London: Sage.
Dauvergne C. 1999. Making People Illegal. In: Fitzpatrick P, Tuitt P, eds. Critical Beings. Law,
Nation and the Global Subject. Aldershot: Ashgate. pp 83-100.
Della Porta, D. 2005a. “The Europeanization of Protest: a Typology and some Empirical Evidence”.
In: Gianfranco Bettin Lattes & Ettore Recchi (Eds.): Comparing European Societies. Towards a
Sociology of the EU. Bologna: Monduzzi. pp. 261–286.
Della Porta, D. 2005b. "Multiple Belongings, Tolerant Identities, and the Construction of "Another
Politics": Between the European Social Forum and the Local Social Fora”. In: Donatella Della
Porta & Sidney G. Tarrow (Eds.): Transnational protest and global activism. Lanham, MD:
Rowman & Littlefield.
Della Porta, D and Diani, M. 2006. Social movements: An introduction (2nd revised edition). Malden
Mass.: Blackwell Publ.
Diken, Bülent 1998: Strangers, Ambivalence and Social Theory, Aldershot: Ashgate.
Deutsch, M and H. Gerard, 1955. A study of normative and informational social influences on
individual judgements. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,51, 629-636.
Doerr, N. and Haugh, C. 2006. “Public Spheres within Movements: Linking Transnational Social
Movements Research and the (Re)search for a European Public Sphere”. Paper prepared for the
international colloquium “Crossing Borders: On the road toward transnational social movement
analysis” held 5-7 October 2006 at the Social Science Research Center Berlin.
Diken B. 1995. Fra Østtyrkiet til Vestdanmark: Fra landsbyliv til ghettotilværelse i det fascinerende
og kedelige Ikast. Copenhagen: Akademisk Forlag.

47

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Dunteman GH. 1989. Principal Components Analysis. London: SAGE.
Dworkin R. 1977. Taking Rights Seriously. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Eriksen, E. O. 2004. Conceptualizing European public spheres: general, segmentated and strong
publics. Oslo: Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo (ARENA working papers WP
03/2004).
Eriksen, Erik O. (2005). An Emerging Public Sphere. European Journal of Social Theory 8(3): 341363.
Eisenberg, A. & J. Spinner Halev 2005. Minorities within minorities. Equality, Rights and Diversity,
Cambridge University Press, 2005.
European Journal of Women’s Studies (EJWS) (2006). Special Issue on Intersectionality.
Etzioni A. 1995. The Spirit of Community. London: Fontana Press.
–––––– 1995a. Old Chestnuts and New Spurs. In: Etzioni A, ed. New Communitarian Thinking.
Charlottesville and London: University Press of Virginia.
–––––– (ed.) 1995b. New Communitarian Thinking. Charlotesville and London: University Press of
Virginia.
–––––– 1995c. The Spirit of Community, London: Fontana Press.
Evans, Andrew 1995, Union Citizenship and the Equality Principle in Rosas A. and E. Antola (eds.) A
Citizens’ Europe. In Search of a New Order, London: Sage.
Faist, Thomas. 2004. "Towards a Political Sociology of Transnationalization. The State of the Art in
Migration Research." Archives européennes de sociologie 45(03): 331-366.
Faist, Thomas 2000. The volume and dynamics of international migration and transnational social
spaces, Oxford University Press.
Falk R. 1994. The Making of Global Citizenship. In: Steenbergen Bv, ed. The Condition of
Citizenship. London: Sage.
Feree, M. M., W. A. Gamson, J. Gerhards and D. Rucht 2002. “Four models of the Public Sphere in
modern democracies”, Theory and Society, 31, 289-324.
Ferree, Myra M.; Gamson, William A. and Gerhards, Jürgen; Rucht, Dieter 2002. “Four models of the
public sphere in modern democracies”. Theory and Society, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp. 289–324.
Fiig, C. (2008). A Powerful Public Sphere? Rethinking the Habermasian Public Sphere from the
Perspective of Gender Theory. 4th Pan-European Conference on EU Politics, 25th-27th 2008 /
Riga, Latvia: Gender and Intersectionality in the European Public Sphere.
Fisher 1991. Country Report: American Think Tanks: Policy Elites and the Politicization of Expertise.
From Governance: An International Journal of Policy and Administration. Vol 4. No. 3 July
1991.
Fitzpatrick J. 1996. Revitalizing the 1951 Refugee Convention. Harvard Human Rights Journal
9:229-253.
–––––– 1999. Terminal Legality? Human Rights and the Critical Being. In: Fitzpatrick P, Tuitt P, eds.
Critical Beings. Law, Nation and the Global Subject. Aldershot: Ashgate. Pp.119-136.
Fitzpatrick P, Tuitt P. 2004. Critical Beings. Law, Nation and the Global Subject. Aldershot: Ashgate.

48

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Follesdal, Andreas, and Hix, Simon (2005). “Why There is a Democratic Deficit in the EU: A
response to Majone and Moravscik”, European Governance Papers (EUROGOV) No C-05- 02,
http://www.connex-network.org/eurogov/pdf/egp-connex-C-05-02.pdf
Fragomen AT. 1997. The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996: An
Overview. International Migration Review 6:438-460.
Fraser, Nancy 1990 Rethinking the Public Sphere: A Contribution to the Critique of Actually Existing
Democracy, Social Text, No. 25/26, pp. 56-80.
–––– 1997. Justice Interruptions. Critical Reflections on the “Post-socialist” Condition. London:
Routledge.
–––– 2007 Transnationalizing the PublicSphere. On the Legitimacy and Efficacy of Public Opinion in
a Post-Westphalian World. Theory, Culture & Society. Vol. 24(4): 7–30
Frasier N, Gordon L. 1994. Civil Citizenship against Social Citizenship. In: Steenbergen Bv, ed. The
Condition of Citizenship.
Freeman GP. 1992. Migration Policy and Politics in the Receiving States. International Migration
Review 26:1114-1167.
Garvey JI. 1985. Towards a Reformulation of International Refugee Law. Harvard International Law
Journal 26:483-500.
Geddes, Andrew 2000. ‘Lobbying for migrant inclusion in the European Union: new opportunities for
transnational advocacy?’, Journal of European Public Policy 7(4): 632–49.
Gellner E. 1983. Nations and Nationalism. Oxford: Blackwell.
–––––– 1998. Nationalism. London: Phoenix.
Gerhards, J. 2000. Europäisierung von Ökonomie und Politik und die Trägheit der Entstehung einer
europäischen Öffentlichkeit, in: Bach, M. (ed.) Die europäisierung nationaler Gesellschaften.
(Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie, Sonderheft 40) (Wiesbaden:
Westdeutscher Verlag), pp.277-305.
Giddens, Anthony (1990):The Consequences of Modernity. Stanford: Stanford UP
Gilbert G. 1998. Rights, Legitimate Expectations, Needs and responsibilities: UNHCR and the New
World Order. International Journal of Refugee Law 10:349-388.
Goodwin-Gill GS. 1985. The Refugee in International Law. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Groot G-Rd. 1996. Relationship between the Nationality Legislation of the Member States of the
European Union and European Citizenship. Paper presented at the Conference. European
Citizenship: An Institutional Challenge. EUI, Florence.
Greenwood, Justin 2003. Interest Representation in the European Union. Basingstoke. Palgrave
MacMillan Gunstneren Hv. 1994. Four Conceptions of Citizenship. In: Steenbergen Bv, ed. The
Condition of Citizenship. London: Sage. pp 36-48.
Gunstneren Hv. 1994, ‘Four Conceptions of Citizenship’ in Bart van Steenbergen ed. The Condition
of Citizenship, London: Sage Publications.
–––––– 1998. Admission to Citizenship. Ethics 98:731-741.
Guttman, L. 1977. What is Not What in Statistics. The Statistician 26, 81-107.

49

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Habermas J. 1989. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of
Bourgeois Society, tr. Thomas Burger with Frederick Lawrence. Cambridge MA: The M.I.T.
Press
–––––– 1992. Citizenship and National Identity. Praxis International 12:1-19.
–––––– 1994. Citizenship and National Identity. In: Steenbergen Bv, (ed). The Condition of
Citizenship. London: Sage.
–––––– 1994a. Struggles for Recognition in the Democratic Constitutional State. In: Taylor C, ed.
Multiculturalism. Princeton N.J.: Princeton University Press.
Haas, P. 2002. "Epistemic communities and international policy coordination, International
Organization, Winter 1992, Vol. 46, n°1, p. 1-35.
Haggard S, Simmons BA. 1987. Theories of International Regimes. International Organization
41:492-517.
Hailbronner K. 1989. Citizenship and Nationhood in Germany. In: Brubaker RW, ed. Immigration and
the Politics of Citizenship in Europe and North America. Lanham: University Press of America.
–––––– 1995, Third Country nationals and EC Law in Rosas A. and E. Antola (eds.) A Citizens’
Europe. In Search of a New Order, London: Sage.
Hammar T. 1986. Comparative European Immigration Policy. Cambridge: Cambridge University
press.
–––––– 1990. Democracy and the Nation State: Aliens, Denizens and Citizens in a World of
International Migration. Avebury: Aldershot.
–––––– 1997. The Procedural Paradigm of Law and Democracy. Public Law:692-703.
–––––– 1998. Taking Human Rights Seriously in the Asylum Context? A Perspective on the
Development of Law and Policy. In: Nicholson F, Twomey P, eds. Current Aspects of UK
Asylum Law and Policy. Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing.
–––––– 1999. Talking about Refugee Law. Journal of Refugee Studies 12.
Haug, C. 2006. “Public Spheres in Movements: A Model for the Assessment of Structures and
Functions for Democratic Decision-making”. In: Colin Barker & Mark
Hedetoft, Ulf 2002. Discourses and Images of Belonging: Migrants between “New racism”, Liberal
nationalism, and Globalization, AMID Working Paper Series 5/2002, Aaløborg: Univeristy of
Aalborg.
–––––– 2003, The Global Turn. National Encounters with the World, Aalborg: Aalborg University
Press.
Held D. 1987. Models of Democracy. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Hix, Simon and Christopher Lord 1997. Political Parties in the European Union, New York: St
Martin’s Press.
––––– 1999. Dimensions and alignments in European Union politics: Cognitive constraints and
partisan responses. European Journal of Political Research 35(1): 69–106.
––––– 2008. What’s Wrong with the European Union and How to Fix it Cambridge: Polity Press.
Hoaglin, DC, Mosteller, F, and Tukey, JW 1983. Understanding Robust and Exploratory Data
Analysis, New York: John Wiley & Sons.

50

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Hobbes T. 1949. De Cive, or the Citizen. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.
–––––– 1991. Leviathan. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hobson, B. 2007. Recognition Struggles in Transnational Arenas: Negotiating Identities and Framing
Citizenship. CRISPP – Critical Review of International Social and Political Philosophy, vol 10:
4
Hollifield JF. 1994. The Migration Crisis in Western Europe: The Search for a National Model. Paper
presented at. the 90th Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, September
1-4. New York.
Hollis M. 1994. The Philosophy Social Science. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hooghe, Liesbet, Gary Marks, and Carole J. Wilson 2004. “Does Left/Right Structure Party positions
on European Integration?” In Gary Marks and Marco R. Steenbergen eds. Op cit.
Horowitz DL. 1981. Ethnic Identity. In: Moynihan G, ed. Ethnicity: Harvard College.
–––––– 1985. Ethnic Groups in Conflict. Berkeley, California: University of California Press.
Horowitz DL, Noriel G. 1992. Immigrants in Two Democracies: French and American Experience.
New York: New York University Press.
Hutcheson G, Sofroniou N. 1999. The Multivariate Social Scientist: Introductory Statistics Using
Generalized Linear Models. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.
Ignatieff M. 1990. The Needs of Strangers. London: Hogarth.
–––––– 1993. Blood & Belonging: Journeys into the New Nationalism. London: BBC.
Imig, Doug and Sidney Tarrow 2001a. “Mapping the Europeanization of Contention: Evidence from a
Quantitative Data Analysis”, in Imig, Doug and Tarrow, Sidney (eds) Contentious Europeans:
Protest and Politics in and Emerging Polity, pp. 27-52.
–––––– (Eds.) 2001b. Contentious Europeans: protest and politics in an emerging polity. Lanham,
Md.: Rowman Littlefield.
Investigations Service US. 2001. Citizenship Laws of the World. Washington: United States
Department of State, Office of Personnel Management.
Ireland PR. 1994. The Policy Challenge of Ethnic Diversity. Massachussets: Harvard University Press.
Janoski T. 1998. Citizenship and Civil Society: A Framework of Rights and Obligations in Liberal,
Traditional, and Social Democratic Regimes. Cambridge: Cambridge University press.
Joppke C. 1998. Challenges to the Nation State: Immigration in Western Europe and North America.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
–––––– 1999. Immigration and the Nation State: The United States, Germany and Great Britain.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Juss S. 1997. Discretion and Deviation in the Administration of Immigration Control. London: Sweet
and Maxwell.
Kelly, Georg Armstrong, 1979, “Who Needs a Theory of Citizenship?” in Ronald Beiner (ed)
Theorizing Citizenship, Albany: State University of New York Press.
Kielmannsegg, P. Graf. 2003. Integration und Demokratie, in: Jachtenfuchs, M. & Kohler-Koch, B.
(eds.) Europäische Integration (Opladen: Leske + Budrich, 2nd edn.), pp.49-83.

51

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Knapp G.-A. 2005. ”Race, Class, Gender: Reclaiming Baggage in Fast Traveling Theories” in
European Journal of Women’s Studies, vol. 12, pp. 249-265.
Koopmans, Ruud 2007. ‘Who Inhabits the European Public Sphere? Winners and Losers, Supporters
and Opponents in Europeanised Political Debates’, European Journal of Political Research
46(2): 183–210.
Koopmans, R. and Erbe, J. 2004. “Towards a European public sphere? Vertical and horizontal
dimensions of Europeanized political communication”. Innovation, Vol. 17, No. 2, pp. 97–118.
Koopmans, R. and Zimmermann, A. 2003. “Internet: A New Potential for European Political
Communication?” Berlin: Social Science Research Center, November 2003 (WZB-Discussion
Paper SP IV 2003-402).
Krasner S. 1983. Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening Variables. In:
Krasner S, ed. International Regimes. Ithaca: Cornel University Press.
Kriesi, Hanspeter, 2005. “How National Political Parties Mobilize the Political Potentials Linked to
European Integration’, in Statham, Paul “Political Party Contestation”, Op cit.
Kriesi, Hanspeter, Edgar Grande, Romain Lachat, Martin Dolezal, Simon Bornschier & Timotheos
Frey 2006. “Globalization and the transformation of the national political space: Six European
countries compared” European Journal of Political Research 45: 921–956.
Kukathas C, Petit P. 1990. Rawls: A Theory of Justice and Its Critics. Oxford: Polity Press.
Kymlicka W. 1988. Liberalism and Communitarianism. Canadian Journal of Political Philosophy
18:181-204.
Kymlicka, Will 1989a, ‘Liberal individualism and Liberal Neutrality’, Ethics, No:99, pp.883-905.
–––––– 1989b. Liberalism, Community and Culture. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
–––––– 1995. Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.
Kymlicka, Will and Norman, Wayne 1994, “Return of the Citizen: A Survey of Recent Work in
Citizenship Theory” in Ronald Beiner (ed) Theorizing Citizenship, Albany: State University of
New York Press.
Liebert, Ulrike (2007). “The European Citizenship Paradox: Renegotiating Equality and Diversity in
the New Europe. CRISPP – Critical Review of International Social and Political Philosophy,
vol 10: 4.
Lijphart A. 1984. Democracies. Patterns of Majoritarian and Consensus Government in Twenty-One
Countries. New Haven and London: Yale University Press.
Lijphart, Arend 1999. Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Performance in Thirty-Six
Countries (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press).
Linklater A. 1982. Men and Citizens in the Theory of International Relations. New York: St. Martin's
Press.
–––––– 1998. The Transformation of Political Community: Ethical Foundations of the PostWestphalian Era. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Locke J. 1988. Two Treatises of Government. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Looke, B., Kothari, U., (ed.) (2001), Participation: the new tyranny, Zed Book, London.

52

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Lord, Christopher 1998. Democracy in the European Union (Sheffield: Sheffield University Press).
Lord, F. 1953. On the Statistical Treatment of Football Numbers. American Psychologist 8: 750-751.
Magnette, P. (2003). “European governance and civic participation: beyond elitist citizenship?”,
Political Studies, Vol 51, p. 1-17.
Mair, Peter (2000). “The Limited Impact of Europe on National Political Systems.” Western European
Politics 23:27-51.
Majone, G. (1998). “Europe’s ‘Democratic Deficit’: The Question of Standards”.European Law
Journal, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 5–28.
Malkki L. 1992. National Geographic: The Rooting of Peoples and the Territorialization of National
Identity among Scholars and Refugees. Cultural Anthropology 7: 22-44.
Marks, G. and CJ. Wilson 2000. “The Past in the Present: A Cleavage Theory of Party Response to
European Integration.” British Journal of Political Science 30: 433- 459.
Marks, Gary and Marco R. Steenbergen, 2004. eds., European Integration and Political Conflict.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Marks, Gary, Carole Wilson and Leonard Ray (2002). “National Political Parties and European
Integration”. American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 46, No. 3, pp. 585–94.
Marshall TH. 1950. Citizenship and Social Class. In: Marshall TH, ed. Citizenship and Social Class
and Other Essays. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
MccIntyre, Alasdair 1984, “Is Patriotism a Virtue?” in Ronald Beiner (ed) Theorizing Citizenship,
Albany: State University of New York Press
–––––– 1985. After Virtue: A Study of Moral Theory. London: Duckworth.
–––––– 1999, Dependent Rational Animals: Why Human Beings Need the Virtues London: Duckworth
McKay, D. (2004) ‘The EU as a Self-sustaining Federation: Specifying the Constitutional Conditions’.
In Dobson, Lynn. and Andreas Follesdal, (eds) Political Theory and th eEuropean Constitution
(London: Routledge).
Merton RK. 1957. Social Theory and Social Structure. Free Press: Free Press.
Miles R, Tränhardt D. 1995. Migration and European Integration. London: Pinter.
Mill JS. 1969 [1861]. Utilitarianism. In The Collected Works of J.S. Mill, Vol. X. Toronto: Toronto
University Press.
Miller, David 1995, On Nationality, Oxford: Clanderon Press.
–––––– 2000. Citizenship and National Identity. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Mokre, M. (2008). EU Anti-Discrimination-Policies and their Impact on the European Public Sphere.
4th Pan-European Conference on EU Politics , 25th-27th 2008 / Riga, Latvia: Gender and
Intersectionality in the European Public Sphere
Moller Okin S. Moller with Respondents, ed. By J. Cohen, M. Howard and M. Nussbaum (1999). S.
Moller Okin, “Is multiculturalism bad for women”, Princeton University Press, 1999.
Moravcsik, Andrew. (2002) ‘In Defense of the “Democratic Deficit”: Reassessing the Legitimacy of
the European Union’. Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 40, No. 4, pp. 603–34.

53

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Moscovisi, S. (1988). Notes towards a social description of representations. European Journal of
Social Psychology, v.18,№ 3, 211-250.
Nozick R. 1974. Anarchy, State and Utopia. New York: Basic Books.
Nussbaum MC. 2000. Women and Development: The Capabilities Approach. Cambridge: Cambridge
University press.
Oldfield A. 1990. Citizenship and Community: Civic Republicanism and the Modern World. London:
Routledge.
Olesen, T. 2005. “Transnational Publics: New Spaces of Social Movement Activism and the Problem
of Global Long-Sightedness”. Current Sociology, Vol. 53, No. 3, pp. 419–440.
Oliveira, Han Ulrich Jessurun d’ 1995, Expanding and Shrinking Internal Borders: Europe’s Defence
Mechanisms in the Areas of Free Movement, Immigration, and Asylum in O’Keef D. and P.
Twowmey (eds.) Legal Issues of the Maastricht Treaty, London: Chancery.
Parekh, Bhikhu 1991, “British Citizenship and Cultural Difference” in Geoff Andrews (ed.)
Citizenship, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Phillips, A (2007). Multiculturalism without culture, Princeton, 2007.
Pries, Ludger (2007): Die Transnationalisierung der sozialen Welt, Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp
Pocock, J. G. A. 1992, “The Ideal of Citizenship Since Classical Times” ch 1 in Ronald Beiner (ed)
Theorizing Citizenship, Albany: State University of New York Press.
Portes, Alejandro, Guarnizo, Luis E. and Landolt, Patricia (1999): The study of transnationalism:
pitfalls and promises of an emergent research field, in: Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 22/2,
217-237
Portes A, Fernándes MPK. 1989. Images of Movement in a Changing World. International Review of
Comparative Public Policy 1:15-33.
Pristed, H. 2008b. ”Islam: a dead end for integration of female immigrants in Denmark” , in Vivienne
Angeles and Glenda Bonifacio (eds.) Gender, Religion and Migration: Pathways of Integration.
Maryland: Lexington Books.
Puchala D, Hopkins R. 1983. International Regimes: Lessons from Inductive Analysis. In: Krasner S,
ed. International Regimes. Ithaca: Cornel University Press.
Radaelli, C. (1999), “The public policy of the European Union: wither politics of expertise”, Journal
of European Public Policy, no. 6(5), p. 757-774.
Radaelli, C. (1999). Technocratie in the EU, Longman,.
Ragin C. 1987. The Comparative Method: Moving Beyond Qualitative and Quantitiative Strategies.
Berkeley: University of California Press.
–––––– 1991. “The Problem of Balancing Discourse on Cases and Variables in Comparative Social
Science”. Comparative Sociology 32:1-7.
–––––– 1994. Introduction to Qualitative Comparative Analysis. In: Janoski T, Hicks AM, eds. The
Comparative Political Economy of the Welfare State: New Methodologies and Approaches.
Cambridge: Cambridge University press.
–––––– 1995, “Using Qualitative Comparative Analysis to Study Configurations” in Udo Kelle (ed.)
Computer Aided Qualitative Data Analysis, London: Sage Publications.

54

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

–––––– 1997, “Turning the Tables: How Case-Oriented Research Challenges Variable-Oriented
Research”, in Comparative Social Research, JAI Press.
Raskin JB. 1993. Legal Aliens, Local Citizens: The Historical, Constitutional and Theoretical
Meanings of Alien Suffrage. University of Pennsylvania Law Review 141:1391-1470.
Rawls J. 1971. A Theory of Justice. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press.
–––––– 1993. Political Liberalism. New York: Columbia University Press.
Rham, Gérard de 1990, ‘Naturalisation: The Politics of Citizenship Acquisition’ in Layton-Henry, Zig
ed. The Political Rights of Migrant Workers in Western Europe, London: Sage Publications.
Rich (2004): Think Tanks, Public Policy and the Politics of Expertise, Cambridge University Press.
Roberts A. 1996. Humanitarian Action in War: Aid, Protection and Impartiality in a Policy Vacuum.
Adelphi Paper 305. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
–––––– 1998. More Refugees, Less Asylum: A Regime in Transformation. Journal of Refugee Studies
11:375-395.
Rokkan S. Rokkan, Stein 1970, Citizens, Elections, Parties, Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.
–––––– 1971a. Fremmedarbeitaren och det veletablerede partisystemet. In: Schwarz D, ed. Identitet
och Minoritet: Teori och politik i dagens Sverige. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell.
–––––– 1971b. Fremmed i Norge. Lecture held at Humanistisk seminar organized by Christians
Michelsen Institute, 29 September-2 October, Kongberg.
–––––– 1975. Dimensions of State Formation and Nation Building: A Possible Paradigm for Research
for Variations in Europe. In: Tilly C, ed. The Formation of national States in Europe.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Rokkan S, Urwin DW. 1982. The Politics of Territorial Identity: Studies on European Regionalism.
London: Sage Publications.
–––––– 1983. Economy, Territory, Identity: Politics of West European Peripheries. London: Sage
Publications.
Rokkan, S.; Urwin, D.W.; Aarebrot, F.; Malaba, P.; and Sande, T. 1987, Center-Periphery Structures
in Europe, New York: Campus Verlag.
Rolandsen Agustín, L. 2008a. "Civil Society Participation in EU Gender Policy-Making: Framing
Strategies and Institutional Constraints", in Parliamentary Affairs, vol. 61(3), pp. 505-517.
Rolandsen, Augustin, L. 2008b. Diversity claims-making in a transnational space of mobilisation: the
intersections of gender and ethnicity, January 2008, FREIA, Aalborg University, unpublished
paper.Rosenberg A. 1988. Philosophy of Social Science. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Rousseau JJ. 1989. The Social Contract. London: Encyclopædia Britannica Inc.
Ruggie J. 1983. International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism in the
Postwar Economic Order. In: Krasner S, ed. International Regimes. Ithaca: Cornel University.
pp 195-232.
Sandel, Michael 1982, Liberalism and the Limits of Justice, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
––––––– 1988. The Political Theory of the Procedural Republic. Revue de Metaphysique de
Morale:57-68.

55

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

–––––– 1996. Democracy's Discontent: America in Search of Public Philosophy. Cambridge,
Massachussets: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.
–––––– 1998: Liberalism and the Limits of Justice. 2nd ed., Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Sassen S. 1999. Guests and Aliens. New York: The New York Press.
Sawitri S. 2007. “Headscarves: A Comparison of Public Thought and Public Policy in Germany and
the Netherlands”, Critical Revue of International Social and Political Philosophy (CRISPP),
vol 10:4.
Schlesinger, P. 2003. “The Babel of Europe? An Essay on Networks and Communicative Spaces”.
Oslo: Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo (ARENA working papers WP 22/2003).
Schmidt L-H. 1993. Settling the Values. Aarhus: Center for Kulturforskning.
Scott, J., 1998. Seing like a state. How certain schemes to improve human conditions have failed, Yale
University Press, New Haven.
Scruton, Roger 1980. The Meaning of Conservatism. Harmondsworth: Penguin.
–––––– 1990. In Defence of the Nation. The Philosopher on Dover Beach. Manchester: Carcanet.
Senneth R. 1993. The Conscience of the Eye. London: Faber & Faber.
Shami S. 1996. Transnationalism and Refugee Studies: Rethinking Forced Migration and Identity in
the Middle East. Journal of Refugee Studies 9:3-26.
Sicakkan HG. 1996. Three Models of Alien: An Evaluation of Methodological and Conceptual Tools
Provided by Fredrik Barth and Stein Rokkan. In: Knudsen JC, ed. Equality and Exclusion:
Challenges for Migration Research. Copenhagen: Nordic Council of Ministers, TemaNord.
–––––– 1998. Rasisme mellom kommunitarisme og republikanisme: En kvantitativ analyse av
holdninger til innvandrere i Hordaland/Norge. Bergen: IMER N/B.
–––––– 1999. The Political Historical Roots of West European Models of Citizen and Alien: An
Application of Qualitative Comparative Analysis on Macro Historical Data. Bergen: IMER
N/B.
–––––– 1999a. Senses That Make Noise & Noises That Make Sense: Three Techniques for Scaling
Norwegian Responses to Immigration. A Comparison of Results from Applications of Mokken,
Factor and Cluster-Discrimant Models. Bergen: IMER N/B.
–––––– 2000. Turkish Republicanism in the Light of Citizenship Models. In Bilgin N, ed. Demokrasi,
Kimlik ve Yurttaslik Baglaminda Cumhuriyet. Izmir: Aegean University Press.
–––––– 2003. Politics, Wisdom and Diversity. Or Why I don't want to be tolerated? Norwegian
Journal of Migration Research 4:32-44.
–––––– 2004a. The Modern State, the Citizen, and the Perilous Refugee. Journal of Human Rights
3:445-463.
–––––– 2004b. Standardized Research Tools for Data Collection, Data Analysis, and for measuring
the Quality of Citizenships in European Countries. Bergen: BRIC.
–––––– 2004c. Belonging and the Quality of Citizenships: A Comparative Study of New Public Spaces
in Six European Countries. Bergen: BRIC.

56

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

–––––– 2005. State Formation, Nation Building and Citizenship in Western Europe. In Sicakkan HG,
Lithman YG. 2005b. Changing the Basis of Citizenship in the Modern State. Political Theory
and the Politics of Diversity. New York: Edwin Mellen Press.
–––––– 2006. Glocal Spaces as Prototypes of a Future Diverse Society: An Exploratory Study in Six
European Countries. In Sicakkan HG, Lithman YG. 2006. What Happens When Society is
Diverse. Multidimensional Identities. New York: Edwin Mellen Press.
–––––– 2008. Do Our Citizenship Requirements Impede the protection of Political Asylum Seekers? A
Comparative Analysis of European Practices. New York: Edwin Mellen Press.
Sicakkan HG, Lithman Y. 2005. Theorizing Politics of Identity, Modes of Belonging and Citizenship.
In: Sicakkan HG, Lithman Y, eds. Changing the Basis of Citizenship in the Modern State.
Political Theory and the Politics of Diversity. New York: The Edwin Mellen Press.
–––––– 2005a. Changing the Basis of Citizenship in the Modern State. Political Theory and the
Politics of Diversity. New York: Edwin Mellen Press.
–––––– 2006. What Happens When Society is Diverse. Multidimensional Identities. New York: Edwin
Mellen Press.
Siim, B. 2008. Gender and Diversity in the European Public Spheres. 4th Pan-European Conference on
EU Politics , 25th-27th 2008 / Riga, Latvia: Gender and Intersectionality in the European Public
Sphere
Siim B. & H. Skjeie 2008.”Tracks, intersections and dead ends. State feminism and multicultural
retreats in Denmark and Norway” in Ethnicities, Special Issue, The Rights of Women and the
Crisis of multiculturalism, No. 3.
Siim, B. and J. Squires 2008. Contesting Citizenship. London: Routledge
Skjeie, H. 2007b. “Religious Exemptions to Equality”, in Critical Revue of International Social and
Political Philosophy (CRISPP), vol. 10:4.
Skocpol T. 1979. States and Social Revolutions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Smith, Anthony 1998: Nationalism and Modernism: A Critical Survey of Recent Theories of Nations
and Nationalism, London: Routledge.
Soguk N. 1999. States and Strangers. Refugees and Displacements of Statecraft. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press.
Soysal YN. 1994. Limits of Citizenship. Migrants and Postnational Membership in Europe. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.
Squires, J. 2007. The New Politics of Gender Equality, Palgrave/Macmillan.
Statham, Paul 2007. “Political Party Contestation over European Integration in Mass Mediated Public
Discourse: Emergent Mainstream Euroscepticism?” Centre for European Political
Communications (EurPolCom) www.arena.uio.no/events/seminarpapers/2007/
Paper_Statham.pdf
Stauffer J. 1999. The Fiction of the State of Nature in Real Time: The Social Contract, International
Human Rights and the Refugee. In: Fitzpatrick P, Tuitt P, eds. Critical Beings. Law, Nation and
the Global Subject. Aldershot: Ashgate. pp 3-18.
Steenbergen B.v. 1994. The Condition of Citizenship. London: Sage.
Stephens, Meic 1978, Linguistic Minorities in Western Europe, Llandysul: Gomer Press.

57

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

Suhrke A. 1998. Burden Sharing During Refugee Emergencies: The Logic of Collective versus
National Action. Journal of Refugee Studies 11:396-415.
Taggart, Paul 1998. “A Touchstone of Dissent: Euroscepticism in Contemporary Western European
Party Systems”. European Journal of Political Research 33:363-88.
Tajfel, H. 1981. Human groups and social categories: studies in social Psychology, Cambridge.
Tarrow, Sidney G. 2005. The new transnational activism. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Taylor C. 1992. Multiculturalism and the Politics of Recognition: An Essay. In: Taylor C, Gutmann A,
eds. Multiculturalism and the Politics of Recognition. Princeton N.J.: Princeton University
Press.
Turner, J.C. (1978). Towards a cognitive redefinition of the social group. In: H. Tajfel (Ed.) Social
Identity and Intergroup Relations. Cambridge University Press.
Turner, J., Oakes, P. Haslam, A., B. David (1994). Social identity, self-categorization and a group.
Foreign psychology 2, № 2 (4).8-17.
Vasques JA, Mansbach RW. 1984. The Role of Issues in Global Cooperation and Conflict. British
Journal of Political Science 14:411-433.
van der Eijk, Cees and Mark N. Franklin (1995). Choosing Europe: The European Electorate and
National Politics in the Face of Union. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press
van der Eijk, Cees and Mark N. Franklin (2004). “Potential for Contestation on European Matters at
National Elections in Europe.” In Gary Marks and Marco R. Steenbergen eds. Op cit.
Verloo, M. (2006). Multiple Inequalities, Intersectionality and the European Union” in European
Journal of Women’s Studies; 13/3-211-28.
Vermeulen H, Govers C. 1994. The Anthropology of Ethnicity. Beyond 'Ethnic Groups and
Boundaries'. Amsterdam: Het Spinhuis.
Vertovec, Steven (2004). Migrant Transnationalism and Modes of Transformation, in: International
Migration Review, Vol. 38/3, 970-1001
Wallerstein I. 1974. The Modern World System. New York: Academic Press.
–––––– 1979. The Capitalist World Economy: Essays. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Walzer M. 1983. Spheres of Justice: A Defense of Pluralism and Equality. New York: Basic Books.
–––––– 1990. The Communitarian Critique of Liberalism. Political Theory 18:6-23.
–––––– 1991, “The Civil Society Argument” in Ronald Beiner (ed) Theorizing Citizenship, Albany:
State University of New York Press.
–––––– 1995. Response to Veit Bader. Political Theory 18:247-249.
Weber M. 1985. [1923] A General History of Economics. In: Collins R, ed. Three Sociological
Traditions. New York: Oxford University.
Weiner M. 1985. On International Migration and International Relations. Population and Development
Review 11:441-455.
–––––– 1992. International Population Movement: Implications for Foreign Policies. In: Horowitz DL,
Noriel G, eds. Immigrants in Two Democracies: French and American Experience. New York:
New York University Press.

58

EUROSPHERE COMPARATIVE REPORTS WP6.4

SICAKKAN

–––––– 1995. The Global Migration Crisis. Challenge to States and to Human Rights. New York:
Harper-Collins Publishers.
–––––– 1998. The Clash of Norms: Dilemmas in Refugee Studies. Journal of Refugee Studies 11:433453.
Young, Iris Marion 1989, “Polity and Group Difference: A Critique of the Ideal of Universal
Citizenship” in Ronald Beiner (ed) Theorizing Citizenship, Albany: State University of New
York Press.
–––––– 1990. Justice and the Politics of Difference. Princeton N.J.: Princeton University Press.
–––––– 2000. Inclusion and Democracy Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Young O. 1986. International Regimes: Toward a New Theory of Institutions. World Politics 39.
Yuval-Davis, N. (2006): “Belonging and the politics of belonging”, Pattern of Prejudice, vol. 40, no.
3, pp. 197-214.
––––– 2007.”Intersectionality, Citizenship and Contemporary Politics of Belonging”, Critical Review
of International, Social and Political Philosophy, Special Issue, vol. 10, no 4, pp. 561-574.
Zolberg A, Suhrke A, Aguayo S. 1989. Escape from Violence: Conflict and the Refugee Crisis in the
Developing World. New York: Oxford University press.
Zografova, Y. (2008a). Social-psychological knowledge and development of new conceptions and
behaviour models. In: /Ed./ Chobanova, R. , Demand for Knowledge in the Process of
European Economic Integration, Institute of Economics, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences,
Sofia.
Zografova, Y. 2008b. The Problem of the Aggressiveness – an Advance of the Conceptual sphere and
possibilties of Enlargement, Psychological research, v.1, 99-120.

59

