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Trans-Europeanizing Political Spaces in Europe

Hakan G. Sicakkan

Are there any trans-border interactions and netimgripatterns, any common systems of
competing political discourses, and/or any commdrmnoels, platforms, or arenas of
communication, which can be regarded as the begysnof a European public sphere? If so,
how is this embryonic European public sphere betrgctured? By using interview and
institutional data collected from more than 200ilcsociety organizations operating at

member state and trans-European levels, this i@saans to answer these questions.

1 Introduction

There are few widely recognized facts to help erptae processes of change in today’'s
Europe — but what are established as facts deperharkable picture: The European territory
is owned and politically structured by nations aradion states. The relations between the
European states are to a considerable extent ¢barad by an unprecedented degree of
supranational and intergovernmental institutiorslan through the European Union and
other European organizations and treaties — anccuh@nt development is towards more
supranational integration. Although these inteoral institutions shape their lives
increasingly more, the citizens continue to playiaiscule role in European level decision-
making. Next, Europe is inhabited by a complex diitg of historical and new publics.
These publics — e.g., minority publics, nationablpms, transnational publics, European
publics, and new publics that are more challengmgategorize — create their distinct,
internal discursive and interactive spaces. Mor@airtantly, the institutional and other
collective actors emerging from and operating gsthdistinct spaces, and voicing the publics
that inhabit these spaces, interact increasinglserbeyond the existing boundaries.

Some of these trans-boundary communications amdaictions — be they collaborations,
conflicts, exchanges, or contestations — are exg@thiwith common past, shared cultural
heritage, collective identities, geographical pnoity, economic structures and incentives,
practical suitability, exit/voice possibilities, Ig@al opportunity structures, and elitism. This
research is about the ingredients of this realigt tannot be explained exclusively by such
factors, but also with the increasing physical amehtal mobility, or immobility if one will,
of people that enables them to transcend their i surroundings, something which

allows them to identify with distant political etitis, hard-to-imagine collectivities, and less
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tangible ideas about their own belongings. Theadand political dynamics triggering the
emergence of a European public sphere must be soutite tensions between, on one hand,
the architects and gatekeepers and, on the ottetranscenders and trespassers of borders
and boundaries within and around the existing ardIy emerging European publics.
Through submission, compliance, endorsement, eggist and opposition; through boundary-
making, gate-keeping, trespassing, and transcendehe architects and trespassers create
multiple poles and polarizations in the very sameopean political space.

To what extent can this phenomenon — creationtcdresnationally shared political space
through transcendence and trespassing of boundaries regarded as the beginnings of a
multi-level, multi-pole, multi-public European publsphere? More concretely, are there any
trans-border networks or interaction patterns, emymon systems of competing political
discourses, and/or any common channels, platfoomarenas of communication, which can
be regarded as the beginnings of a European psphere? If so, how is this embryonic
European public sphere being structured? Although arious answers given in earlier
research have not been entirely affirmative, ivathwhile to revisit this old question with
new comprehensive empirical evidence collectethénBurosphere project.

This research deploys a synthesis of actor-orienmetwork-oriented, and discourse-
oriented approaches to the study of the Europediicpgphere, combining them in a
political-space perspective. First, the paper gitres main outline of Eurosphere research
programme in order to put this study in contextefhit depicts the current structure of only
one component of the European public sphere, trestEuropeanizing political spaces, by
analyzing the discourses and networks of the dble@ctors that are identified as the most
visible participants in the national and trans-Ep@an public spheres. Next, it does an attempt
to answer the question of whether these actorsyank$s and discourses can be regarded as

components constituting a shared trans-EuropeanpEan political space.

2 Diversity, Polity and Public Sphere

Although mainstream approaches state that pubhergpis a space located between the state
and civil society, they hold that public sphereg amot limited to countries’ borders.
Participation in public sphere is not membershipelola and everybody can freely take part in
it. However, if public sphere is a space betweendfate and civil society, between citizens
and political institutions, its external boundarags drawn by its definition: it must have clear
external boundaries in terms of who inhabits it eund speaks in it. In reality, “outsiders” are

not expected to take party or “intervene” in “owvrd matters; it is the right of those who are
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directly affected by state actions to speak inghklic sphere. Earlier research on EPS shows
that there is little “foreign” appearance in nafbrpublic spheres on themes of internal
relevance compared to the appearances of natimtaisa External boundaries of public
spheres must, then, be expected to follow politiesders, expansions of states’ territories
(through unifications, secessions, enlargementgsions), and the movements of people
(transnational and global politics emerging fromgration and other sorts of physical and
mental mobility) — because it is these phenomentaadffect the composition of who inhabit
it. Therefore, polity borders have to be taken awlavant dimension of public sphere’s
external boundaries. However, by polity borders should understand the zone of a state’s
power and influence in and beyond physical bordedeed, this is what is happening in the
European Union: boundaries of national public spkesre changing, though slowly and
slightly, as the EU political institutions beconmaavant as a new political center increasing
its decision power on citizens’ lives. Earlier fings indicating the presence of EPS on
certain themes, and not on other issues, are dtreetdegree of the EU’s decision power on
different theme$.Therefore, one should expect to observe a momlgl@resent EPS on,
say, enlargement and EU constitution issues tharissmes concerning citizenship and
diversity — because the EU has attempted to erettal power concerning the former.
Secondly, if public sphere is a space inhabitedthte institutions, persons, groups, civil
society organizations, etc, then, processes afmaténclusion, marginalization and exclusion
that are in place in all human interactions mustkpected to be in full force also in the
public sphere. Issues of inclusion, marginalizatiand exclusion are about internal power
relations between the groups constituting theentikody in a state, and they shape the social
and political cleavage structures on which thetali system and politics in a country is
based. These power relations have historical riootise initial geopolitical conditions at the
onset of a country’s state formation and nationding process. Indeed, state forms and
regimes are based on such initial conditions postate formation processek.is largely
these cleavage structures entrenched in diversity power (defined in different ways in
different historical contexts) that determine whisblusions/ exclusions and which notions of
diversity are legitimate and relevant in public eghand in policymaking. Union states (e.g.,
UK), federal/confederal states (e.g., Germany, &«ihnd), and unitary states (e.g., France,
Scandinavia) in Europe came into being as a re$ulte power relations between the groups

1 Peters 2006
2 Latzer and Saurwein 2006
3 Rokkan (1975), Sicakkan (2005, 2008).
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in the diverse societies inhabiting the territondgublic sphere of a political center that
attempted to consolidate that territory. This histd fact about varieties in formation of

European states and their politics is the biggkatlenge awaiting the Europeanists longing
for a common EPS. If polity boundaries are relefanthe boundaries of public sphere, then
internal territorial power structures of states iddobe expected to be reflected on the
structure of public sphere. In federal state fomits strong local governments, for example,
public sphere should be expected to be more segehé¢han in unitary states with a strong
degree of centralization. This is simply becauspublic sphere is about politics between the
rulers and the ruled, then a segmented politidalwill result in a segmented public sphere.

Indeed, observed rhetoric and practice about diyens the European Union implies
that national diversity is the “most legitimate'vdrsity at European level politics. European
level politics barely relates to member statesernél diversities beyond accepting the
normative approaches about the minority definiteod minority rights developed by the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Eurgi@SCE). Concerning diversity issues,
the power balance between member states and Eurdges institutions is in favor of the
member states, and if there is a European publiersp it should be expected to be
segmented along national boundaries with trans{igaoization tendencies on certain
themes. However, the variety of approaches to natediversity in member states and the
emerging complex trans-European multilevel govereasystem in Europe, which makes
some decision-making levels redundant on certalitypssues, should be expected to make
this depiction foggier than what the previous steet suggests. The question of which
diversities are legitimate in public sphere and sudered relevant for policymaking in
national and European public debates is, therefarkey indicator of the prospects for a
common European public sphere. A rigorous reseaffdrt on the EPS should therefore
identify the variations as well as alignments and misalignmdogswveen European and
national level public debategoncerning which diversities are relevant for pgiitaking
Such a research effort will also serve as an ipquato the initial conditions of the EU-polity
formation processes.

This brief discussion aimed to demonstrate the mapae of identifying how polity,
diversity, and public sphere constitute each othiferently in different contexts, and the
relevant of this thought for conceptualization bé tEuropean public sphere. These three
phenomena subsist in each other and exist in syishi®he symbiotic co-existence is the
biggest challenge to research attempts to ideniié/ presence of an EPS in the present

context of unpredictability about the directionpaflitical development in the EU.
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3 Accommodating Diversity in the Public Sphere

Approaches to accommodation of diversity in theljgu§phere are inspired by discussions
between individualists, communalists, multicultiss, and pluralists. To accommodate
individual differences, individualistsuggest a single, discursive public sphere (8iggen
Habermas). For the European case, this impliesojiganization of national public spheres”
(e.g., Jurgen Gerhards, Erik O. Eriksen). Commatgliand multiculturalists propose
multiple, segmented public spheres at two levelac@abmmodate separate historical/cultural
communities in one polity (e.g., Charles Taylor,lIViymlicka).® In case of Europe, this
implies a segmented public sphere divided alonglities of national (and sub-national)
cultures (e.g., Peter G. Kielmannsegg). CriticiZiiugh alternatives because of their singular
recipes for good life, pluralistadvocate the midway perspective of accommodatitfy b
individual andgroup differences in multiple, multi-level publipleres (e.g., Nancy Fraser’'s
subaltern counter-publics). The implication of tiis 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 necessaty 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 vatieties 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.

¢ 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 Vivends 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 differerdty various intersections of (1)
individualism/collectivism and (2) internal and esttal openness/ closedness of the political
system. Figure 1 illustrates a ranking of six med&i political society, which are derived
from the above-mentioned ontological approaches)gatwo dimensionsrision of political
systemandimage of persanThe former dimension represents “political vigsbm terms of
preferences concerning direct democracy, which evepoall social groups to be effectively
influential in the political decision-making proseand allow radical changes in the political
system through mass participation. The latter dsiwenconceptualizes “image of man” in
terms of beliefs about the alterability of humamntity and belonging independently of
individuals’ immediate surroundings. The combinataf these two dimensions implies six

political society models in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Six Normative Models of Society

LI E
-

The Community-of-Gulture The Diverse-Society
Perspective Perspective

The Multiculural Society
Perspective

The Plural-Society
Perspective

The Community-of-Blood The Political-Community
Perspective Perspective

Responzive to Tndividuals® Interests (Direct Democrac

YISION OF POLITICAL SYSTEM
The Extent to which Pelitical Syrstem is Wis hed i be

Low IMAGE OF MAN High
The Extent to which Individual Identity is Merceived
as Alierable Independently of the Community

Source: Sicakkan (2008elonging and the Quality of Citizenships. A Conagige Study of New Public Spaces
in Six European CountrieBergen: University of Bergen.

Commonality of these four paradigms — individualissommunalism, multiculturalism, and
pluralism — is their embedded perspective of déifee and their focus on accommodation of
differences. Difference thinking conceives indivatkigroups as indivisible wholes and
potentially restricts our thinking to what is shéigetween people and between communities.
Even in radical versions of pluralism that are blasa incommensurability arguments and

Modus Vivendisolutions, like that of John Gray (2000), diffecerthinking underestimates
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the role of communication, and mental and physmability between different types of
public spaces and value sets — not the least comation through media. The diversity
perspective that we attempt to develop at the ehdhigs research project takes into
consideration such “anomalies” to a greater exteant these four perspectives.

The conceptual frameworks in Figure 1 compriseoterirelationships between internal
and external boundaries, norms, institutions, pubphere, form of political society (the
perpendicular axis) and individuals’ belongings dddntities (the horizontal axis). The
models which advocate radical openness for intesyastemic changes through direct
democracy, and which at the same time assume tidatiduals’ basic features such as
culture, life-style, identity and political preferees are unalterable, prescribe the most
restrictive  models of inclusion in the public sphefe.g. the community-of-culture
perspective). On the other end of this continuungsé¢ models which advocate radical
openness for systemic changes and which simultahebold that human identity is utterly
changeable, prescribe the most inclusive modelpublic sphere (e.g. the diverse-society
perspective). The way of conceptualizing diversityg inclusion / exclusion of different types

of belongings in each model is different.

Table 1: Theoretical Relationships between Modelsf&ublic Sphere and Diversity

Visions of
Political

Types of Belongings and Diversity Allowed in the Public Sphere

Society

Singular and
Historically
Fixed

Singular and
Socially
Fixed

Singular
and
Politically
Fixed

Singular and
Alterable

Multiple and
Alterable

Multi-
dimensional,
Alterable,
Mobile

The
community of
culture

1. Single
Protected
Sphere

The
multicultural
society

2. Multiple
Segmented
Spheres

The civic
political
society

3. Single
Shared
Sphere

The civil
political
society

4. Multi-level
Overlapping
Nested
Spheres

The civil
plural society

5. Multi-level
Differential
Spheres

The civic
diverse
society

6. Multiple
Composite
Eurospheres
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Table 1 gives a simplified overview of theoreticalationships between visions of political

society, notions of diversity, and envisioned medef public sphere. These conceptual
relationships constitute the alternative scenaaius the general heuristic frame for empirical
research in Eurosphere. In our attempt to answerotrerall research question (“Are an
inclusive public spheres possible in the context of the peam Union?”), extensions /

modifications of some of the theoretical public sgghmodels in Table 1 will be tested with
respect to how inclusive they are in various calecEeuropean contexts, including both sub-
national, national, and European level actors armahiels/networks of communication and
interaction.

The horizontal axistypes of belongingsof Table 1 lists the assumptions about humans’
belongings, indicating the belongings acceptable ificlusion in the public sphere. The
perpendicular axisvi{sions of sociedy represents the envisaged forms political society.
Corresponding public sphere models are placed erdidigonal at different intersections of
the two prime dimensions. The first three modetsy(munity of culture, multicultural society,
and civic political communi}y have particularistic or universalistic presupposs
concerning the relationship between diversity anblip sphere. The other three modelwi(
political community, civil plural society, and tlévic diverse sociejycan be distinguished
from the former three models with their ambitioncohtext-sensitivity. The common concern
in the last three models is to include, give vdiceand empower all the segments of the
European societies in an effective public sphdreugh in different ways. Their differences
lie primarily in the ontological status they giwve individuals’ different modes of belonging
and identity in their perspectives of diversity.

The first model, “community of culture”, largely mesponds to the communitarian vision
of society which views the common culture as theepsal element of a society that provides
a meaning frame for individuals — there is no megroutside the context of a community
culture. Without community and its culture, thude tindividual cannot exist. In this
understanding, public sphere is a social space #wmommodates and ensures the
continuation of a collective meaning frame thaghared by all members of the community, in
a Deweyiarl or Tayloriarf sense. Public sphere does not only serve as aruritent
providing democratic legitimacy to power-holderss a space where the gist of the
community is created, preserved, reproduced, arsfierred from generation to generation,

" Dewey, John 1985. The Public and its problems. Athens, OH: Ohio University Press.
8 Taylor, Chatles 1985. “The concept of Person in Human Agency and Langunage: Philosophical Papers, voll. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
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the community’s common public sphere is an endself. Therefore, public sphere has to be
a protected space, since by shielding it we alse s#ze community and the meaning frame
that it produces and accommodates. According te tmderstanding, the only way of

protecting the community and its public spherevisriganize the society as a small polity, as
Dewey suggested, territorially and institutionaflgparate from other communities. In the
case of European Union, this model’s viabilityasvl Indeed, the communitarian paradigm,
in its most radical form, would be against creatmmgcommon European Public Sphere
because this would mean destruction of meaningfimpaommunities.

The “multicultural society” model unfolds differéymtin communalist and individualist
perspectives. We will deal with individualist mgliituralism under another public sphere
model. Communalist multiculturalism does not reganginization in a small sovereign polity
as a necessity. Instead, it requires political moay for collective groups claiming a right to
a unique culture (e.g., ethno-religious and ethatenal groups) in territorially divided
federal political systems. Apart from opening ftvasng in a common federal polity with
other communities, communalist multiculturalismsisilar to the “community-of-culture”
perspective in its ontological and normative presidn communalist multiculturalism, the
public sphere model is segmented along the bowslafi the communities constituting the
federal polity, and there is little horizontal commnication and interaction across the
boundaries of communities’ public spaces; but muobmmunication, deliberation,
interaction, and collaboration through communityresentatives at the federal level.

The third model in Table 1, “civic political socyt corresponds to the liberal-republican
society model. Identities and belongings are viea®dlterable independently of individuals’
belonging backgrounds — an assumption that fitglyigvith this model’'s requirement of
citizens’ assimilation into a common political auk and abidance by the rules of the
democratic game, while allowing for all types ofldmgings in the private sphere (cf.
Habermas). As a space between the state and cordtg where power-holders are criticized
and held accountable, public sphere’s main funcisoformation of common will through
public deliberations, following certain rules ofremunication and deliberation in the public
sphere. For this to happen, all citizens and ressdare expected to participate in political
processes and public deliberation, no matter whlingings they may have. Hence, the civic
political society perspective does not toleratensagations in the public sphere because,
then, the formation of common would be impossidthough never explicitly said or

written, what we read between the lines of libeegublican writings — especially those of



EUROCSPHERE COVPARATI VE REPORTS WP6. 4 SI CAKKAN

Habermas — is that the civic political society mageguires a single public sphere, shared and
freely participated in by all citizens and resideot a unitary polity.

The last three models agree that the plurality edbigings should be accommodated in
inter-connected multiple public spheres; howevémwrirt designs vary between nested-
overlapping, differential, and embracive space® Twil political community model” is the
individualist version of multiculturalism. Viewinthe right to belong to a community as an
individual choice, the individualist version of migulturalism does not insist on strict
autonomy, but allows it if this is the choice oflividuals that freely come together to form a
community. The model gives priority to discreteygailar and alterable forms of belonging in
its approach to diversity, structures the publiacgon such belongings, and proposes ad hoc
institutional solutions for inclusion of multiplend mobile forms of belonging. Its nested-
overlapping public spaces pre-suppose a degreembgeneity of belonging in nested, multi-
level political units, based on the existing linibas that the Westphalian states system
poses, where the nested overlapping communities &avgh degree of autonomy to bypass
governance levels above themselves. Thereforegismpposes the existence of a complex set
of community specific public spaces which overlapd ainteract with each other, as
components of a larger public sphere. The “civilral society model”, on the other hand,
recognizes the multiple and alterable nature oividdals and proposes a public space model
that gives differential access to citizens anddexsis. The degree of inclusion in the public
sphere increases with respect to individuals’ degrie“insiderness” in the political system,
defined by society-determined diversity categorigbe “civic diverse society model”
recognizes all the above forms of belonging as lgqualid and moral modes of being, and it
problematizes the exclusion of belongings thatbased on identities that are mobile between
different references of identification and thusttbannot be classified under the political-

system-defined group/citizen categories.

4 Conceptualizing the European Public Sphere

In this section as well as in the next, my taskoisgive an operational definition of the
European public sphere and introduce the diffekards of communicative public spaces that
are parts of it. As trans-Europeanizing public gisaare understood as one of the several
types of communicative public spaces that constitié overall European public sphere, this

IS a necessary step.

10
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As illustrated in Figure 2, the European publimisabited by:

a set of historically-developed and already exgstiscommunicative public spaces
(essentializing, nationalizing, transnationaliziBgiropeanizing, and gendering spaces)

a set of trans-European networks of organizatiqesty federations, networks of non-
governmental and social movement organizationsyar&s of think tanks)

a set of national and sub-national level social gditical actors (political parties,
SMOs/NGOs, think tanks, media actors) that opevethin, from and across the above
mentioned communicative public spaces and transg&an networks of organizations

individual citizens that operate within, from anct@ss the above mentioned communicative
public spaces and trans-European networks of azgtons

Figure 2: Frame for Analysis of Emerging European Rblic Spheres

FRAME FOR ANALYSIS OF EMERGING EUROPEAN PUBLIC SPHERES

Competing Discourses of Political Order | | Social and Pelitical Actors | Trans-European Networks

)

Political P arties Party Federations

Essentializing Spaces

SMO/NGO MNetworks

Media Actors

Eurospaces

Individual Citizens

Gendering Spaces

11
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In operational terms, the European public sphenebeaconceptualized in four different ways:

(1) as a set of already existing communicative / disgarpublic spaces that are increasingly more
interconnected and overlapping with each otherifbatal and vertical interconnectedness
between sub-national, national and transnationaineonicative public spaces)

(2) as a separate, emerging trans-European commumidadigcursive space that comes in addition
to, and that complements and/or competes with, kistorically developed existing
communicative public spaces

(3) as a set of collective social and political actéosganizations) that are increasingly more
interlinked and that collaborate with each otherdmel the existing national boundaries

(4) as a separate set of social and political act@sdieate European-level networks that come in
addition to, and that compete with, the alreadgtexy trans-European networks

In the current chaotic picture of citizens, orgatians, communicative public spaces, and
political institutions that interact, interconneend interlink with each other, social and
political actors are facilitating or inhibiting tremergence of an inclusive European Public
Sphere in different ways. In Eurosphere, citizam$ @arganizations’ roles in and contributions

to the formation of a European public sphere adetstood in terms of:

» the inter-linkages, inter-connectedness, and operidat they create or deter between the
existing Europeanized and non-Europeanized comratiméc / discursive public spaces
(essentializing/minority, nationalizing, transnatdizing, Europeanizing and gendering spaces)

» the new trans-European communicative / discurgpaees that they create or participate in or
work against

= the vertical and horizontal trans-European netwooksorganizations that they create or
participate in or work against

= the discourses about the European polity, divergibcluding exclusion and inclusion,
citizenship, minorities, mobility, migration, asyh) gender, etc), and the European public sphere
that they bring into these networks and intercotetespaces

Indeed, all the above processes of inter-connegtionier-linkages, and overlaps between

communicative spaces and networks of organizatsneell as a variety of discourses about

Europe, the EU polity, and diversity are in place today’s Europe. In other words

interconnectedness of existing communicative puBli@ces and inter-linkages between

organizations (collective actors) beyond a varigtyorders and boundaries constitute each
other. It is the social and political actors’ trgressing of boundaries that create
interconnectedness between Europe’s communicatitaécpspaces. On the other hand, it is
the different degrees of openness / closure oke#igting communicative public spaces that
facilitate or obstruct such transgression. Henceyrtderstand the European Public Sphere,
interconnectedness of spaces and networks of aa#omns should be analyzed in one

common research frame.
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5 Communicative Public Spaces in Europe

Historically, different types of communicative pigblspaces have emerged in Europe.
Throughout processes of state formation and nétigiiding, the notion of public sphere
evolved from being the legitimizing aspect of stasovereignty and political organization to
serving as a tool of collective identity promotiavhich led to a conception of public sphere
as both a reference and a space of belonging. @@ltleady existing ethnic and religious
essentializing spaces, these processes added tiomahaspaces of interaction. National
spaces of interaction comprise mass political esrtipolitical and economic interest
organizations, nation-wide media, and elites. Hmvewvthe national spaces have not
necessarily expressed the existing diversitiesiwgbcieties, something which resulted in the
survival of the essentializing spaces as well asgking the emergences of new sub-national
public spaces. Each of these essentializing conmatineé public spaces created their own
modes of meaning, interaction, and participatiothbwithin and beyond the frames of the
nation states. Essentializing spaces are thoseespgaat accommodate singular forms of
ethnic, religious or diasporic belongings; they arganized in ethnic and religious political
parties, organizations, and ethnically and religipwriented media as well as elite and expert
forums.

The forms of belonging reaching beyond the boumedaof nation states and beyond
essentializing spaces led to emergence of new@aplces transnationalizing spaces. The
transnational spaces accommodate cross-bordeicpbbelongings based on common values
that challenge the boundaries of national and éssiemg spaces. They represetross-
border social political organizationshat exclude singular ethnic, religious, natiorehd
diasporic modes of belonging. The transnationalcesps, thus, different from various
versions of “transnational politics” where the patl references of meaning persist and
constitute the basis for political action. Trangmadl spaces are also different from diasporic
spaces that relate physicallyde-territorialized singular belongings. They abewat people —
and their actions and interactions — which are gisgchically de-territorialized. The
transnational space is a macro-space comprisimgriegional organizations and associations
with non-spatial expressions and de-essentialigymgbolisms. This symbolism relates to the
misalignments between transnational spaces and hes of spaces, including also national
and European public spheres. Transnational spddageaction accommodate migrants and
other people — i.e. second and third country nat&r who relate themselves to at least two

states. The transnational spaces find their comceafpressions in trans-border migrant
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organizations as well as corporative migrant orgations that function as channels of
communication with national elites and governmefitsost societies as well as with the EU-
institutions.

Conceptualized as a gradually growing process afjimg of markets and politics within
and beyond the boundaries of nation states (ascpeddoy Jean Monnet), globalization has
further affected national states’ normative, ingtemtal, and symbolic influences on public
sphere formation. The concept glocalization has in our terminology come to mean the
processes of mirroring, protrusion, and appearan¢ke new ethics, symbols, loyalties, and
references of meaning created in globalization,obdythe nation state’s frames, and in
concrete ‘places’ located within nation state teries. The glocal space is thus the facade of
globalization in our concrete localities. The pledation of alternative references of
identification through globalization has added nealternative belonging modes and
citizenship practices to persons’ lives. Thesetdtrébeyond nationality, ethnicity, religion,
nation, minorities, majorities, and territorial beyings. The distinguishing characteristic of
the new forms of belonging and new practices afeitship is the mobility of subjects’ minds
and bodies between different references of ideatiton. Coupled with the conventional
politics’ insufficient capacity to respond to c#izs’ and residents’ interests emanating from
these new modes of belonging, the consequence igfptioliferation to politics is the
emergence of glocal spaces. Glocal spaces accontenesisentializing belongings, national
modes of belonging, transnational modes of belangand belongings inspired and informed
by the idea of a diverse society. Glocal spaceailemtvariety oflocal incipient forms of all-
inclusive organizationsTo these, we can add the eurospaces which af@nmation as a
consequence of the processes of European integi@tigp. European movements in different
countries). Eurospaces are quite similar to glspalces in terms of facilitating diversity and
equality of belongings. As we found in our previdtid-funded project (Glocalmig), people
with glocal and European belongings see the Europgaon as a better political entity than
the nation state “because it gradually eradicdtesekisting national boundaries in Europe”.
However, whereas people with European belongirgs riasoning at this point, persons with
glocal belongings continue: “The European Unionaisther political entity that divides
humanity with new boundaries, like nation stated. diet the European Union is better
because now the borders are broader than befolds ddds a new distinction to our
analytical categories, namely the distinction bemvéthe global subject” and “the euro-

subject” accommodated in, respectively, “glocalcgsd and “eurospaces”.
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In order of chronological appearance in politicadtdry, the first type of public space is
that of essentializing spaces€ssentializing spaces are at present observesboiine of
European states’ religious and ethnic groups, oty both majorities and minorities. In
Europe, they have formed their own spaces of iotema meaning, and channels of
participation in politics and in the society atdar The second type comprises the
nationalizing spacesvhich were created by the nation states. Themnatispace entails state
building peoples and minorities that have beennatsied into the national mode of
belonging. Also national public spaces may appeatr an essentializing belonging-content,
and historically this has happened in states witligh degree of ethnic homogeneity. The
third type is thetransnationalizing spaceswvhich exclude essentializing and territorialized
forms of belonging. The interactions in transnadiospaces are cross-border, organized in
transnational organizations, and aimed at bypastiegexisting political and territorial
boundaries between humans. The fourth type of pudgace iglocal spaceswhere all the
above-mentioned modes of belonging and participattoms coexist. The fifth type is the
emergingeurospacesEurospaces comprise belongings situated in logatexts which are
characterized by a high degree of identificatiothvidurope either instead of or in addition to
the aforementioned references of identificationodal spaces and eurospaces constitute an
alternative to the traditional notions of commutii@ public space, and they may be seen as
prototypes of the diverse societies of the futdreey both are inclusive of essentializing,
national, transnational, glocal and European maddmlonging. Glocal spaces are localized
in local incipient organizations throughout Eurd@@écakkan 2004b) whereas eurospaces are
manifested in Europe-oriented political partiesgamizations, social movements, and
incipient organizations.

This study focuses only on what | above call “epex®s”. However, in the rest of this
paper, | will be referring to eurospaces aaris-Europeanizing political spaces'he reason
for this is two-fold: Firstly, by using this terrhywant to emphasize that trans-Europeanization
is yet an unfinished and ongoing process. Secottldéy/term can also be understood as the
function of certain common arenas, networks, im#oa patterns although the objectives
behind these may not be Europeanization. An iltiste example to this would be the
nationalist organizations’ trans-border cooperatitmoughout Europe. Although these
organizations are basically against any politidednge that would reduce the sovereignty of
the member states, their trans-border interactmmdribute to the formation of a trans-

European political space.
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6 Trans-Europeanizing Political Spaces

In operational terms, a trans-Europeanizing palitspace is defined as a system of multiple
competing discourses that are advocated and vaigeatifferent types of collective actors at
national and European levels and / or a set oktbamder networks / structured interactions
between collective actors located in different does. That is, when either the criterion of
transnationally shared discourses or the critenbriransnational interactions, or both, is

satisfied, one can start talking about trans-Eumogmlitical spaces.

Table 2: A conceptual framework for trans-Europeanking political spaces

Is the Discourse Europeanizing?
YES NO
I Il
Trans-European Non-Europeanizing
YES L . e : |
organizations (e.g., Social| organizations in trans-European
Does the Organization have ALREiT) SEEE (B2, LIS
Trans-European Ties /
2
Networks”~ " v
NO Europeanizing Non trans-European
organizations in non trans- organizations
European arenas

Table 2 gives a systematic overview of the categothat constitute trans-Europeanizing
political spaces. In this framework, a nationalkigotiscourse, for instance, can be observed in
both trans-European and national arenas, and siyndaEuropeanizing discourse can be
observed in both national and trans-European aré&rasrganization may be disseminating
Europeanizing discourses and simultaneously gettimglved in trans-European networks
(model 1). An organization may also be engaging in transpean networks while
disseminating primarily nationalizing discoursesoflel 11). Further, an organization may be
disseminating Europeanizing discourses in its ovemiver-state context without participating
in trans-European networks’ activities at athddel III). Finally, an organization may be
deploying nationalizing discourses only in the memktate where it is located without
engaging in trans-European networks(el 1V). The organizationsattorg that fall under I,

I and lll, their trans-European affiliationsdtwork3, and their views and statements
(discoursep on selected policy issues altogether constitlie trans-European political

spaces.
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Model IV in the above table, on the other handeneto the political spaces that are not
trans-European as these organizations operatetyptbally non-Europeanizing discourses
only in national or local arenas. The differentnedmts of this conceptual framework is further
elaborated in the following sections and used asearistic tool to depict the current

structuring of trans-European political spaces.

6.1 Discourses

There is an abundance of literature on discounsate European public sphere literature.
This is particularly so in research focusing onniedia public sphere in Europe. Themes that
researchers focus on while selecting media newssiteeem to affect the results, contingent
upon how much decision power the EU political ingtons have on the respective policy
issues (Latzer and Saurwein 2006). In earlier rebeaelection of focused themes is seldom
sufficiently justified with a point of departure & political theory of public sphere. Rather
than using the criterion of relevance for the caad public sphere, much of the selected
themes in earlier research seem to be a resuiedhinking that “common European matters”
such as legitimacy, democratic deficit, food sdgurEuropean elections etc, which are
supposed to attract all citizens’ interest wouldtbe best point of departure. While such
themes presume a similarity between national andg@&an public spheres, in the case of the
European public sphere, however, the best strateggns to be to focus on themes that are
found at the intersection of external and inteb@mlndary making.

For the purposes of this research, | measure asebsthe discourses with a focus on
organizations’ statements about (1) which groupadtude in their vision of a diverse society
and whether an ethno-nationally diverse sociegcieptable / desirable / inescapable in their
mindset, (2) the role that they envision for the Egntral political institutions and member
states in the EU, and (3) which institutions / oigations / networks they want to have as the
receivers of their political messages. These ttiremes lie at the core of the tension between
the gatekeepers and trespassers of borders anddr@asof many kinds in Europe as well as
different levels of government within the EU pdalél system. For the purpose of this study, |
will simply distinguish between Europeanizing arahfEuropeanizing discourses although it
is possible to extend the list of the existing digses based on the rich data material of
Eurosphere. This is both because the focus of rdsgarch component is on the trans-
Europeanizing political spaces within the Europpablic sphere, and the three other types of
discourses (essentializing, nationalizing and tmahenalizing discourses) are

comprehensively addressed by other research gmuggosphere.
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Europeanizing discourseend to contain favoring and inclusive attitudesvards (1)
diversities of all kinds, (2) central EU institutig participation in policymaking at different
levels along with the existing national and localifical authorities, and (3) defining different
European intergovernmental and supranational ustits as receivers of their political
messages — along with the existing national autiberi

Non-Europeanizing discoursesn the other hand, are characterized by disfagoand
excluding attitudes towards (1) diversity causednmy-native groups of people and (2)
intergovernmental and supranational authoritiegbimement in policy matters, as well as (3)
regarding non-national (intergovernmental and sugdianal) political institutions as
irrelevant addressees for their political messages.

6.2 Networks

Analytically, it is possible to approach the netlwdimension of trans-Europeanizing political
spaces in two ways. The first approach focuseshamiZontal (Koopmans and Erbe 2004)
networks where social and political actors seekgatdnvolved in transnational collaboration
and communication without attempting to build ahieighierarchical level that structures their
interactions. The second approach emphasizesti€al’ (Koopmans and Erbe 2004)
networks that seek to articulate more structured, @ten also institutionalized, channels of
collaboration and communication, at the Europeasllelhe second approach can be further
elaborated in terms obottom-up and top-down networks. Bottom-up networks emerge
through social and political actors’ own initiatsvé& build trans-European networks seeking
to structure and/or institutionalize their collabtbon at the European level. Top-down
networks emerge through elite-led European-levightives which attempt to bring different
social and political actors together under theibtetia.

Each of these processes and mechanisms of trangdaur network formation implies a
specific preference for a particular model of Ewap public sphere. Collective actors’
different preferences concerning involvement inizwrtal and vertical trans-European
structures on the one hand, and in bottom-up apetiéevn structures on the other hand,
imply different approaches to diversity, as welld#$erent attributions of ontological priority
to the individual, the collectivity (of differenypes), the sub-national, the national, and the
European. In other words, | expect some actorelibetately rule out participating in vertical
structures because they do not want to contribmte hierarchical European public sphere
(EPS) structure. Therefore, in trans-European etlaibns of national level organizations, |
expect to find not only pro-European orientatidmst also different and diverging ideas and
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strategies concerning how EPS should be struct(oedhot be structured at all) — e.g., a
strictly segmented EPS along the lines of a Europb@ations, or EPS as an arena that
facilitates only limited trans-national collaboration certain issues that cannot be dealt with
only at the national level, or an EPS of overlagpturopean publics that follows the multi-
level governance structure of the EU, or an idealiggrated single EPS, etc.

In the context of this research, the network dinmnsf trans-European political spaces is
measured through the following indicators: ¢perative level of networksegional, national,
trans-European interactions), (&yope of collaborative interactioftollaborative projects /
actions, joint projects / actions, attempts to folate common objectives, efforts to formulate
common actions to address common concerns, synzhrgrexisting projects / action plans,
mutual information sharing), (3hembership status in networfactive membership, passive
membership, observer status), and ¢épgraphical focus of collaboration theméscal,

regional, national, European).

6.3 Actors

Assessing the structuring of public sphere in agmnational political system with a multi-
level governance system is challenging and requarestrategic selection / sampling of
organizations and persons involved in these orgéinizs. The data about the collective
actors included in this analysis is measured at IBw@ls: institutional level data about
organizations, gathered from organizations’ printad online official documents and
individual level data obtained from in-depth intews with persons that are in leading

positions in the organizations (elite interviews).

6.3.1 Different organization types in one researcframe
As underlined above, the organizations and netwstlidied hereunder are of four different

types: political parties, NGOs/SMOs, think tanksidamedia. Around each of these,
comprehensive and distinct research traditions hisweloped. The predicament concerning
research on the formation of European publics paktives from the dividing lines between
these different research traditions and the diffethkemes and questions that each tradition
considers as relevant and meaningful:

An example from political party research is thediianally prevalent focus on
euroskepticismand pro-Europe viewsof political parties, where Euroskepticism wasenft
regarded as an indication of a low degree of Ewapjzation, and thus as the relative absence
of a European public sphere. However, this integpi@n of party attitudes to the EU was

mostly abandoned after recognition of the fact that position of such party attitudes in a
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political space and its contribution to the emeogehupholding of a European level political
cleavage is an important factor. This Rokkaniarspective (Rokkan 1975) also brings along
the insight that national political space is na tmly relevant space of action and debate for
political parties. Earlier research looked intcstat different levels of politics. Concerning the
national level, Kriesi et al. (2006) found that, as consequence of globalization/
Europeanization processes, a “new cleavage hasmeeambedded into existing two-
dimensional national political spaces, the meanifigghe original dimensions has been
transformed, and the configuration of the main iparthas become triangular even in a
country like France”. In this political space, ctaiations of anti-EU parties are placed as
oppositional participants in the European publibesp instead of locating them outside the
EU-level political space. If this happens in marly BBember states, this may be considered
as Europeanization of political parties, or eventles beginnings of a common political-
cleavage basis for the development of a Europeaty pgstem, no matter what a party’s
stance on European integration is. Further, aEtih@pean level, Hix (1999) documented that
the main party families (the socialists, liberatgl &hristian Democrats) gradually converged
on a more pro-integration stance. When this corererg is conceptualized and understood in
relation to other convergences such as the emesggdrtbe political party groupinignion for

the Europe of Nationin the previous European Parliament terms, theitipal space”
approach, which takes both national and other ipalispaces as its contextual references,
helps us to understand the Europeanization of igalitparties also in terms of the
Europeanization of party systems. Thus concepemlibased on a political-space approach,
also nationally-oriented, or particularist, poligparties can be thought to contribute to the
formation of the EPS through transnational mobii@as to achieve the common goal of
preserving Europe.

The primary focus on protest and contention inaatiovement research poses a similar
challenge. Imig and Tarrow (2001: 36), for exampéxnorted that only 17.1% of protests
between 1984 and 1997 in Europe had a transnatavaahbcter, and the rest 82.9% were
domesticated actions. As other forms of action thiantest, and other views of the EU than
discontent, are not counted, it is difficult to ¢akhis as absence of social movement
organizations in the European public sphere. Ag lamnd Tarrow state in another chapter of
the above-mentioned book, the emergence of theelz&l-politics has led to other methods of
communicating contention, like lobbying, in socrabvements. On the other hand, civil
society and social movement organizations with ottétudes to the EU than contention

(e.g., national and trans-European networks thattse European level of interaction as
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another component in the opportunity structuresjeisessary to add into any research on the
European public sphere, also because of the vesyifgp features of how policymaking
happens at the European level. Indeed, this has bae of our case selection criteria
concerning all types of organizations includedhiis tesearch.

Also policy research institutes and think tanksd amiversities through EU-funded
projects, are transnationally aligning with eacheotin order to address themes and issues
concerning the EU and its politics in a Europeaacspof institutional interaction. In Europe,
think tanks and policy research institutes havalitieally been working to meet the
knowledge needs of national governments and othgomal-level political actors such as
political parties and labor unions that need polédvices and evaluations. However, the
diversity of political systems and institutions, lipoal cultures and processes, political
demography, and power relationships amongst thartethber states requires an immense
contextual expertise, which makes it difficult f@rsingle think tank to meet the knowledge
needs of the European Union. Thus, trans-Europedmonks of think tanks, such as TEPSA
and EPIN to give only two examples, are now maldfigrts to mobilize national think tanks
to include EU-related research themes into thedjept portfolio, not only from national
perspectives, but also European perspectives. Byngin such trans-European networks,
think tanks are also getting a new customer: thefgan Union.

Instead of searching for regular attitude typesipagatterns, and methods of social and
political actors in their trans-national existeniceés imperative to be open towards observing
new attitudes, new methods, and action types kiggt &re using in a trans-European context.
The nationalist parties’ European-level instituabmation of the preference of the Europe of
nations in the body of thenion for the Europe of Nation@ party group in the European
Parliament in the previous term) and in &klkance of European Nation@ European Party
Federation); the network-building strategy and dpgportunity-structure behavior of non-
governmental and social movement organizations;th@emergence of think tanks / policy
research institutes that do research with a Europemparative perspective; the combination
of these can be understood as the beginnings omoontleavage formations in a European
political space and a tendency to institutionalizeem at the European level. At this point, it is
justified to pose the question: “are there any cammsystems of competing networks or
interactions, any common systems of competing ipalitdiscourses, and/or any common
channels, platforms, or arenas of communication¢chvban be regarded as the beginnings of
a European public sphere?”. An attempt at answehiggquestion requires an investigation

of the extent to which there are shared discoutgesighout Europe and an assessment of the
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nature and scope of trans-European collaboratiomds important participants in the public
sphere.

The analysis will therefore identify the dominansaburses about the European Public
Sphere, the European Polity, and diversity as aglthe interrelationships and patterns of
interaction between the different kinds of socialifpcal actors that are operating in Europe.
The comparative analyses will treat the trans-Eemopnetworks both as trans-European
spaces of collaboration, communication and intesacand as social and political actors
operating in a trans-European political space. ddraparative analyses of the relationships
between organizations’ different forms of involverhen trans-European political spaces
(defined as trans-European networks of differepesyand promoting certain discourses that
they aim to spread within Europe) as well as thiadws on the European polity and on the
limits of diversity in the public sphere will reMetheir contributions to the articulation of

larger EPS (in plural).

6.3.2 Organizations
This research focuses specifically on those callecactors and persons that have high

visibility in public debates — representing botte thhost visible mainstream and the most
visible alternative discourses and networks. Irheafcthe 16 European countries included in
the analysis, we planned to focus on three polipegties (the party leading the government,
the main opposition party, and the most visible Bftaok party in each context), three non-
governmental organizations (NGO) or social movenwganizations (SMO) (civil society
organizations that are both the most visible inrtbentexts and represent the mainstream and
alternative discourses on the selected themesge ththink tanks (a policy research
organization, an academic think tank, and an adwuottank tank in each context), three print
media actors (two main-player newspapers and oralemmewspaper that exhibits anti-
establishment views in each context), and two lrastdmedia actors (one public and one
commercial TV-channel that are main players in eemhtext). This makes a total of 224
organizations.

Such assessment also requires a research desigmcthdes collective actors operating at
different levels of governance. Therefore, thigegsh also planned to include three European
political party federations (PES, EPP, UEN), thira@s-European networks of NGOs/SMOs
(Social Platform, ENAR, EWL), and two trans-Europe®etworks of think tanks (EPIN and
TEPSA). Earlier research finds that there are nmierwide media actors that are followed

by a large European population: Euronews, which eorlosest to what may be called a
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trans-European media channel, is not amongst tieifisant news sources utilized by
European citizens although it broadcasts in sevargjuages. Facing this fact, the research
design had to omit the “trans-European media”.

Due to concern for representing the actors thatreranost visible in the public debates,
the final sample includes a larger number of orz@tions: 242 organizations at member-state
level (56 political parties, 67 social movementaorigations, 46 think tanks, 44newspapers,
and 29 TV-channels, which are spread throughoutesix European countries) and 8
European umbrella organizations that are the tEamspean counterparts of these. In terms
of both discourse and networking, these exhibitymgr degrees of affiliation with or
dissociation from trans-Europeanizing political sgm Some are contained in national arenas
in terms of both discourse and networks; some operdth Europeanizing discourses in

trans-European arenas.

6.3.3 Elites
From each organization, a number of persons innggabsitions have been interviewed. The

interviewees were selected with a view to reprebett the organizations’ dominant official
discourses on the selected issues and the intéivesity of views and internal opposition
within the organization. Capturing the internal afisity within the organizations that are
active in public debates is very important withpes to the theoretical points of departure of
Eurosphere. One of the project’'s aims is to idgniife organizations and the persons in
organizations that are pushing for more trans-Eemajzation or nationalization —in terms of
creating either the respective discourses or theired networks. Thus, in each organization,
either the leader, or the vice leader, or somenrtaa steering board known to be endorsing
the leader’s views, was selected. In additiongi@mch organization, a person known to be the
opinion leader but not holding an official leadepsposition was selected. In cases where the
official leader and the opinion leader are ideatlfas the same person, an interview with an
additional opinion leader was not conducted. Furthe least one leading person who has
official responsibility for, or is known to be intsted in the policy areas that Eurosphere is
researching on, has been included in the sampkghdty for those organizations with sub-
groups like women’s groups, minority groups, yogtbups etc, we included those persons
who lead the group that is the most visible andvadn public debates. More information

about how the elites to be interviewed were setbigtigiven in the next section.

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

The size of the qualitative sample in each couigrgletermined by four factors: (1) the
number of the organization types that the elitesvasrking in (which is four — political party,
NGO/SMO, think tank, print media), (2) the numbértlme organizations’ positions in the
public debates (which is three — mainstream, majposition, Maverick / alternative / anti-
anti-establishment), (3) the number of the elifgety (which is four - formal leader, opinion
leader, internal opposition leader, sub-group l|8adand (4) the saturation point for
representing internal diversity of views in eaclgamization. This is in order to cover the
relevant and important organizational participantpublic debates, their positioning in the
public debates, and the internal diversity of viemveach organization.

The research design stipulates that including #8sefrom each country (representing 4
organization types, 4 elite types, and 3 positiofiedx3=48) will provide the optimum
coverage of important collective actors that pgréite in public debates. This makes a total
of 768 interviews required to conduct the projétbwever, in practice, 54 interviews were
planned for each country in order to avoid endipgaith too few interviews, making a total
of 864 planned interviews with organizations at tlember state level: 7 persons from each
political party, 5 from each NGO/SMO, 3 from eabink tank, and 3 from each print media.
The number of interviewees planned for politicattiea is larger because these accommodate
almost all types of elites as well as focus orttedl three themes that we include in this study.
Inversely, SMOs/NGOs, and think tanks do not accontete all the four kinds of elites, and
they usually cover one or two of the selected ttemeheir work.

In addition, 24 interviews were planned with thaders of 8 trans-European networks.
These are the central operative units of eight gema networks, the majority of which are
located in Brussels. By operative units, | refetetaders, boards, and secretariats of European
umbrella organizations that bring together natideatl organizations under their framework.

The final interview data set contains 764 intengepecause, in some organizations, the
saturation point was reached below the maximum rurobplanned interviews — indicating
a low level of internal diversity in the respectiggganizations. That is, interviewing more
persons would not result in new information abdwg tespective organization. The second
factor is inaccessibility of print media elitestie UK and a less satisfactory process of actor
selection in the Netherland.

10Tn 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, | use organizations, nekwamf organizations, and people who
are in leading positions in these. Discourses adoursity, European polity and European
public sphere are mapped through elite intervielge information about networking and
collaboration patterns is institutional level ddtet is collected from the organizations’
official printed documents and other online puliimas as well as secondary literature on
these organizations.

Each of the three above dimensions — views abowgrslty, European polity, and
European public sphere — and the networking andlmmiation patterns are mapped by using
many interrelated variables. Therefore, the faisktis to create concise indicators by reducing
the number of variables with principal componenislgsis (PCA). PCA is capable of
uncovering the underlying dimensions between mleltipariables by creating a smaller
number of new variables measuring these underljimgnsions. For creating the new scores,
| use regression factor scores since this takescomsideration the importance (loadings) of
the variables that constitute the respective dinoass

Concerning the question of whether there existgstem of interrelated and competing
Europe-wide discourses and trans-European interagiatterns, an exploratory approach is
adopted. By using a series of discriminant analyseslentify the member-state level
organizations that exhibit discourses and collaimmgpatterns similar to those of the trans-
European networks, and vice versa. The groupingabiar in the discriminant analyses is
simply a dummy variable indicating whether an ofgation is a national level organization

of a trans-European network.

9 Mapping the Discourses

Analyses of interviews with national and trans-E#an level organizations show that there
are clear differences in their approaches to dityer&U Polity, and public sphere. Although
the whole spectrum of views is represented at lentdls, the set of the views that dominate at
each level is different. The general pattern ig,tdile discourses favoring more trans-
Europeanization are common for elites working iang-European level organizations,
discourses that do not contain such preferencesasnenon in the statements of the member-
state level elites. While this can be regardedmasst intuitive, the contents of discourses are
not. This is demonstrated in the following sections

Below, | construct various scales measuring viewsalloorganizations on diversity, EU
polity and public sphere by using principal compuseanalyses. Next, | use discriminant

analyses to show how these views are distributedt@dnal and trans-European levels.
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9.1 Differences between national and trans-Europeaglites’ diversity views

The interviewees were asked to mention persongenups that they see as relevant for their
own idea of a diverse society. After they talkedwttheir own preferences, they were asked
to consider whether they would like to include dtkeer categories that they did not mention

(see the list of groups in Table 3). Their answeese then registered in a common database.
Table 3 presents results from a principal compananalysis of the categories mentioned by

the respondents.

Table 3: Principal Components Analysis of Groups Sen as Relevant for Definition of the Diverse Socigt

(Rotated Component Matrix)

V1.1: Which groups are relevant today for defininga diverse society?
(Valid N= 741) Component
1 2 3

Transnational belonging (groups that are identgyiith more than one country) Slas 292 137
Shifting belongings (people whose belongings adeum process of change) 848 | 273 136
European belonging (groups identifying with the EU) 842 | 281 173
Global belonging groups (identification with hunigi ,835 | ,308 181
Multiple/mixed belongings (people identifying withore than one group) 826 | 255 | ,149
Life-style groups (people identifying with differesorts of life-styles) 695 | 262 214
Territorial belonging (groups identifying with aesgfic region in a country) 690 | 255 111
Ideological groups (people identifying with a siiecideology) 601,239 | ,390
Migrant groups (people coming from non-Europeameaes) 931 | 172 078
Gender groups (men/women) 191 | 782 227
Disability groups (people with physical and memshdvantages) 390 | ,709 062
Sexuality groups (e.g., gays, lesbians, transsexbamosexuals, etc) 200 | ,649 390
Generation (e.g., youth/elderly) 393 | ,643 143
Social Class (e.g. workers, employers, farmerk, poor, etc) 370 | ;519 | 179
Ethnic groups (people identifying with a speciftor@c group) 023 | 261 734
Religious groups (people identifying with a spexitligion) 189 | ,268 | ,704
National belonging (people identifying with a sg&chation) 459 | -,019 | ,580

Contribution to explained variance (%) | 49,90 8,65| 5,50

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysist&®ion Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The first dimension in Table 3, which explains appmately 50 % of the variation, indicates
that there is a presence of a global and transrationderstanding in the sample. All the

variables loading on this dimension concern caiegdhat are not related with the notion of a
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homogenous nation state — but other phenomena;, gtbeps and belongings that compete
with it. | have called this dimension “Global andamsnational Orientation to Diversity”.
Indeed, this dimension measures the respondemdéertey to include all sorts of diversity,
not only group-based diversity but also individaiversity. This includes also diversity
generated by the internal mobility within the EUgker scores on this dimension mean very
inclusive attitudes to all sorts of diversity.

The second dimension in Table 3, which explaing@gmately 8,7 % of the variation,
clusters the variables measuring the extent to waicespondent is willing to include gender
groups, disability groups, sexuality groups, diéf@r generations, and social classes in his or
her definition of a diverse society. | have callbds dimension “Bodily and Individualist
Orientation to Diversity”. It is important to nothat these variables are associated with the
notion of social class as the majority of the resjsmts were concerned about the fact that
such belongings might affect the social class tustaf people. Higher scores indicate more
inclusive attitudes.

The third dimension in Table 3, which explains amately 5,5 % of the variation,
clusters the indicators measuring whether the redgats would include national, religious,
and ethnic groups in their definitions of a divesseiety. Based on the loading variables, this
dimension has been labeled “traditional orientationdiversity”. In this dimension, we
measure how inclusive respondents are to groupdbdisersity created by the nation-state

itself.

Table 4: Classification Results from Discriminant Analysis of Groups Relevant for Diversity Definition

V6  National or] Predicted Group Membership
Transnational
Organization? National Trans-European | Total
Cross-validated(a) Count National 566 158 724
Trans-European 8 9 17
% National 78,2 21,8 100,0
Trans-European 47,1 52,9 100,0

a. Cross validation is done only for those casdheranalysis. In cross validation, each caseaissdied by the
functions derived from all cases other than thaeca

b. 78,0% of original grouped cases correctly cfaski

c. 77,6% of cross-validated grouped cases correlzbsified.

A discriminant analysis of the three scales with tirouping variable “national vs. trans-

European organization” gave the results in Tabla &rief, Table 4 tells us that 158 of totally

724 valid interviewees (21,8 %) from national origations and 9 of totally 17 interviewees

(52,9 %) from trans-European organizations agreeaoglobally/transnationally-oriented
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definition of the diverse society. Inversely, 56étional and 8 trans-European level elites
agree on a national orientation to the diverseetpcirhese results also testify to the fact that
nationalizing and Europeanizing discourses aresthgsated at both national level and trans-
European level organizations. The two poles areesgmted at both levels, but the national
orientation is stronger at the national level orgatmons whereas the transnational/global
orientation is stronger at the trans-European leliels also noteworthy that the share of
national discourse at the transnational level aggdions is 47,1 %.

My second indicator concerning diversity views te$ato the normative, ontological or
instrumental status each interviewee gives to ettatmnal diversity. For this purpose, | used
the answers to question V2.1 in the interviews dataThe respondents were asked what they
thought about ethno-nationally diverse societidgeifresponses were classified with respect
to whether they regard ethnic and national divga# a normatively desirable goal in itself,
or an inescapable fact, or a matter that definesnleaningful existence of persons, or a
means to achieve other goals. The respondents ma#rgiven these categories, but their
answers were interpreted and coded into these ar&egduring the analysis process.
Respondents’ answers were coded into multiple caiteg) when their answers fitted with

more than one category.

Table 5: Principal Components Analysis of the Statsi Given to Ethno-national Diversity
(Rotated Component Matrix)

Component

V2.1 What do you think about ethno-nationally diveise societies?
(Valid N= 720) 1 2 3
The respondent sees ethno-nationally diverse soasetlesirable goal to achiev] ,869 -,301 -,214
The respondent does not attribute any normativentological status but seq -,835 | -,376 -,214
ethno-national diversity as an inescapable fath®focial life
The respondent sees ethno-nationally diverse soaietan ontological matte] -,001 | ,969 -,054
without which society’s and/or individual's existerwould not be possible
The respondent sees ethno-national diversity asisnea achieve some othd -,014 | -,044 ,986
goals and not as a goal in itself

Contribution to explained variance (%) | 36,54 29,65 | 26,11

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysist&®ion Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Results from a principal-components analysis o$¢h®ur categories are presented in Table
5. The first dimension is labeled “Normative vs.ak& Approach”, and it measures
respondents’ tendency to view ethnonationally digesociety as a goal in itself or as an

inescapable fact. Large positive values on thidesoalicate perception of ethnonational
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diversity as a goal in itself. Negative scores vattger absolute values indicate perceptions of
ethnonational diversity as an inescapable fact ndredr not one sees is as desirable or not.
Values close to zero mean that the respective nelgms see ethnonational diversity both as
a goal in itself and as an inescapable fact.

The second dimension is labeled as “Ontologicabtexitial Approach”. The higher
scores with positive values on this scale indidht® the respective respondents are not
necessarily in favor or disfavor of ethnonationiakdsity, but they accept it since they regard
ethnic and national to be the foundation of peapéeicial existence. It is also noteworthy that
the other three variables have negative loadingshim dimension. Higher scores with
negative values on this scale, thus, mean thatdbpective respondents do not perceive
ethnonational diversity as an existential mattat,dzceptable for other reasons.

The third dimension is labeled “Instrumental Apmioa Respondents who came with
some specific statements in connection with thisstjon — e.g. ethnonational diversity “is
enriching our culture”, “stimulates economic deystent and innovation”, “is a god way of

fighting an aging society”, “should be toleratedwié want to share our wealth with poor
people”, “is acceptable since it leads to a most gociety / world”, “is a necessary tool for
protecting human rights”, “needed if we want to @@ more colorful society etc — are coded
into this category. Higher positive values on tlsisale, thus, indicate instrumentalist
approaches to ethno-national diversity.

How are these views distributed between nationalland trans-European level elites?

The distribution of these views between national tiansnational levels is given in Table 6.

Table 6: Classification Results from Discriminant Aalysis of Views on Ethno-national Diversity

V6 National or|
Transnational Predicted Group Membership
Organization? National Trans-European | Total
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 casdhenanalysis. In cross validation, each caseaissdied by the
functions derived from all cases other than thaeca

b 58,5% of selected original grouped cases cdyrelassified.

¢ 58,5% of selected cross-validated grouped aamesctly classified.

Table 6 indicates that 294 of 746 (39,4 %) intemdes from national level organizations and
12 of 18 interviewees from trans-European orgaiurat(66,7 %) share a normative view of
diversity as a goal to achieve. On the other hdbd,national (60,6 %) and 6 trans-European

(33,3 %) level interviewees share an instrumeritahsl realist approach to diversity — that is,
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not as goal to achieve in itself. That is, amorbstnational level level elites, ethnonational
diversity is acceptable because it is unavoidableecessity for meaningful social existence,
and needed to achieve other goals. The views thabtsee ethnonational diversity as a goal
in itself are dominating amongst the national legkes. Inversely, the views that regard
ethnonational diversity as a goal in itself are @@nt amongst the elites that are working in

the trans-European organizations.

9.2 Differences between national and trans-Europeaglites’ views on the EU polity

Application of a principal component analysis oa five items listed in Table 7 (by using all
valid interviews from 16 countries and the transdpean organizations) resulted in three
dimensions. The first dimension measures the extenivhich the respondents want a
development where policymaking / decision competsrmetween the member state and EU
level are differentiated and divided between lewaalsording to different policy areas. Based
on an inspection of the answers about differenicpareas in qualitative interviews, | have
interpreted this dimension as measuring the pregeréor a system of multi-level governance
(MLG). Also an inspection of the respondents’ prefees concerning decision levels in
different policy areas in the quantitative data sgbport this interpretation. Large positive
values mean a preference of multi-level governamcereas large negative views mean the

absence of this preference.

Table 7: Principle Components Analysis of the Viewsn EU Polity Development
(Rotated Component Matrix)

V3.1 In which direction should the EU Polity develp in the future? Component

(Valid N= 663) 1 2 3
More centralisation, but in certain policy fields 804 ,003 | -,158
More autonomy for the member states, but in cepality fields /82 | -,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 Analysisot&®ion Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The second dimension can be interpreted as megdterpreference for a multi-level federal
polity (MLP) versus more autonomy to member statesll areas. It is important to note that
“autonomy for member states” and “federalizatiomaage” load on the same dimension with

opposite signs, making this dimension meaningfbliyolar. As this was what was to be
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expected logically, this is also an indication thlé coding done by approximately 70
researchers in 16 countries are consistent. Laogéiye values on this dimension imply a
pro-federalization attitude and large negative &slumply pro-member state autonomy
attitudes.

The third dimension measures the extent to whichespondent is for more EU
centralization regardless of policy areas — that jgeference for the building of a centralized
EU polity (EUP). Large positive values on this dimai®n indicate pro-centralization attitudes
and large negative preferences mean the absenitesgbreference in a respondent. Cases
with very low values on all of these three dimensican be regarded as displaying a general
anti-EU preference, and even a preference towasdslding the EU.

Table 8: Classification Results from Discriminant Aalysis of the Views on EU Polity Development

V6 National or| Predicted Group Membership
Transnational
Organization? National Trans-European | Total
Cross-validated(a) Count National 545 160 705
Trans-European 9 8 17
% National 77,3 22,7 100,0
Trans-European 52,9 47,1 100,0

a. Cross validation is done only for those casdhéranalysis. In cross validation, each caseaissdfied by the
functions derived from all cases other than thaeca

b. 76,6% of original grouped cases correctly cfaski

C. 76,6% of cross-validated grouped cases correlehsified

As indicated in Table 8, 160 of the 705 interviesvg@2,7 %) from the national level
organizations and 8 of the 17 interviewees (47,1f® the trans-European organizations
agree on a development towards the establishmemtuilti-level governance (MLG) or (to
less extent) a federal EU polity (MLP). On the othand, 545 national level interviewees
(77,3 %) and 9 trans-European interviewees (52,%8t¢e on more decentralization, more
autonomy for the member states.

Further analyses of the decision power that thenmgwees want to give to the
supranational EU institutions under different pplaxreas show similar patterns. Because of
the extensive character of this analysis, its &able 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

e Gender equality
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* Rights of native national minorities

» Citizenship

e Immigration of non-EU nationals

» Political asylum

* lllegal migration

e Free movement of non-EU immigrants
» Political rights of non-EU immigrants

Under each of these policy areas, the majorityhef tespondents were asked about their
preferred role of the EU in policymaking / legisbet processes. The following categories
about the role of the EU were presented to theoredgnts:

» 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

e Open method of coordination

* Member states should deal with this individually
e This should be decided locally

Based on these questions, | constructed scalesunmgaghe degree of each respondent’s
inclination towards accepting one or several ofdbeve roles for the EU. The scales were
developed using a principal components analysialbthe 1V.10 (a-k) variables in the
EUROSPHERE interview registration interface. Theated component matrix showed that
many respondents do not make (or are not able keadear distinctions between the above-
mentioned different policy areas when they thin&glihe EU’s role / power in policymaking
and legislation, and many tend to assign the sateeto the EU with little attention to which
policy area is of concern (but as our interviewsvghthere are many important exceptions
too, where people make clear distinctions betwlemblicy areas). This justifies combining

different policy areas under preferences abouEtlis role as | did in Tables 7 and 8.

9.3 Differences in elites’ views on addressees metEuropean public sphere

The qualitative descriptions of respondents’ ansvedrout public sphere related questions in
several of the EUROSPHERE country reports give taeradetailed picture of how their
organizations relate to the existing channels, agtsy and structures of communication
within both their national public spheres and bealahe boundaries. The interviews also
depicted which organizations they prefer to commate and collaborate with at which
levels. The depiction in this section is, howevssed on a set of variables measuring the
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extent to which the actors want to target as tltremsees of their messages or claims in their

public sphere communications and interactions.

Table 9: Principal Components Analysis of the Actos’ Addressees in the Public Sphere
(Rotated Component Matrix)

V5.10 Which actors on all levels (international, spranational, national, sub-
national, i.e. regional and/ or local) do you wanto 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 J74 ,310
Presidency of the Council , (57 321
European Committee of the Regions, Agencies , 745 ,232
Council of the European Union 124 ,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

Contribution to explained variance (%) 41,53 10,08

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysist&®imn Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The first column in Table 9 lists the eighteen eli#nt authorities and organizations that the
respondents mentioned as the addressees they avaisetin the public sphere during the
interviews. A principal components analysis of thesghteen variables, based on the valid
interviews from sixteen countries and the transshean organizations, resulted in two
dimensions.

The first dimension encompasses the different Erapnpand EU political and judicial
authorities — that is, the addressee is an intitutat the European level and the

communication is upward. This dimension explainerail,5 % of the overall variation.
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The second dimension measures the extent to wichctor's targeted addressees are
other organizations, networks, groups, etc, alsduding the European Commission, the
European parliament and European parties/partyliEsnlnlike what is the case in the first
dimension, the communication and collaboration lteres not necessarily imply a vertical or

hierarchical, but rather a horizontal structure@nmunication.

Table 10: Classification Results from DiscriminantAnalysis of the Actors’ Addressees

V6  National or| Predicted Group Membership
Transnational
Organization? National Trans-European | Total
Cross-validated(a) Count National 516 12 528
Trans-European 11 5 16
% National 97,7 2,3 100,0
Trans-European 68,8 31,3 100,0

a. Cross validation is done only for those casdheranalysis. In cross validation, each caseaissdied by the
functions derived from all cases other than thaeca

b. 96,0% of original grouped cases correctly cfasi

c. 95,8% of cross-validated grouped cases correlzbsified.

The above results (Table 10) show that 12 (2,3 %o)he totally 528 interviewees from
national level actors and 5 (31,3) of the 16 inemees from trans-national level actors say
that they want to be involved in vertical structi@@ communication within the European
Public Sphere. On the other hand, 97,7 % of intevees from national actors, and 68,8 % of
the interviewees from transnational actors stagd they want to be primarily involved in
horizontal structures of communication.

The finding here is that there are clear preferemedavor of horizontal trans-European
interactions on the part of the collective actdréa@th national level and the trans-European
level. This trend is much more pronounced withie tfational level organizations. A closer
examination of the in-depth interviews also showttimany of those who favor being
involved in horizontal networks and simultaneousihant to involve the EU political
institutions as little as possible in their trans-@pean affairs prefer so because they are
skeptical about the democratic qualities of the Blbid they do not want to be part of the
legitimization mechanisms that the EU has deviSeane political elites have stated that they
already have good reciprocal communication andaboHlation channels with their sister
parties in other countries, both through the p#atierations and one-to-one contacts between
the party elites. Further, the national level SMOWMI leaders who prefer horizontal

Europeanization say that, this is a process thatest before the European Union existed, and
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it should continue especially now in the new pcéti context of Europe which is
characterized by pooling of sovereignties so tleg hew concentrated power can be
effectively criticized and controlled by citizenghey also think that, in issues on which some
national governments are not responsive enough, (egmen’s rights, minority rights,
environmental protection), the European level tnfbns can be a good tool for making the
national governments to change their course obactince their own aim is to make sure
that the interests they try to voice be protecedyorizontal Europeanization that is not
influenced by the EU premises is, for them, a bediéernative. If necessary, European
political institutions can be addressed for thispmse, but the European level should not, in
their eyes, be taken for granted as a legitimathoauly in all matters. This trend is clear
concerning the organizations that are operatirigeahational level.

In addition to those who favor horizontal trans-@pganization, the national level elite
views also include some attitudes that seek toemddonly the national governments and
authorities in their activities. Here, the concexmather the survival of the nation state than
the democratic legitimacy of the EU political instions.

The trans-European elites, on the other hand, perdkeir role as mediators between
the European Union institutions and the nationaklleorganizations that they strive to
integrate under their umbrella. Elites that we mieved who work at trans-European
organizations state that they are aware that thapat claim to be representing anybody, but
what they do is important and needed, becausedhepower structures in Europe requires
trans-European organizations that can articulageriterests of the European civil societies.
However, they strive on both edges. Their accesSUodecision-making mechanisms are
difficult although some of the organizations haeet defined by the European Commission
as official consultation partners in the matterat tthey specialize in. They think it is also
difficult to gain the full trust of the nationalel member organizations because they are
sometimes regarded as too close to the EU. Theonéirmed also by the interviews with
national level political party and SMO/NGO elitéspugh worded somewhat differently. In
addition to the perception that the trans-Europdes may be ideologically somewhat closer
to the EU than to the civil society in the grasssothe national level elites are also concerned
about the EU-terminology adopted by the trans-Eeaopelites. In their eyes, the difficulty of
this terminology makes communication between thenal and trans-European level elites
at times ineffective, and that such difficulty al®akes it difficult for the national level elites
to participate actively in the trans-European leaefivities. On the other hand, the trans-

European elites tend to see the usage of EU-tetagypa@s a practical necessity that makes it
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possible to communicate with and disseminate coiotemowards the EU policymakers. The
majority of the trans-European elites state thas itmportant that the national level civil
society and political organizations understandribeessity of acting together on issues that
require European level solutions, but that it i$ always easy to convince their member
organizations to be more active.

Further, the elite interviews and our institutiomta document that trans-European
organizations are usually operating with a very Ismamber of full-time staff members,
something which makes it difficult for many of theto prioritize integration activities
towards the national level organizations. The tAusopean organization that is the most
ambitious in creating a high level of integratiduy, creating a common understanding of the
common problems, is the European Women’'s Lobby (EWILhis organization is using
considerable staff resources, and voluntary regsuas well, to integrate, for instance, the
women’s organizations from Central and Eastern Bemo countries. Also, European
Network Against Racism (ENAR) appears, judging frahe elites’ statements, to be
concerned about linking with the member-state lewgiracist organizations.

On the other side of the coin, 2,3 % of the natidegel and 33,3 % of the trans-
European level elites say that they want to additessntergovernmental and supranational
bodies in Europe with their activities. The trendhm the trans-European organizations is
not negligible. Amongst the trans-European orgdiumna, the Social Platform appears to be
the one that is most oriented towards using the@@aan Union institutions, and specifically

the European Commission, as one of their primadyessees of their activities.

9.4 Discursive misalignments between national andans-European level elites?

These findings are important as they may be parttnmisalignments between the values of
national and trans-European elites. If it is pdssib claim that trans-European organizations
are supposed to represent / aggregate the intereite European civil society towards the
European level political institutions, this cangegceived as a legitimacy problem on the part
of the trans-European organizations. Even when ssime a somewhat less ambitious
mission for them, such as articulating interedtss inot possible to ignore this mismatch.
Certainly, diversity of views and political polasizon in public sphere is necessary and
desirable from a democracy point of view. Howewehat we observe here is not only a
horizontal polarization, but also a vertical, hretacal polarization between the member-state

and trans-European level organizational elites.
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Some of the trans-European elites that we inteteare working in organizations that
are officially involved in EU-level policy processa@s regular consultation partners — this is
especially so for th&ocial Platform of European NGOBuropean Network Against Racism
(ENAR), the European Women’s LobbEWL). While an overwhelming majority of the
interviewed trans-European NGO/SMO elites are awérthe fact that they cannot claim to
be representing the European civil society, theg alaim that they represent some social and
political norms which are for the good of all — shmvesting in output legitimacy rather than
input legitimacy.

The three party federations that we interviewed saargposed to be representing their
member parties, and they have representativeseirEtiropean Parliament. Low electoral
turnout, combined with mismatches between natidoenat! and trans-European level elite
views, also points to a hierarchical structuringra trans-European political spaces.

Although the think tank networks — EPIN and TEPSAnd their member organizations
that we interviewed are not expected to represaybaly else than themselves and their
expertise, it is important to remember that they @iving policy assessments, evaluations,
and advices to the European Union.

The European Commission, and other EU politicdiitunsons take these trans-European
organizations as the most relevant conversatiotn@ar in certain policy issues, and they
have privileged them and institutionalized theirtjggpation in consultation processes in
different ways. On the other hand, the views thegaminate about diversity in general,
ethnonational diversity, and the legitimate addressin the European public sphere are
fundamentally different from the views expressedthg elites working in national level
organizations.

While closing this discussion, it is also importaatremind that the European Union’s
consultation system also gives opportunity to kaitier organizations and individual citizens

to express their views on policy issues.

10 Organizations’ Networks and Interaction Patterns

In the following set of principal components andadiminant analyses, the unit of both
observation and analysis is organizations. Datautalloe organizations networking and
interactive patterns were gathered from their pdnand online documents (annual reports,
activity reports, leaflets, brochures, descriptioh®ngoing projects and project partners, and

secondary literature where available). The follayieet of principal components and
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discriminant analyses of organizations networkiagieyns include sub-national, national and

trans-European interactions.

10.1 Collaboration patterns of organizations

Table 11 gives the results from a principal compmorenalysis of the operative levels of
networks that our organizations are actually inedlin. The 46 media actors in the data set
are excluded from this analysis as the kinds oivagking they do is not comparable with the

networking of the other three types of organization

Table 11: Principal Components Analysis of the Orgaizations’ Networks
(Rotated Component Matrix)

Organizations/networks the organization collaborates with Component

N= 158 1 2

Regional organizations/networks 921 -,063

National organizations/networks 631 943
-,012 ,938

Trans-European organizations/networks

Contribution to explained variance (%) 49,64 31,22

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysisot&®ion Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The first component measures the extent to whicho@anization is involved in sub-
European (regional and national) networks, and dbeond measures an organization’s
involvement in both trans-European networks andbnat networks. The variable “national
organizations/networks” loads on both dimensionkisTindicates that majority of the
organizations in our data material have nationalvaks. However, those with large positive
scores on the first dimension are also involvedub-national (regional) networks, and those
with large positive scores on the second dimenarenin addition to their national networks,
also involved in trans-European networks. This iggplthe presence of and a distinction
between national multi-level and trans-EuropeantireNel networking structures in Europe,
strengthening my expectation in the very beginrimgt both national boundaries and the
European multi-level governance structures woudd li® this kind of networking structure.
Table 12 presents the distribution of these twowaogking patterns between trans-
European and national level organizations. We ofasénat 98 % of member-state level
organizations collaborate primarily with nationadasub-national networks of organizations.
On the other hand, 71.4 % of the trans-Europeaanizgtions are also primarily collaborates
with national and sub-national level organizatiomfjereas 28.6 % of trans-European

organizations are engaged in cooperation with dthes-European networks.
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Table 12: Classification Results from DiscriminantAnalysis of the Organizations’ Networks

Predicted Group Membership
National or transnational? | National Transnational | Total
ICross-validatet Count National 142 3 145
Transnational 5 2 7
% National 97,9 2,1 100,0
Transnational 71,4 28,6 100,0

As the percentage of the national level organipatithat are involved in collaboration with

trans-European networks is low (2,1 %), and thegréage of the transnational organizations
that collaborate with national level organizatiassigh (71.4 %), this means that the trans-
European organizations are collaborating with oalysmall selection of national level

organizations. This is certainly so in the caseth&f trans-European think tank networks,
which prefer to include only one think tank fromckaEU member country. The same
argument also goes for the party federations, whichaborate with a limited number

(preferably only one) political party in each membeuntry. As to the SMOs and NGOs,

ENAR and EWL also has limited number of organizatidrom each country, and often only
one, in their membership lists. On the other hahe, Social Platform is a network of

networks, and it is not possible for individual anjzations to be members in the Social
Platform.

Even without considering the results presentedahld 12, the membership structure of
the trans-European organizations testify to thea fhat the number of national level
organizations involved in trans-European networkgjuite low. It is also striking that the
results we obtained from the analysis of intervi¢hable 10, p.34) are almost identical with
the results we obtained from this analysis of titutional dataCombining these results,
we conclude that the organizational elites are gaibnsistent in their intensions and actions:
To a large degree, they do not want to have inteegamental and supranational authorities
as addressees of their activities; in practice,ytli® not either collaborate with the trans-

European organizations that have these authordaesain addressees of their activities.

10.2 Scope of organizations’ collaboration with n&torks and other organizations

A principal components analysis of six variablediegating how organizations collaborate in
their national, sub-national and trans-Europeamvoikis resulted in one component (Table
13). The list of variables in the first column ofafle 13 measure different types of
collaboration forms. The variables “attempts at umutinformation sharing”, “efforts to

synchronize  separate  projects/action plans”, “boltative  projects/actions”,
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“joint/projects/actions”, “attempts to formulate mmon objectives to address common
concerns”, and “attempts to formulate [simply] coammobjectives” represent actually the
ordinal-ranked categories of the variable collabion scope — in the order given above. The
ordinal ranking can also be interpreted as thensitg of collaboration. However, the

principal components analysis did not distinguisbtween the variables measuring
project/action based collaboration and more strategllaboration to achieve long-term

objectives, | will stick to the interpretation dfi$ scale as an indicator of organizations’

collaboration scope.

Table 13: Principal Components Analysis of the Orgaizations’ Actions in Trans-European Networks
(Rotated Component Matrix)

INzlSE Component
1
Efforts to synchronize separate projects/actiomgpla , 786
Attempts at mutual information-sharing , 763
Attempts to formulate common objectives 721
Joint projects/actions , 719
Collaborative projects/actions , 702
Efforts to formulate common objectives to addresmnmon concerns ,622
Contribution to the explained variance (%) 51,93

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysisamponents extracted.

Thus, the extracted single component can be irggrgras a measure of the size of the
collaboration repertoire of organizations. The éarthe score of an organization, the more
collaborative activity types. Smaller scores intkckess collaboration activity with networks
and other organizations. On the other hand, thge#arscores with positive sign can also be
interpreted as forms of collaboration aiming toiaeh longer term common objectives.

Whereas the indicators that | constructed in thevipus section measure the extent to
which organizations network with organizations @peg at different levels, this single
indicator tells us what they do when they collab®ara

Table 14 shows that the 60 % trans-European legainizations have larger collaboration
scope or repertoire and 76,5 % of the nationall lexganizations have smaller collaboration
repertoires. This is certainly not surprising dtsahce the survival of the trans-European
networks to a large extent relies on collaboraboth with their member organizations and

the other networks.
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Table 14: Classification Results from DiscriminantAnalysis of the Organizations’ Actions in Networks

Predicted Group Membership
National or transnational? | National Transnational | Total
[Cross-validateti Count 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 caseldranalysis. In cross validation, each caseaissdied by the
functions derived from all cases other than thaeca

b. 75,9% of selected original grouped cases cdyrelassified.

c. ,0% of unselected original grouped cases cdyrekessified.

d. 75,9% of selected cross-validated grouped aamesctly classified.

What do these numbers actually tell us about theomal and trans-European level
organizations? Firstly, we can with a high degreeeotainty say that the much fewer national
level organizations than trans-European organiaatiget involved in collaboration that
requires agreeing on common objectives. Secontilg, aaconsiderable portion (40 %) of the
trans-European organizations has this collaboragpertoire.

Still, if our figures are really representative,236 of national level organizations and 60
% of trans-European level organizations do getliraain collaboration that either may lead
to or has led to formulation of common objectivegleed, this is a lot and implies that
individual organizations are coming together todtan the different poles of whatever kind
of political spaces they are operating in.

While digesting these findings, it is important keep in mind that the analysis in this
section does not distinguish between the levelghath collaboration happens (local, national

or European). The results cover collaborationldeaéls.

10.3 Organizations’ membership status in networks

The EUROSPHERE institutional data collection alsgered information about the analyzed
organizations’ membership status in the differeahs-European networks of organizations
that they collaborate in and with. The principaingmnents analysis presented in Table 15 is
based on three variables indicating whether théyaed organizations have active or passive
membership status or an observer status in theonletwthat they are involved in. The
principal components analysis gave two componefnte two components distinguish
between organizations that are members and ordemmsgathat only have observer status in

the networks that they are involved in.
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Table 15: Principal Components Analysis of the Orgaizations’ Membership Status in Networks
(Rotated Component Matrix)

Status of the organization in selected networks Component

N= 160 1 2
Passive membership status (only voting rights) ,820 -,147
Active membership status (with voting and represton rights) ,688 ,267
Observer status ,039 961
Contribution to explained variance (%) 40,03 32,1

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysist&®imn Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The first component measures whether an organizéias active membership status in the
network with voting and representation rights (eargositive values). The larger scores
indicate membership with both voting and repredemtarights, and the smaller valuers
indicate only passive membership status withoutasgntation rights.

The second component measures whether a non-memgaerization has observer status
in an organizational network. Larger values indicabserver status, and smaller values
indicate the absence of observer status.

Organizations that score low on both dimensionstlaose that have not membership or
observer status in any organizational networks;éwaw, this does not mean that they do not

collaborate with networks.

Table 16: Classification Results from DiscriminantAnalysis of Membership Status

in Networks
Predicted Group Membership
National or transnational? | National Transnational | Total
Cross-validatet Count  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 casdkéranalysis. In cross validation, each caseassdied by the
functions derived from all cases other than thaeca

b. 91,3% of selected original grouped cases cdyrelassified.

c. ,0% of unselected original grouped cases cdyreletssified.

d. 90,6% of selected cross-validated grouped aamesctly classified.

Table 16 shows that 6,5 % of national level orgains and 20 % of trans-European
organizations have strong membership statusesganaational networks. The one trans-
national organization that has a strong memberstaijus 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, | ird#d the variables indicating the geographical
focus of each organization in their collaborativerkv The organizational foci that are
registered for each organization, include globalirogean, transnational and national
orientations. Table 15 gives the results from angipal components analysis of these
variables.

Whereas the analysis presented in Table 11 (ps4l2ased on the other organizations and
networks that the actors actually collaborate witis analysis includes variables that inform

about the objectives and ambitions concerning teadih of collaboration and networking.

Table 17: Principal Components Analysis of the Orgaizations’ Geographical Focus
(Rotated Component Matrix)

Organizations Focus Component
N= 200 1 2
Global focus ,790 | ,049
European focus (72 | -,033
Transnational focus , 720 | ,082
National focus ,043 | ,997
Contribution to explained variance (%) 43,98 | 24,65

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysist&®imn Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The analysis resulted in two components. The dng measures the beyond-national focus in
networking (global, European, and transnationahe $econd component measures the extent
of an organization’s national orientation in netlng. Organizations that score low on both
dimensions are not active in collaboration withestlorganizations and networks. On the
other hand, those organizations that score highadhh dimensions have a broad spectrum of

networking focus — covering levels from nationabtobal.

Table 18: Classification Results from DiscriminantAnalysis of Geographical Focus

Predicted Group Membership
National or transnational? | National Transnational | Total
ICross-validatet 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 casdkéranalysis. In cross validation, each caseassdied by the
functions derived from all cases other than thaeca

b. 83,5% of selected original grouped cases cdyrelassified.

c. ,0% of unselected original grouped cases cdyreletssified.

d. 83,5% of selected cross-validated grouped camesctly classified.
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Results from a discriminant analysis are given abl& 18. Also here, the beyond-national
focus dominates in trans-European organizationsgreds national focus is dominant in
national level organizations — a pattern that weehabserved in all the dimensions of

collaboration and networking in the previous setio

11 The structuring of trans-Europeanizing political spaces

The conceptual framework of this paper defines “#ingculation of trans-Europeanizing
political spaces” in terms of two features: (1) getion of trans-European discourses and (2)
creation of trans-European networks. The fulfilllnehany one of these two criteria means
contribution to the creation of trans-Europeanizmadjtical spaces.

The finding concerning creation of Europeanizingcdurses is that, while both
Europeanizing and non-Europeanizing discoursesfared to exist in both national and
trans-European level organizations, non-Europeagiziiscourses dominate in the national
level organizations, and Europeanizing discoursesnidate in the trans-European
organizations. These discourses concern organnedtalites’ statements about diversity, EU
polity and their preferred addressees in the pusizates.

The analysis of organizations’ interaction and reeking patterns at the institutional level
also indicate that very few national level orgatimas are involved in trans-European
relations with other organizations.

The picture that the above analyses of discouradsnatworks point to that there are
trans-Europeanizing spaces, with Europeanizingodises and / or trans-European ties
between organizations at both national and Europeasls. Earlier research convincingly
shows that the current European public spherenzdmally segmented along national lines
in Europe. What this current study adds to thetiexjknowledge is that, the communicative
public space component of the European public sphanich is expected to contribute to the
weakening of these national boundaries dividesEin®pean public sphere vertically: There
are important discursive gaps between the viewsatbnal and European level elites on the
issues of diversity, EU polity and who they sedeggtimate addressees of their activities.
Further, networking patterns also show that this ganot only in discourses, but also in
interactions.

This currently weak vertical division may in theute contribute to the emergence of a

both horizontally and vertically segmented Europealblic sphere.
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