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To my parents, Mariya and Vasil

For the joy of life they have given me

‘So, you want another story?’

‘Uhh... perhaps in English. In Japanese a story would have an element
of invention in it. We don’t want any invention. We want the “straight
facts”, as you say in English.’

Isn’t telling a story about something - using words, English or Japanese
- already something of an invention? Isn’t just looking upon this world
already something of an invention?

‘Uhh...’

‘The world isn’t just the way it is. It is how we understand it, no? And in
understanding something, we bring something into it, no? Doesn’t that

make life a story?

Jan Martel, The Life of Pi
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Summary

The research poses the question of how civic initiatives are
constituted by and constitutive for the process of Europeanization in
Bulgaria. Europeanization as a process, overlapping with
democratization, was initiated in Bulgaria with EU support to build
democracy and pluralism after the demise of Communism in 1989.
The EU’s favoured mechanisms through which liberal democracy
was to be embedded, although successful in establishing formal
democratic institutions, could not substantially reach citizens and
furnish the social base of democracy. The efforts to develop active
civil society in Bulgaria remained limited to establishing an NGO
sector, which could not truly reflect the meaning of civil society as
constituted by actively engaged citizens mobilizing in defence of the
common good. This situation was compounded by the continuation
of a historically passive political culture in Bulgaria. The research
explores the causal link between civic initiatives and Europe implied
in the research question through adopting discourse as the key
vehicle for developing the theoretical and analytical frameworks.
Premised on the poststructuralist emphasis on meaning,

Europeanization is theorized as a process of signification whereby

Xi



democratic norms are fluid and dependent on the experience of
people affected by them. The discourse of civic initiatives in Bulgaria
is constituted by the liberal democratic norms of action (liberty) and
multitude (equality), which they articulate in the hues of Dewey’s
understanding of democracy as a way of life. As socially grounded
practices they construct an alternative language of democracy
around the tropes of moving and multiplying people, which point to
a vision of social change captured by the domain of sociality. Unlike
the hegemonic discourse of economic liberalism, the agency of civic
initiatives draws on the socially grounded knowledge and creativity
of individuals to realize the vision of sociality. Analysed as creative
democracy they enact the democratic script in practice. In building
social and cultural capital in Bulgaria they are engaged in nurturing
social relations of cooperation, trust and participation thus

constituting multiple spaces of civil society.
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Chapter I: Introduction

“Bulgarian society does not remember any other ‘order’ but that of
the totalitarian state. ...The idea that there could be a different type
of order, based on personal responsibility and civic participation, is

still a little alien to us. But if we are not ready to invest our efforts in
the construction of this type of modern state, then we deserve the
state in which we currently live.”

(Penchev, 2015: 58)

1.1. The social phenomenon of civic initiatives

Some years ago, an initiative that spread slowly but gradually
throughout Bulgaria with the seemingly odd name of “hanging
coffees”, grabbed my attention. Starting with a person buying two
coffees but consuming only one, thus letting the second one hang, it
evolved with other hanging goods and services. There was hanging
bread and milk, but also dental services and even yoga classes. My
curiosity spurred questions such as What is it?, Who is doing it? and
How did it come into being?. The ‘why’ question was not so

important as I was quite aware of the level of poverty among a



significant portion of the Bulgarian population and the idea of giving
a hand to some people - be it as small as getting a coffee (a day’s
highlight for some) - did not surprise me. The puzzle that this
initiative posed for me was of a different kind. A citizen-led initiative,
which was not a realisation of some state policy enacted by local
authorities, was unusual within the Bulgarian social sphere.
Moreover, it was not a one-off sporadic event but was carried out
and sustained by the citizenry for quite some time. The “Hanging
Coffee Initiative” acquires greater significance when considered
against the background of scholarship on civic agency in Bulgaria.
Thus, it has been argued that Bulgaria represents a case of an

existing, even an alarming civic deficit (Dimitrova, 2002).

Citizen alienation (Kabakchieva, 2012) and pronounced social
apathy (Krastev, 2014) have marked the Bulgarian socio-political
space historically. A recent sociological research project conducted
by Slavov et al. (2010) points to the fragmentation of social relations
with the expression ‘Bulgarians beyond society’. These insights are
congruent with research on social institutions and on civil society in

Central and East European (CEE) countries, which emphasises the



general weakness of social ties and collective activities (Howard,

2003, 2011; Wagner, 2006, Cohen and Arato, 1999).

Led by my curiosity, [ found out that “hanging coffees” did not begin
in Bulgaria but were an idea imported from Europe (Agence France -
Press, 2013). It had been going on for quite some time in southern
European countries such as Spain and Italy. As a matter of fact the
initiative originated in Naples as “caffé sospeso” (suspended or
pending coffee, bought for another person anonymously) (Zhuk,
2012). The Hanging coffees initiative didn’t last very long in Bulgaria,
but it opened a mental window for me to look around and notice
many other initiatives, which have been taking place. In fact, civic
initiatives have been burgeoning. While civic activism could count as
everyday activism in any other European country, in Bulgaria similar
activities have seemed extraordinary, due to what scholars suggest is
a ‘civic deficit’. I therefore decided to embark on a research project to
investigate the appearance and role of some key civic initiatives in

the Bulgarian social sphere.

This study seeks to address the question of how civic initiatives are

constituted by and, in turn, constitutive for the process of



Europeanization in Bulgaria. Thus framed, the research question is a
broad enquiry, therefore its answer is sought through the following
sub-questions: a) what is the meaning of Europeanization? Answering
this is a starting point for introducing discourse as the theoretical
logic and analytical path to establishing the link between the
Bulgarian social context and Europe. b) What is the discourse of civic
initiatives and how it is constructed? This question pertains to the
constituted aspect of civic initiatives and aims to explore the script of
the discourse and to disclose how it articulates the cultural codes of
liberal democracy; c) How civic initiatives contribute to the
development of civil society? In brief, this dissertation critically
addresses the constitutive dimension of civic initiatives and, in turn,
explores how civic initiatives modify social relations and constitute

acts of democratic sociality.

In order to proceed further I now address the preliminary questions
of why I focus on civic initiatives on the one hand, and why I seek to
question the linkages with Europeanization, on the other. Implicit in
this inquiry is the observation which Alexander Wendt (1999) makes
about the nature of every research question involving two

interlinked aspects, namely a theoretical one and a domain-specific



one. The first query deals with the quest to understand civic
initiatives as a social phenomenon. It involves a theoretical
exploration of the role of civic activism in the social world aiming to
understand how civic initiatives work. The second question is
connected to the domain-specific dimension of social action. The link
between civic initiatives and Europeanization in Bulgaria is
examined through questioning the role of civic agency for the
establishment of democracy and, in particular, for the constitution of
civil society. These two preliminary questions are addressed in this
chapter as a way of introducing the rationale behind the research
project and setting the context for the overall inquiry. They will be
explored in further detail in subsequent chapters of the study in
order to answer the research question. However, before that it is
necessary to ask ourselves what is the role of civic initiatives in the

social world and why they constitute an interesting area for inquiry.

1.1.1. Meaning and Symbolism of Social Interactions

The social significance of civic initiatives resides in their contribution
to constitution of the social world through meaning and its symbolic

and political implications. In terms of understanding and providing



explanations of the social world, civic initiatives can be considered a
form of social action. The latter is a central category in sociology,
which, together with order, “represent the true presuppositions of
sociological debate’ (Alexander, 1982: 65). Social action touches on
issues such as individual subjects and order, i.e., social structure,
accounts for change (Lemert, 2013) and the production of history
(Giddens in Elliot, 1999). These problems were cast in different
vocabularies in classical sociological thought, inevitably reflecting
the vision of the social world that particular theorists proposed.
Some gave pre-eminence to the social order and understood social
action as determined by it. The priority of structure over action is
obvious in the classic works of Durkheim! in which society often
appears as a force external to the agent, exercising constraints over
individual action. Similarly, Parsons’? work reflects Durkheim’s
functionalism in viewing individuals as fully moulded by powerful

structures within which they are embedded.

Other scholars have highlighted the emergence of a social world of

interacting individuals. For example, Berger & Luckmann (1966) and

1 For example, in Suicide: A Study in Sociology (1952), Durkheim suggests a model of how
society operates where powerful structures are dominant and responsible for orchestrating the
conduct of human individuals within the social organism.

2 Parsons in The structure of Social System (1964) analyses the intrusion of systemic factors into
domains of social activity and demonstrates how action and interaction are structured by
broader social forces.



Schutz (1967) conceive of social agency as constitutive of the social
world. For these thinkers the social world is not simply “there”, it is
created by individuals; hence it is endogenous to social actors.
“Social order therefore exists only as a product of human activity”
(Berger & Luckmann, 1966 in Lemert, 2013: 292). Furthermore,
reality as an activity of creative subjects underpins the assumption of
a social world made up of practices. Action includes different
activities; it presupposes interaction3 and practices. Practices are
constituted throughout social life; in the domains of the economy
and politics, but also in the domain of culture, including everyday life
(Mouzelis, 1990 in Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1992). Calhoun
(1991: 97) stresses that human society depends on the capacity to
coordinate action. This insight is revealing when approaching the
social world as one in a constant process of reassessment and

reformulation by social actors who continually modify it.

Implicit in these theoretical positions is Max Weber’s sociological
theory of action which rejects the deterministic flavour of
functionalism and stresses the importance of social action to

understand society. Weber, while maintaining the belief that society

3 Turner (1988) highlights interaction over emphasis on action as more appropriate to the
relatedness of individuals in certain manner or of social relationships.



affects the individual4, placed strong emphasis on the meaning of
social action. According to him, social relationships can be seen in
terms of different types of action (Sztompka, 1994: 30) and social
action is not a replicated behaviour but instead involves a process of
meaning giving. In “Economy and Society” (1978: 4), Weber defines
action that is social as actions to which the “acting individual
attaches a subjective meaning to his behaviour” - be it overt or
covert, omission or acquiescence. Action is “social” insofar as its
subjective meaning takes account of the behaviour of “the other” and

is thereby oriented in its course.

The second point in Weber’s sociological theory is that if social
action carries meaning, then the way to inquiry into the social world
is through focusing on investigating meaning, which Weber argued
entails interpretation (Verstehen). The Weberian position on the
significance of social action for the constitution of a social world
through meaning is one I have adopted in this dissertation. Civic
initiatives are therefore taken to be meaningful social actions which
my study sets out to interpret in order to discover their implications

for society.

4In Economy and Society (1922/1978) Weber discusses four specific types of social action
encouraged by society, namely instrumentally rational, value- rational, affectual, and traditional.



The emphasis on the interactions between people as shaping society,
and hence on social action as a process which contains meaning,
invites further sociological reflections on action. These concern the
symbolism of action and its political implications. Scholars within
symbolic interactionism® emphasize that meaning production is
conveyed through symbols and hence connected with cognitive
frameworks. The work of Mead (1934) and Cooley (1902, 1909)
argue that meaning is created in interaction and gestures,
particularly vocal gestures (language). They emphasize the role
played by symbolic systems in creating both the human and the
social.

Consequently, scholars within symbolic interactionism share the
“perspective on social structure as fluid and stable at the same time,
an emergent process that functions simultaneously as an antecedent
and an outcome of social interaction”®. Furthermore, society emerges
as a “universe of interferentially overlapping fields, coalescing
around symbols and meanings” (Shalin, 1986: 18). In the same vein

Castoriadis (1987) places great emphasis on the function of the

5 Interactionist writers as Cooley (1909), Blumer (1969), Goffman (1958) although different are
united in contrasting their views to those of functionalist thinkers.

6 The structuralist element in interactionism is viewed through the prism of pragmatic
philosophy.



‘imaginary’ in the constitution of society, while Alexander (2006: 3)
argues that “societies are not governed by power alone and are not
fuelled by the pursuit of self-interest” but contain utopian elements
in the transcendental language of values. Within the cultural
sociological theory that Alexander develops, meaning is not tied to
structure, but has its own interior logic, which is tied to cultural
relativity. Alexander’s emphasis on the “symbolic resources” that
people apply in interactions echoes Berger and Luckmann’s position
on language as a system of symbols and cognition - mediated by
social processes - that is crucial to the way actions are produced and
repeated.

The significance of symbolic resources for mobilisation of people has
been further elaborated in social movement theory. Ralph Turner
relates social change to the values, symbols, images and ideologies
which take root in the minds of people, their leaders and the social
movements which congeal around them (in Etzioni and Etzioni -
Halevy, 1973: 491). Theorists such as Touraine (1981) and Melucci
(1989; 1989) view social movements as laboratories in which
peoples’ self-understanding is transformed through participation in
social action. The crucial role of language, symbolic challenges and

discourse is accentuated in this process.
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My thesis is cognizant on the insights generated by social movement
theory with regard to the emphasis it places on the symbolism of
social action. However, the thesis is focused primarily on the
constituted and constitutive nature of civic initiatives within the
ambit of political discourse theory and its understanding of the social
world as discursive. According to the theoretical premises of political
discourse theory, discourse is an ontological horizon containing
symbolic as well as material connotations. Consequently, civic
initiatives, as a form of social action are symbolically constituted as
much as materially constituted.

The thesis does not claim that civic initiatives represent a form of
social movement. Instead, relying on political discourse theory, my
argument is that civic action as endowed with meaning is
intrinsically linked with politics. The emphasis on the political
dimension of social action is where its symbolism resides. Politics,
Alexander argues, “as the domain of power, contains deep symbolic
structure” (Alexander, 2006: 48). Political Discourse Theory,
therefore, directs the enquiry towards the political implications of
their agency. The symbolic dimension complements the first insight
on civic action as carrier of meaning and guides the research towards

unpacking the tacit, implicit cultural codes in the action of civic
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initiatives in order to disclose how these enclose political dynamics.

My thesis also focuses on the political significance of civic initiatives
by extending the investigation of the symbolic resources of civic
initiatives to interrogating how they are bound to the cultural codes
of democracy. These are incorporated in the notion of civil society as
the metaphor of western liberal democracy (Seckingelgin, 2002).
Given the manifold connotations and interpretations of civil society,
my thesis adopts a perspective emphasizing its form as
configurations of social relations and a mode of dynamics of
contestation. Civil society is the repository of democratic political
culture; thus it is a space constituting social capital and enacting the
political and social meaning of democratic participation in practice.
Civic initiatives are thus interrogated with regard to their democratic
commitment in view of their potential to a) foster social ties of trust
and b) mobilize social actors to participate in social and political life.

The next section situates the research question within Bulgaria’s
transition to democracy after 1990 and the impact of the process on
society. It highlights the role of Europe for democratization in
Bulgaria after the fall of communism in 1989 and gives an overview
on democracy building in Bulgaria. While these aspects are dealt

with in depth in Chapter Il and Chapter IV, here the aim is simply to
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highlight some crucial obstacles presented by the specificities of
Bulgaria’s democratization for the constitution of civic agency. In this
way it sets the context for my research on civic initiatives as a case

study of Europeanization.

1.2. The symbolic resources of civic initiatives: the democratic script
of the process of Europeanisation in Bulgaria

Democracy building in Eastern Europe was based on political
structures (parliament institutions, bureaucratic administration,
etc.) and political practices borrowed from Western democracies
(Linz and Stepan, 1996). In the context of Eastern Europe this was
conflated with the concept of transition, which evoked institutional
transformation, i.e. formal democratization but also societal
transformation. Transition was, however, increasingly replaced with
the term consolidation and the notion of “complex social processes
with uncertain outcomes” (Giordana and Kostova, 2002: 74). This
section situates the research in the context of democracy building. It
elaborates on the gaps of formal democratization in Bulgaria and
stresses the importance of the social roots of democracy, in

particular, for democratic consolidation to take place.
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1.2.1. The specificities of Bulgaria’s democratisation: “transposition
implementation gap”

Since the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989, Bulgaria, together
with the former communist countries of the CEE, embarked upon a
transition to democracy (Offe, 1991). The years that followed,
referred to in the political science literature as democratisation (a
transition to democracy), brought important political and
extraordinary economic changes to those countries. These were
advanced by the EU’s enthusiastic support (Sedelmeier, 2005;
Pridham, 2005; Vahudova, 2004) and involved transition to a free
market economic model, as well as putting in place democratic
political institutions, including elected parliaments and independent
judiciaries (Pridham et al., 1994; Berglund and Aarebrot, 1997). The
different countries of the CEE followed different trajectories of
democratisation. These were partly determined by their socio-
historical specificities but also by the nature of the prior communist
régime in the country (Gill, 2000; Tomini, 2014). As Berglund and
Aarebrot (1997: 112) emphasise, “strictly speaking, the new

democracies in Eastern Europe are all unique”.

In Bulgaria, the post-communist political élite officially embraced the
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political model of democracy. In the words of the political analyst
Ognyan Minchev (2015): “Bulgarians had Europe as their first choice
and adopted the core values of democracy and the market economy”.
This process was not without difficulties. Tomini (2014), observing
the slow democratisation of Bulgaria (in comparison to the other
CEE countries) highlights the transition from a socialist to a market
economy during the 1990s as the main drawback in the country’s
transition to democracy. Nevertheless, the “return to Europe”
became the most important aim of Bulgarian foreign policy since the
fall of communism (Dimitrov, 2001: 93). Thus, the Bulgarian élite
engaged in  rapid democratic  consolidation  through
institutionalisation (Daskalov, 1998; Dimitrov, 2001; Morlino, 2011;
Tomini, 2014). The democratic constitutional framework was put in
place with the adoption of a new Constitution on 12 July 1991 (the
first among the newly established post-communist democracies of
Central and Eastern Europe to come into force) and over the years
guaranteed the stability of institutions in Bulgaria, despite the
political and economic turbulence of the 1990s and 2000s (Ganev,
2001; Tomini, 2014). As Ganev pointed out, this strategy “injected a
welcome amount of stability and predictability into a turbulent and

volatile environment” (Ganev, 2001: 192).
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Furthermore, the effort of Bulgarian post-communist leaders to
succeed in European membership was demonstrated by their
endeavours to comply with the EU normative framework. The EU
Enlargement Policy has incorporated significant normative
emphasis, reflected in the values enshrined in Article 2 TEU as
O’Brennan’s (2006) research demonstrates. The normative content
of “the Copenhagen Criteria was underpinned by different modes of
accession conditionality and significant levels of EU subvention, thus
combining to produce ‘transformative effects’ in Candidate States
which, over time, enable convergence with EU rules and ultimately
membership of the bloc” (O’Brennan, 2018). The Bulgarian political
élite responded “readily” to the EU’s conditions (Ganev, 2013). The
political actions taken in line with the re-constitution of state
institutions bear witness to the acknowledgement of the political
élite of the normative force of democratic procedures and
culminated in Bulgaria joining the European Union (EU) in 2007. The
ordering of political life through institutionalisation of the system
has been considered to be an indication of the end of the democratic
consolidation (Vachudova, 2005; Cameron, 2007). Linde (2009: 2)
argued that “the inclusion of ten post-communist countries into the

European Union is probably the best indicator of democratic
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consolidation in these countries”.

However, normative adherence to the institutionalisation of
democratic procedures does not suffice for democratic consolidation
to take place. Prominent scholars of democratisation, such as Linz
(Linz and Stepan 1996a, 1996b) and O’Donnell (O’'Donnell 19964,
1996b), while recognising the role of formative structures in shaping
political life, have questioned their impact. O’'Donnell (1996) points
out that the focus on the formal rules ignores the importance of
informal rules. Thus, the process of democratic consolidation has
been seen as ‘multi-dimensional or multi-level’ and “may take
minimally a decade and maximally two or more decades’ as Pridham
asserts (2001: 4-5). It involves significant institutionalisation but
also the participation of political actors: “democracy is neither a
divine gift nor a side effect of societal factors: it is the work of
political actors” (Schedler, 2001: 70). Tomini (2014)’ s reassessment
of democratic consolidation in Bulgaria shows that even though the
consolidation of democracy in Bulgaria was achieved relatively
faster than other countries in the region, several elements show that
this consolidated democracy had many weaknesses or problems in
its qualities. As argued by Ganev, “Bulgaria emerged as a

consolidated democracy chronically incapable of coping with its
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social problems or improving the level of economic prosperity”
(Ganev, 2001: 201). Tomini (2014: 885) highlights several factors
behind this claim. He points to a) the continued lack of ‘performance
legitimacy’ that emerged from opinion polls on the functioning of
democracy; b) the popularity of governments that collapsed every
time a few months before the elections; initial high expectations
followed by immediate disillusionment; c) the high volatility of
parties and the emergence of political parties that scored electoral
success in a short time, yet were unable to consolidate, and d) the
debate about the possibility of constitutional review to solve the
problem of institutional ineffectiveness starting at the end of the
1990s.

Scholars studying the EU’s role in the democratisation process
pinpoint an additional set of problems hampering the embedding of
democratic principles in the consciousness of the system. “The
strong accent of rule adoption” (Tomini, 2014: 884) of the Bulgarian
government’s readiness to implement legislative changes under the
driving force of the EU was accompanied by “significant gaps”
(O’'Brennan, 2018). These refer to the discrepancy between the
transposition of policy and its actual implementation.

Schimmelfennig, et al. (2015: 19) point to the existence of gaps
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between “institutions on paper and practices on the ground”, which
Dimitrova (2010) qualifies as “Potemkin implementation” or a
“world of dead letters”. These phenomena speak of the weakness of
the quality of the democratic process characterised by stagnation
and “backsliding” from commitments entered into via accession
conditionality (O’Brennan, 2018; Borzel, 2014: 15-21; Dimitrov et al,,
2016) thus creating an “imitation of successful Europeanisation”
(Dimitrov et al., 2016: 19). Consequently, the EU may have had a
significant impact in Bulgaria in rebuilding the ‘weak’, discredited
and inefficient institutions of the post-communist period as
Dimitrova (2004: 3) points out, but as Ganev’s shrewd analysis
demonstrates, “when conditionality faded, the EU vanished like a
short term anaesthetic” (Ganev, 2013: 26). Observers of Bulgaria’s
reality on the eve of joining the EU, in 2006, comment on the country
being far from EU institutional norms (Trojanov, 2006). Krastev
(2008) states, “Bulgaria is the newest, poorest and probably the
worst-governed member of the EU. Its economy is growing, its

politics is collapsing, and its public is totally frustrated”.
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1.2.2. State capture and the paralysis of state reaction to corruption

Three decades of democratisation in Bulgaria has raised many
thorny questions. Bulgaria did not undergo a transition of violent
conflict that convulsed the former Yugoslavia for example. Yet, as
Pridham et al. predicted in 1994, the EU’s endeavours to build
democracy in Eastern Europe was beset with monumental problems.
The EU has faced many challenges in implementing its normative
agenda in Bulgaria and the task of Europeanisation encountered
various hurdles in a range of domains of social life. Top of the list of
the problems that the EU had to address in Bulgaria was the high
level of corruption. In effect, unprecedented corruption marked
Bulgaria’s transition. According to Spirova (2010: 415) corruption
has been one of the major problems in Bulgaria’s development since
1989. Despite the efforts of successive governments (the Videnov
cabinet of 1996-7, the Kostov government of 1997-2001) to curb
corruption, its persistence was the key hindrance to Bulgaria’s entry
into the EU. Bulgaria started EU negotiations in 1998.

In 2007, when Bulgaria joined the EU, the EU Commission
acknowledged that the country still had serious progress to make in
the fields of judicial reform, corruption and organised crime. In order

to assist in remedying these shortcomings the Commission set up the
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Cooperation and Verification Mechanism (CVM). Its efficiency,
however, represents “a ‘mixed picture’ because of its positive
achievements and some important flaws which conduce to the
modest fulfilment of its own explicit goal” (Dimitrov et al., 2016: 8).
Dimitrov (2014), in earlier research, suggests that the
ineffectiveness derives from the specificity of the political approach
embodied in the CVM and that the latter was obstructed by the
structural characteristics of the Bulgarian socio-political
environment leading to a lack of real progress in the fight against
corruption. Dimitrov et al. (2016)’s research highlights local political
resistance against reform, demonstrated by the government’s lack of
incentive to alter existing power arrangements. The EU
recommendations in the guise of “technical-procedural changes”
(2016: 20) achieved few results in redistributing power in Bulgaria.
The author stresses political corruption and the nepotistic
redistribution of resources it entails as being the main hindrance to
EU funding benefits reaching the ordinary citizen. Thus, in 30 years
of transition, corruption has stubbornly persisted as an issue. It
appears as a benchmark in the CVM reports of the Commission and
still continues to be the worrying narrative. In the most recent 2017

CVM report the high level of corruption is benchmark four and it
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states:

“The fight against corruption was highlighted in the January CVM
report as the area where least progress had been made in Bulgaria
over the ten years of the CVM, including in the implementation of the
anti-corruption strategy that was adopted in 2015 and the related
efforts to pass comprehensive reform of the legislative framework and
set up a unified anti-corruption agency.”

Other independent organisations monitoring corruption confirm the
Commission’s findings. For instance, Freedom House’s “Nations in
Transition” (NiT) 2018 Report argues that corruption remained a
serious problem in Bulgaria on all levels in 2017. In an October
resolution, the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe
(PACE) concluded that corruption is widespread and poses a major
challenge to the rule of law.” Corruption and rule of law failings have
been the main obstacle to Bulgaria’s joining the EU Schengen Zone of
passport-free travel despite the country meeting the technical
criteria - and corruption has been identified as the most problematic

factor for doing business in the country®.

7 Resolution 2188 (2017)1 of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, Committee
on Legal Affairs and Human Rights: “New threats to the rule of law in Council of Europe member
States: selected examples,” October 11, 2017 (in the report)

8 Schwab, K. et al. (2016)
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The table on national democratic governance in the NiT (2018)

report demonstrates the “export” of corruption per years. In the

scale between 1 and 7, the table shows the gradual increase of

corruption between 2009 and 2018. According to their studies,

Bulgaria has consistently ranked among the most corrupted

countries on its Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI). In the 2017

data Bulgaria scores 43 out of 100 points, which ranks the country

71 out of 180 countries included in the index. Bulgaria thus

assumes equal position with South Africa, Burkina Faso and

Vanuatu. It is a score that places Bulgaria away from new European

states, such as Romania, which ranks 48; Croatia: 49, Slovakia: 50;

Czech Republic: 57; Poland: 60, and Slovenia: 61.

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.25

4.25

4.25

4.25

4.25

In addition, the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators

place Bulgaria’s “Control of Corruption” in the 51.4 percentile and an

estimate of -0.2, which suggests a slight improvement over the
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previous year, but much worse than the 2004 and 2005 scores®.
Thus, the Nit (2018) report assesses the state of democracy in
Bulgaria as ‘semi-consolidated’ and rates the democracy at 3.39,

which is a decline from 3.36 to 3.3910,

2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018
National
Democratic |3.25 |325 [350 [350 |350 |375 |3.75 |350 |3.75 |3.75
Governance
SDf;Irlscracy 304 |304 |307 |314 |318 [325 |329 |325 [336 |339

Corruption in Bulgaria is endemic to political practice and to the
state administrative apparatus. As O’Brennan (2013) astutely
observes, “In Bulgaria it is impossible to know where organised
crime ends, and legitimate business begins. The nexus between the
two is characterised by complex bureaucratic structures, opaque
corporate accounting and a maze of offshore accounts”. This
situation has been made possible because of the hand-in-glove
enmeshment of business with state governance. Krastev (2008), in
an Open Democracy piece comments, “the existence of corruption is

problematic in itself, but what is worse in Bulgaria is the “suspicion

9 World Bank in the NiT Report
10 The ratings are based on a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 representing the highest level of democratic
progress and 7 the lowest.
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that the government and the presidents are part of it”. Scholars have
accounted for the paralysis of the state and its inability to cope with
corruption with the term “state capture” (Karklins, 2005).
Accordingly, state capture “subverts a state's regulatory capacity as
networks of entrepreneurs and 'mass political parties'’ (Innes, 2014),
“compromise key structures of governance” (Ganev, 2007; Hellman,
1998), and at a policy level the influence of informal veto players
limits adherence to formal rules and procedures (Dimitrova, 2010).
O’Brennan’s (2018) analysis of the concern of the Commission with
the scale of state capture, corruption and of organised crime’s grip
on society and the state in the region of the western Balkans,
comments that “reform of the judiciary and public administration
are critical to addressing corruption and are singled out for
immediate and sustained attention”. In the 2018 Country Report on
Bulgaria the Commission reiterates: “the independence, quality and
efficiency of the judicial system must be ensured” (COM, 2018: 3).
The NiT report portrays endemic corruption in Bulgaria and its
presence at all levels of governance. The report states: “According to
the European Commission (October 2017) Special Eurobarometer on
Corruption report, 12% of Bulgarians have experienced or witnessed

acts of corruption - among the highest percentage in the EU - while
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87% believe there is corruption in national public institutions, a rise
of 5 percentage points compared to the previous year”. Further, the
report found that 86% of Bulgarians agree on the need for bribery
and the use of connections to obtain public services, while 83%
believe that high-level cases of corruption are not pursued
sufficiently. While people strongly condemned corruption and
advocate strong anticorruption measures, they don’t know where to
report corruption while they are being forced to participate in petty
corruption in their daily lives. The survey shows that 10% of
Bulgarians gave bribes during the last year for better access to
medical care, 5% to avoid police sanctions (mainly traffic violations),
and 3% to receive an administrative service.

Bulgarian scholars writing about the post-communist period trace
the genesis of this socio-political phenomenon to the early years of
the transition from the one-party régime to a pluralist model of
governance. According to political scientist Ognyan Minchev, the
inability of a state to apply effective anti-corruption measures stems
from the cosy relationship between oligarchic capitalism and state
bodies after the collapse of communism. Minchev argues that
democratisation in Bulgaria took a peculiar form as

“communisation”. The term suggests a communist élite that saw the
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writing on the wall and that adapted to the new realpolitik, resulting
in a “ruthless oligarchic capitalism”. The existence of oligarchy does
not straightforwardly amount to denial of pluralistic politics
(Winters, 2011). The concentrated wealth in the hands of individuals
empower them in ways that produce distinct kinds of oligarchic
politics that are not captured within a generalistic pluralistic
framework. Wealth, as the basis of their power, makes them
unusually resistant to dispersion and equalisation. Winters (2011: 4)
argues that “the unusual aspect of oligarchic politics is that massive
fortunes produce both particular political challenges - the need to
defend wealth - and the unique power resources for pursuing that
defence”. Minchev’s analysis reflects this theoretical consideration
by showing how oligarchy in Bulgaria, in the pursuit of wealth
defence, had taken control of state functions: “Oligarchy in Bulgaria
does not hide backstage, rather it’s fully centre stage. Forget about
the phrase ‘behind the curtains’; today’s oligarchy is so arrogant that
it no longer feels the need to hide but dictates all actions from
onstage.”

In addition, Minchev also stresses the impunity of oligarchic politics:
“oligarchs would hardly give up power or allow themselves be

controlled by the parliament. Disputes over who is good, and who is
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bad, who is capable and who is not, are memories from the past and
are no longer of any use. Given the current political infrastructure,
whoever enters the parliament in Bulgaria, you or me, would have to
obey the oligarchy or leave. And this situation will continue until the
changes I have talked about come to pass.” (Minchev, 2015: 100)

Likewise, Kirilova (2001) suggests that the unofficial goal of the
transition period was “the old communists to become current
capitalists”, while Trojanov (2006) accounts for the appearance of
Bulgaria’s mafia as a product of the country’s totalitarian past.
According to him “the nomenklatura created a parallel shadow
economy in order to deal in weapons, drugs and all manner of wares-
and most importantly, to earn foreign exchange”. Von Beyme (1996)
comments on this infiltration of communist élite into the new market
economy as a characteristic of the fourth wave of democratisation,
i.e., the collapse of the Soviet régime. The transition of state property
to private property as conducive to widespread corruption is
illustrated in Ganev’s (2013) analysis of the unwillingness of the
Bulgarian political élite to implement decisive measures to curtail
corruption. Ganev shares the same view on the mutation of the
political élite into new capitalists but adds an explanation on the

nature and modus operandi of these changes. Ganev (2013: 30-31)
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labels as ‘cronyism’ the distribution of assets belonging to the state
among “strategically located members of the nomenklatura” after the
collapse of the communist régime.

Cronyism, unlike the alternative “strategies of self-enrichment”
known as “competitive rent-seeking” shrinks the actors involved in
the act of corruption to relatives of the corrupted politician, thus
discouraging foreign agents from competing. In the long term,
competitive rent-seeking promotes efficiency and facilitates the rise
of relatively accountable governance and efficient markets.
Cronyism, instead, avoids the complexities of financial operations
and of the skills required for them. In this way cronyism
“precipitates the decline and ultimate collapse of the entire system”
(Ganev, 2013: 29).

Corruption presents serious obstacles to the democratic process. It
promotes formal or rather pro-formal democracy rather than
genuine pluralism. The extreme material inequality produces
extreme political inequality (Winters, 2011: 4). It does so not by
virtue of claims on absolute equality of personal capacities, but
because these individuals share no power resources in common. O’
Brennan (2018) stresses the “striking” role of corruption in the

failure to build pluralist institutions throughout the region of the
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western Balkans. Ganev’s analysis of cronyistic corruption practices
conjures up the concept of state hooliganism to describe Bulgaria’s
élites’” formal compliance to democratic norms while informally
ignoring EU rules. According to him, ‘hooliganism’ implies arbitrary
behaviour; while formally adhering to EU rules the Bulgarian
political élite are simultaneously engaging in acts of deviancy in
order to achieve desirable ends. This behavioural pattern-
characteristic of Bulgaria’s ruling élite-gained prevalence in the post-
accession period when EU membership became a reality. Post-
accession hooliganism entailed a worsening of corruption and a
reversal of previous progress in the consolidation of certain
democratic practices.

While the post-communist years antecedent to the accession were
able to create and maintain functional institutional configurations,
after 2007 these were subject to deterioration. Ganev (2013)
accounts for the tendency towards destabilisation as the subversion
of stable normative frameworks, the revamping of formal rules, and
the abandonment of informal practices. These trends, according to
the author, support the notion of democratic backsliding that
scholars use to describe the “gradual process of democratic

regression”(Hanley and Vahudova, 2018: 278) as a set of
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circumstances in the Central and Eastern European countries
indicating a crisis of liberalism (Rupnik, 2018). While in Bulgaria it is
difficult to argue for straightforward democratic backsliding, Ganev
proposes the notion of ‘soft decisionism’ as covering the idea of an
erosion of democratic practices. Soft decisionism relates to “a
particular form of governing, which has done visible damage to the
armature of democratic governance and has empowered oligarchic
and illiberal forces” (Ganev, 2018: 92). The “normalcy of Bulgarian
democracy” is the official rhetoric that maintains ‘democratic’
developments in Bulgaria, accompanied by the concealment of
worrisome trends in democratic setbacks, such as jeopardising the
right to free speech and associations and abasement of the rule of
law. The governance of GERB (Citizens for European Development of
Bulgaria), currently the largest party led by Mr. Borisov, has been
colonising media space, and most importantly, the judicial system,
thus embedding corrupt practices and economic illiberalism therein.
Thus, while Bulgaria exhibits a high-quality electoral process,
capturing the state through corruption results in empowering

certain élites and affects Bulgarian democracy through informal

networks uniting politicians and businessmen (Dimitova, 2018).
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The widespread unalloyed corruption circumvented the EU’s ability
to reconfigure the domestic political arena and shape democratic
interactive patterns. The development of a formal or rather pro-
formal democracy prevented the “deeper institutionalisation of
relations” which inevitably results in a ‘Europeanisation’ of politics
and policies in member states (O’Brennan, 2018). Instead it led to a
“rhetorical commitment to EU rule transfer but Bulgaria’s élites
continue to govern through informal clientelist networks”
(O’'Brennan, 2018). This situation has been reflected in scholars’
work on the EU’s marginal impact on democratic consolidation in
Bulgaria (Tomini, 2014: 884) and of Europeanisation as “largely
shallow, giving rise to formalistic, short-term and technocratic
reforms rather than sustainable and transformative domestic

change” (Borzel, 2011: 13).

1.2.3. State capture and the paralysis of civic agency

Democratisation also entails a significant restructuring of post-
communist society along democratic lines. The European liberal
democratic model, together with building democratic state

institutions (e.g. a pluralist party system, administrative apparatus,
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etc.) also envisages the presence of a public to support and uphold
its rule. Successful democratisation thus requires the emergence of a
political constituency for democracy, namely “a critical mass of
citizens who, regardless of their personal political ideologies or party
affiliation, value democracy as an important end in its own right and
are willing to advocate it” (Grant, 2015). Adoption of democratic
values by citizens is crucial to defend nascent institutions if
democracy is to take hold and endure (Tilly, 1995). The EU’s
concerns with the social roots of democracy are embedded in the
notion of civil society as a marker of liberal democracy. Forming an
active civil society is an essential element for substantiating
democracy (Sartori, 1962). In addition, the EU’s valorisation of the
social dimension of democracy is enshrined in the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the EU (2000) and implemented and
monitored by the European Pillar of Social rights and the European
Fundamental Rights Agency!!, as well as being enshrined in the
Copenhagen criteria.

The stalling, or even reversal of the democratisation process at the
level of institutions reverberates into the wider social system. State

capture cuts off the social ingredient indispensable for genuine

11 Falkner (2016) observes the development of the European social policy through the
Maastricht (1992), the Amsterdam (1999), Nice (2003) and Lisbon (2009) Treaties as part of the
evolution of the EU’s social dimension.
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democracy to take place. Civil society advanced with the process of
democratisation in Bulgaria, yet it hasn’t been able to truly embed
civic agency and thus substantiate social projects. Kirilova (2001)
comments on the arrival of civil society into the Bulgarian socio-
political context during the transition period, “in orienting the state
to the liberal-democratic model of development, Bulgarian
politicians and political analysts introduced the notion of ‘civil

»m

society’”. However, establishing civic society is far more complex
than integrating it as a concept in political language. Carving civil
society into the texture of the social is more efficient when conjoined
with institutional support.

The limited support of the Bulgarian state for organisations working
on human rights, anti-discrimination issues and poor performance in
the European pillar of social rights point to significant contradictions
in the government’s political rhetoric and political acts. The
successive CVM reports remark on the institutional gaps in fostering
civil society. The NiT (2018) report states that the Bulgarian state
does not adequately fund civil society organisations (CSOs) working
on human rights issues and identifies three main challenges to the

development of CSOs in Bulgaria. These are: lack of funding, party

and political influence on CSOs, and an unfavourable media
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environment. The EU Commission Country Report (2018) highlights
the number of challenges that Bulgaria faces on indicators of the
social scoreboard supporting the European Pillar of Social Rights.
The two major themes accentuated in the report are the high level of
social inequality and the increasing tendency towards social
exclusion.

The Bulgarian transition was accompanied by extraordinary and
protracted economic hardship. The following words of the former
minister Yordan Sokolov give a glimpse of the economic markers of
the Bulgarian transition to democracy:

“the truth is that in Bulgaria the transition from communism to
democracy was far slower and more painful that in the rest of the ex-
socialist countries. Even today we are falling behind in the areas of
healthcare and public administration. Pension reform is also
excruciating. There has been permanent talk in the judicial system, but
the EU reports become more and more negative. Bulgaria remains the

poorest country in the EU” (Sokolov, 2015: 116)

The Commission’s 2018 evaluation of the progress on social rights
resonates with Sokolov’s words from 2015. The report, while

recognising that “some progress” has been made in improving the
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coverage and adequacy of the minimum wage, emphasises the
persistence of high levels of poverty, income inequalities and
inadequate social protection2. The report contains data pointing out
that in 2016, 40% of the population was at risk of poverty or social
exclusion; thus the rate of severe material deprivation (31.9%) is
four times higher than the EU average, and the average
compensation of employees per hour worked is one-fifth the EU
average!3. Against this background the report also highlights that
income inequality is among the highest in the EU and has been
increasing steadily since the crisis. Thus in 2016 the richest 20% of
households' share of total income was almost eight times that of the
poorest 20%. Contributing to the high level of poverty is inadequate
social protection, where state spending on social protection is well
below the EU average. Graph 4.3.7 in the report illustrates the level
of poverty in Bulgaria in comparison to the EU average; while Graph

4.3.8. shows the poverty line along age groups.

12 The report states that “after being frozen for 9 years, the guaranteed minimum income (GMI),
which determines the level of social benefits, is seeing an increase in 2018 of BGN 10 (to BGN 75
or EUR 38), but its adequacy remains among the lowest in the EU
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Graph 4.3.7

Graph 4.3.8

High poverty and rising social inequality entail other social concerns
presented in the report. These are the high level of migration and the

social exclusion of young people and those of Roma ethnicity
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particularly. Since 1989 Bulgaria has been experiencing a
significantly high rate of emigration. The report suggests the wage
gap between Bulgaria and the main destination countries as the
major reason for emigration. This may bring about significant
demographic challenges. According to the report “The population is
expected to shrink by as much as 22% by 2050 (Graph 4.3.1) due to
net migration, low birth rates and relatively high mortality. This is
one of the highest projected drops in the EU (Eurostat, 2017). Most
Bulgarians living abroad are of working age, further exacerbating
adverse population change”. This evidence demonstrates the social
loss Bulgaria suffers due to what the British Royal Society called the
migration of skilled and talented population “brain gain” in the 60s.
(One Europe, 2014). The loss of human capital has become palpable
in the European continent with regard to the economic crisis of
2007/8 and according to some authors this issue constitutes the
main crisis for Europe (Pelletier, 2011). Bulgaria is one of the
countries in Eastern Europe (together with Romania) heavily
affected by brain loss and the phenomenon, as observed in the EU
Commission 2018 report, further accentuates the issues of human

capital (labour force) and an aging population (demographics).
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Graph 4.3.1.
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The concerns about social exclusion are connected with the high
levels of inactivity among young people and the Roma. The report
states: “Young people do not yet fully share the benefits of an
improving labour market. Regardless of a slight fall in the rate of
young people not in employment, education or training (NEET), to
18.2% in 2016, it is still among the highest in the EU and significantly
above the EU average of 11.6%. Over half of those not in
employment, education or training were low-skilled and the rate of
young Roma who report not to be in work or education remains very
high (65%), in particular for girls. Roma and students with lower
socio-economic status have difficulties in accessing quality, inclusive
education.” The issues raised in the Commission’s report are
significant evidence of the social implications of state capture. Under
the condition of state capture, state actions and institutions serve

predominantly to defend the economic interests of the Bulgarian
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oligarchy, and only partially the cause of the common good (or
societal, citizen interests).

State capture constitutes a particular threat for the development of
civic agency. “As a post-communist society Bulgaria suffers not just
from an incompetent and corrupt government but also from a lack of
administrative capacity and civic energy” (Krastev, 2008). Krastev
uses the words “amoral familism” of the political anthropologist
Edward Banfiled to depict the symptoms of Bulgarian society. With
this term he points to the behavioural pattern “that maximises the
material, short-term advantage of the nuclear family, assuming that
all others will do likewise”. Thus Bulgarian society has repeatedly
failed in its efforts to pursue public interest and self-organisation.
The economic hardship that Bulgarian society has undergone under
the transition did not in any way contribute to an implanting of the
principles of liberal democracy in society. In the conditions of
economic poverty (high taxes and low income) adopted by the state,
official ideology proclaiming individual liberty as the essential
principle of social order couldn’t take root. The measures of
restricting  state  functions and  stimulating individual
entrepreneurship did not have a significant stimulating effect on

citizen participation. Furthermore, in facilitating high economic
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inequality, state capture has induced a negative impact on the social
structure of Bulgarian society. According to Bezev (2014), in social
stratification we can observe social inequality in the polar extremes
of excess wealth and grinding poverty. This divide happens on many
levels which results in the sharp capsulation between different parts
of society, their closure and lack of connection between themselves.
Consequently, this has prevented the formation of a middle class and
hence the definition of common interest among different social
groups. Thus, rather than stimulating citizen self-organisation under
the democratic régime, the transition period characterized by state
capture led to further fragmentation of social ties. The severe
economic hardship took its social cost in the tragic self-immolation
of 6 individuals as acts of an “extreme form of political protest,
demonstrative of the lack of hope felt by so many in desperate
economic circumstances” (O’Brennan, 2013).

Furthermore, the state, which continuously disregards the “rules of
the game” by working at the behest of favoured particular groups,
jeopardises the NGO sector. Favouring the power of capital has also
had a detrimental effect on ordinary people’s forming of civil society

organisations (CSO) and the non-governmental (NGO) sectors these
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constitute. Organisations are dependent on external funding, 14 and
in the main, these are EU funds. The EU financial model allocates the
state (central and local authorities) the main role in distributing EU
resources through the mechanism of public bids (CSD,2010). In this
way it has rendered organisations extremely dependent on the
central budget and party patronage at the local level (NiT, 2018) and
hence at risk of corrupt practices. CSOs have been used as cover for
illegitimate appropriation of EU funds by state and local authority
officials. Associations with ineffective financial controls and lack of
transparency have undermined the role, prestige and mission of the
third sector (CSD, 2010). This in turn results in the co-opting of civil
society or “turning civil society into part of the system” (Kirilova,
2001).

Finally, the performance of the political régime, be it in political,
social or economic terms has led to dissatisfaction with democracy.
The insecurity and social deprivation of the post-communist era
became the Bulgarian experience of democracy. While for the
scholars of enlargement the experience of Bulgaria before and after

accession can be expressed through the narrative “lessons learned”

14 NIT (2018) report based on a recent study by the EU Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA)
argues that the state does not adequately fund CSOs working on human rights issues. Instead
most of the funding is directed predominantly towards sports organisations through the
Ministry of Sport.
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(O’Brennan, 2018), for the ordinary Bulgarian citizen it resulted in
disenchantment with democracy and growing melancholy for the
communist past. Thus, in Bulgaria, democracy has gone hand-in-
hand with mass nostalgia for the communist era. As Botchev
observes:

“what is at odds with the Bulgarian case is that there are still many
citizens who share the personal view that (believe that) a communist
society is preferable to a democratic one. But the fact that these people
do not just exist, but that they are in the majority in Bulgaria is
absolutely dreadful Statistics have consistently showed that only a
minority believe that they live better now under democratic conditions,
than they did in the depths of communism.” (Botchev, 2015: 59)
Bulgarian society, although formally democratic, still wallows in
nostalgia for Todor Zhivkov’s socialism. The majority of people
would agree with the argument of the anonymous internet forum
writer, who wrote: "What has the EU dun for me, which todor
jhivkov wouldn’t have done anyway? (in Penchev, 2015: 57).

The detrimental effect of the communist legacy compounded with
the post-communist situation of state capture on the constitution of
civic agency is reflected in Stoichovska’'s (2013) twelve factors

underpinning the persistence of the weakness of Bulgarian civil
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society. These are: 1) weak citizen participation; 2) the unpopularity
of civil society organisation, or citizen’s lack of knowledge of the
‘third sector’ and its role; 3) the incongruity between the agenda of
the organisations and individuals’ interests; 4) lack of information
about the activities of NGOs; 5) NGOs' involvement with political
rather than social, economic and professional functions; 6) NGOs’
weak structure; 7) the lack of networks; 8) weak influence on
society; 9) a weak interaction with state, media and private sector;
10) strong financial dependence on external funding; 11) a lack of
transparency; 12) a lack of experience and tradition. Thus Dawson
(2014) contends on the basis of the limited scope of civic activism in
Bulgaria that there is little evidence for democratic credentials in the
public sphere in Bulgaria.

Democratisation, however, is to be understood as a long-term
process. Similarly, civil society, as Dahrendorf observes, can take
decades to develop. This study initiates research on civic initiatives
and their link with the process of Europeanisation from this point. It
acknowledges democratisation and Europeanisation in Bulgaria as
only partial. In its endeavour to contribute to a fuller understanding
of the social dynamics implicit in the “twin process of

democratisation and Europeanisation (Agh, 2015) the project
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engages with Dimitrova and Buzogany’s (2014) work arguing that
the coalition of domestic non-state actors and the EU could
compensate for some aspects of state weakness in Bulgaria. The
authors are particularly concerned with the EU’s impact on policy
making and argue for the necessity of domestic actors (at the state or
social level) to make use of the EU’s ‘new rules’. The present project
focuses on the role of citizens as carriers and transmitters of the EU
rules, and hence conveyors of Europeanisation. Chapter II will set
out the definition of the process as rule transfer and the parameters
of change it involves.

The research interrogates civic initiatives” constitution of civic
agency, drawing on scholarship highlighting the EU’s symbolic or
imaginative resourcefulness. The EU’s potential impact on the
‘waking up’ of civic agency in Bulgaria has been suggested by
analysts with regard to the protests that took place in Bulgaria in
2013. For instance, Bechev (2013) observed that: “entrenched habits
die hard, old hopes are dashed and corruption is endemic. Corrupt
élites have adapted to life in the EU, and funds from Brussels have
bankrolled state capture”. The picture Bechev draws reiterates the

points on state capture and Ganev’s post-accession ‘hooliganism’.
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However, particularly interesting for the social focus of this study is
the novel element he brings in his analysis.

Bechev speculates about the awakening of a Bulgarian civic spirit as
stirred by the political imagination of the EU. The latter, either
through its fundamental values and principles or through direct
actions, has had a tremendous impact to “empower civic spirit and
the aspiration for a more dignified future”. The protests as a
testimony to a growing protest culture are also evaluated by other
scholars. Ivancheva (2013) contends that the protests demonstrate
Bulgarian citizens gaining confidence in their demands. The two key
demands of the protest, i.e., "revision of the transition" and "change
of the system” had been previously absent from media and the public
space. They are thus a testimony to Bulgarian citizens asking for
transparency and control for the first time. Similarly, O’Brennan
(2013) observes the “anti-politics rebellion” of the Bulgarian people
against the government in the protests of June 2013. What he calls
“the ferment from below” embodies “the twin themes of justice and
equality” and is an expression of the extreme dissatisfaction of

Bulgarians with “corrupt and parasitical élites”.
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1.3. Overview

This introductory chapter presented the research questions and
elaborated on the logic of researching civic initiatives as a case study
of Europeanization. My research aims to investigate the
phenomenon of civic initiatives within the context of
Europeanization of Bulgarian society as a form of social action
carrying potential for substantiating civil society and hence for the
consolidation of liberal democracy. It sheds light on the contextual
conditions of doing a case study by outlining the specificities of
Bulgaria’s democratic transition, the role of the EU, and the
particulars of the current democratic configuration. The notion of
“state capture” points to the tarnishing of democracy by corruption,
thus leading to formal democracy rather than genuine pluralism. The
context, therefore, sets up a frame for questioning the social roots of
democracy and hence the role of civic initiatives in the development
of civic agency.

The domain specific dimension of the research question envisions
the present study making a contribution to the existing knowledge
on Europeanization. The study examines civic initiatives as a case
study of Europeanization in Bulgaria, and thus sheds light on the

process in the context of Bulgaria. This has not been studied
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extensively by scholars to date. In addition, with its focus on social
actors, the research adds to the under-researched aspect of the social
constituency of democracy, as noted by scholars such as Agh (2015)
Eder (2009), and Boyte (2011). The political challenge that
corruption presents to democratic governance in Bulgaria at the
level of institutions has been well captured by political scientists.
The societal dynamics, however, have not been an object of much
scholarly work?>. The focus on the social relations and the dynamics
that these contain places this study also in the field of sociological
investigations. In doing so it also makes a contribution to the so-
called ‘sociological turn’ in EU studies as deployed for example in the

work of Favell (2007), Guirodon, and Saurugger, etc.

My research also seeks to make a theoretical contribution. This is
provided through the theorization of the process of Europeanization
as a discursive one. Discourse as a theoretical lens and an analytical
logic opens up space for new thinking about Europe, in ways which
challenge grand narratives about the liberal politics of democracy
and civil society. My PhD is thus situated within scholarship which

primarily emphasizes the importance of a discursive approach. It is

15 This is not to disregard the important work of Bulgarian scholars, such as Kabakchieva,
Pamporov, Kurjelovski among others. While their research touches on aspects of civic agency
and Europe, it is not explicitly linked to the process of Europeanization and its societal dynamics.
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concerned centrally with the diverse possibilities of meaning as
mediated by the idea of Europe, as well as on the power dynamics
underpinning social life. The value of taking this discursive approach
to a case study of Europeanization in Bulgaria, is that the research
can then raise questions around the imbrication of the political
project of democracy with capitalism and its economic priorities;
also on the contextual articulations of this nexus; and the issue of
change as an ever-present possibility. These are all relevant and
pertinent intellectual quandaries for academics concerned with our
current social condition. Further, the theoretical aspect of my
research adds to the literature, which stresses the reflexive and
contingent nature of social phenomena, and hence to constitutive
social analysis. At the level of theoretical analysis, then the case
study makes possible the reconstruction of landscapes of meaning in
the causal link between the EU and the domestic context, which
would remain hidden in an objective causal account based on
rationalist /positivist premises.

The main argument advanced is that civic initiatives are engaged in
democratic politics through the (re)construction of social relations.
Against the state economic liberal discourse of democracy their

activities enact the egalitarian trust of democratic politics. This
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argument is erected around two claims, which emerged from my
data analysis. Firstly, it is claimed that the ordinary projects and
seemingly apolitical activities of civic initiatives are, indeed, political
acts. They are constituted by and through the European liberal
democratic discourse, which they articulate contextually.

The contextualized discourse uncovered in this research is best
described as a “happy life” discourse, which challenges the extant
hegemonic economic liberal democratic discourse in Bulgaria. It is
argued here that the meaning of “happy life” communicates and
constitutes a new vocabulary of democracy in the Bulgarian social
space, which coheres with new liberal conception of democracy as a
collective commitment to a social ideal. Dewey’s understanding of
creative democracy as a way of life, and the concepts of citizen
participation and pluralism it builds upon, is employed here to
analyse the knowledge claims underpinning this contextualized
discourse of a ‘happy life’.

This thesis argues that the creative democracy of civic initiatives in
Bulgaria is a poetic project, an imaginative opening, an ethical
possibility, a shared responsibility and a practice of hope that opens
a path to achieving a better kind of life. It is, we might say, a project

for a ‘happy life’! Therefore, it relies on an additional and supporting
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argument derived from an analytical framework that supports the
idea that that civic initiatives perform democracy. My analysis points
to how the performance of democracy accentuates the constitutive
nature of affect and passion for democratic politics. The alternative
language of civic initiatives is constructed around the discursive
tropes of movement and the multiplying of people’s support that
points to the vision of social change envisioned in the domain of
social relations. This is the second claim that supports the main
argument, namely that, as socially grounded practices they need to
actually create the public to sustain liberal democratic norms of
action (liberty) and multitude (equality).

This line of argument complements Dewey’s conception of creative
democracy as a collective commitment demanding engagement in
social issues and other theorists’ critical accounts of classical
liberalism. The creative work of civic initiatives to reconstruct social
relations encounters a number of problems clustering around social
cooperation. The analysis of the dynamics of construction and
deconstruction harnessed in the discourse of social change draws on
the theoretical gaze and concepts of scholars whose work focuses on
the citizen dimension of democracy. Bourdieu’s theoretical concepts

on symbolic violence, cultural and social capital are brought to bear
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on different bundles of evidence to address the powerlessness of
Bulgarian citizen to gather together. The connection between the
social (human relationships) and the individual (human personality)
stressed in Dewey’s account of participatory democracy is further
pursued by drawing on Nussbaum (2000) and Sen (1999)’s insights
on education as indispensable for democracy, which they develop
through the capabilities approach. Creating Homo Civicus, as the
discursive trope of active citizens requires a significant
reconsideration of the education of democratically competent
citizens and of the democratic practice of the redistribution of
resources. The analysis of the discourse of civic initiatives, together
with providing an account of their challenging of the reproduction of
powerlessness through fostering democratic knowledge and skills
also leads us to stress the link between democracy and equality.
Scholarly work on the sources of marginalization and its role in the
production of inequality are brought to bear to illuminate the social
meaning that the discourse of civic initiatives conveys. Hence, the
analysis employs Goffman’s ideas on stigma and stereotype, Fraser
(2000, 2005, 2009) and Patteman’s (1989) critique of liberalism for
overlooking economic and social inequality, along with Newman

(2005) and Young’s (1990, 2000) work on egalitarian politics.
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This plane of analysis relies on the interpretation of a large amount
of data gathered on the powerlessness of the Bulgarian citizen and
investigates the role and agency of civic initiatives in redressing
symbols of powerlessness through so-called ‘technologies of
empowerment’. My analysis of the political dynamics deployed in the
discourse of civic initiatives brings together key theoretical points
succinctly expressed by Elzbieta’s (2009) term of performative
democracy. Performative democracy provides the key to an
understanding of democratic politics that this study is based on.

My argument combines Derrida’s philosophy of the contingency of
meaning (thus always deferred and liable to contestation) with
Mouffe’s (2005) challenging of rationalist democratic politics and its
Kantian reliance on the primacy of reason (as articulated in the work
of Locke, Rawls, Habermas). This logic permeates the theoretization
of European project of liberal democracy as discursively constructed
in language, hence socially articulated, multiple and aporetic, as well
as the notion of ‘civil society’ itself. The concept of performative
democracy challenges grand narratives of civil society, such as model
of a single public sphere and invites a differentiated view on civil
society in terms of forms and modalities of agency. Calhoun’s (2002)

and Eder’s (2009) emphasis on cultural creativity as a form of civil

53



society, together with Butler's work on performativity and body
politics as spaces of visibility, and Dewey’s highlighting of acts
performed by agents have been crucial concepts for analysing the
manifold and various activities of civic initiatives as ‘workshops of
democracy’. They jointly provide a frame that visualizes the creative
democracy of civic initiatives as a poetic project towards achieving a
better kind of life to be lived. It is, | would, argue a project of a ‘happy

life’!

1.4. Thesis Outline/Road map

The study answers the question through three parts corresponding
to the three sub-questions that substantiate the main research
question. Part I focuses on the process of Europeanization. The four
consecutive chapters explore different facets of the concept united
around the definition provided by a political science approach given
it is the main discipline of EU studies.

Chapter II introduces the parameters of the concept of
Europeanization as defined by mainstream political science through
the notions of impact, causality and mechanisms of change. It also

elaborates on the sociological perspective. Political science
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establishes the parameters of the EU impact, or what is changing in
three broad domains, i.e. policies, politics, and polity. The chapter
accentuates the relevance of ontological assumptions scholars
subscribe to and their epistemological premises for further
conceptual refinement of the nature of the impact, the flow of
causality, and the mechanisms via which change is induced. It argues
that these fluctuate within the rationalist and constructivist views on
the nature of the EU. The main political science approach
underpinned by rational theory and positivist assumptions
conceptualizes the “transformative impact” of the EU as top-down,
i.e. at the level of institutions. It thus defines the impact in terms of a
policy transfer as a particular knowledge of the EU rules and
inquires how these rules are used in the development of rules in the
political context of its member states. Within constructivism, the
resourcefulness of the EU expands to include norms and values and
the role of social agents in the process of construction. Constructivist
insights are reflected in the new institutionalist current of political
science and have predominantly informed sociological inquiries of
the process. Sociology, with the focus on social relations as the
constraining and enabling factor for Europeanisation brings in the

bottom-up focus. The chapter sets the tone of inquiry within the
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premises of sociology. It thus discusses Europeanisation as a social
process and its impact in terms of changes in social relations.

Chapter III expands on the conceptual meaning of Europeanization
with regard to the EU Eastern enlargement. It develops the argument
of the uneven and deep nature of Europeanization in Central and
Eastern European states, premised on conceptualizing the EU impact
in a post-communist context as democratization, and the mechanism
of political conditionality the EU employed as its main
democratization strategy in CEE. The chapter exposes the limitations
of the EU approach to promote democracy. It argues that the
overreliance on formal transposition of rules and policies limited
democracy to the institutional domain. This move, while succeeding
in the establishment of the official democratic institutions of CEE
states, failed to reach their citizens. However, the social dimension of
democracy rendered with the notions of political culture and civil
society are crucial for consolidation of democracy. Further, they are
essential elements in the EU self-understanding of liberal democracy.
This chapter offers a theoretical view on the civil dimension of the
EU as well as the way it is integrated in the EU Commission’s

approach to civil society.
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Chapter IV centres on the cultural tropes of Europeanisation
conveyed by the domestic context of Bulgaria. The discussion
contextualizes the research question in the domain specific literature
thus addressing the specificities of civil society in Bulgaria and the
passivity of the Bulgarian social milieu these denote. The chapter
evaluates the institutional approach of the EU Commission to
develop civil society in Bulgaria as “Bulgarians beyond society”
against the imprint of the historical legacies of (50 years) of
Communist regime and (500 years) of Ottoman rule. While the latter
has been instrumental for instilling a dependency mentality in the
Bulgarian social consciousness, it was conducive for the
development of the middle class. The former with the
comprehensive penetration of society by the state, de-mobilized the
political element in citizen interaction. It thus entailed the
withdrawal of the citizens in the private domain and the corruption
of social ties. The chapter thus argues that the EU impact of
democratization is taking shape as a hybridization between
overlapping layers of cultural strata. The project sets to inquire into
the role of civic initiatives in this sui generis mode of democratization
for the development of ties of sociality to support an active civil

society.
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Part Il focuses on the concept of discourse and its implications for
researching Europeanization. The four chapters in this section shed
light on the theoretical positions implicated in the notion (chapter
V); their relevance for doing social research (chapter VI); their
applicability to Europeanization and civic initiatives as objects of
research (chapter VII); and the practical steps taken to capture the
discourse of civic initiatives and operationalize the link with the
European liberal democratic script (chapter VIII).

Chapter V initiates the discussion by outlining main points inferred
in the notion of discourse. It further elaborates on the specific
meaning of the concept as theorized by Political Discourse Theory as
the approach adopted by the study. Discourse is theorized following
political discourse theory, thus drawing on Wittgenstein’s notion of
language games and Laclau and Mouffe’s understanding of systems
of signification in which meaning is negotiated. Discourse then
captures the social world, which within the premises of post-
structural intellectual tradition implies positing meaning as a central
trope in researching the social world. The latter predicated upon the
relational nature of language, and hence on the impossibility of
complete closure of meaning is always in flux. Moreover, the

discursive nature of the social world is impregnated with political
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dynamics as these contingencies are unquenchable sources of social
antagonisms. Power then permeates discourse and structures the
social world. As each discourse is not a complete and closed totality
that offers a final vocabulary to capture the entirety of the social
world, it is thus constantly being transformed through contact with
other discourses. The struggles to fix a meaning and to construct a
predominant understanding (hegemonic discourse) occurs through
articulations, which partially fix meaning around certain nodal
points. Articulations modify and alter the identity of actors and the
discourses they contest.

Chapter VI elaborates on the implications of the discursive nature of
social world for doing social research. The key claim it makes is that
discursive nature of the social world entails its coming into being
through practice. The argument about practices as constituted and
constitutive of the social world is erected around the nature of
meaning. Rendered with Wittgenstein’s expression “meaning is use”,
discourse as language games integrates the key claim of radical
constructivism that knowledge is to be sought in action. Practices as
the sites of constitution of meaning are containers of knowledge.
Practices are constitutive for the social world because they enable

people to connect, to hang together though understanding and
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intelligibility. Researching social world then involves engaging in
non-positivist, i.e. interpretivist mode of inquiry. Discourse analysis
entails constitutive causal conceptualization, which aims at
disclosing “landscapes of meaning” and proceeds through
interpretation and explanation of the social and political phenomena
it investigates. Discourse analysis has a critical dimension, thus
exploring the politics of language. Political discourse analysis
therefore focuses on the dynamics of construction of particular
problems in specific historical contexts.

Chapter VII presents an attempt to theorize Europeanization on the
premises of discourse. It develops the argument of Europeanization
as discursive process (i.e. a process of signification) through three
moves, corresponding to the properties of meaning formation. First,
based on the interactive nature of meaning production,
Europeanization is theorized following Diez (199) as linguistic
structuration. This view captures the causality implied in the process
as structure and agency as circular. Unlike structuration theory,
however, discourse sees structure as permeable rather than fixed,
and as informing action, rather than guiding it. The thin difference
resides in the logic of conformity the later insinuates. The view of

circular causality resonates with Wendt's notion of constitutive
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causality. Second, meaning is inherently playful, thus located in
multiple discourses. Europeanization here is theorized as discursive
formation whereby it displays the multifaceted nature of the
European liberal discourse. It also integrates the local context, actors
and the articulations these forge. Third, meaning is predicated upon
contestation. Implicit here is the enmeshment of power, passion and
action in constituting the social world. Europe permeated with
difference stands for the impossibility to eradicate conflict. This line
of argument theorizes Europe with the metaphor embodiment of the
political and hence Europeanization as essentially political process.
This means that it is socially embedded; and that pluralism
accommodates antagonisms in an agonistic way.

Chapter VIII integrates the claim about the discursive nature of the
social world and the processes of Europeanization with questions
about how to study them. It elaborates on the research design as a
qualitative case study, the methods of data collection and analysis.
Discourse analysis is conducted in three phases: thematic analysis,
semiotic analysis and explanation, i.e. theorization. The first two
phases pertain to the descriptive approach taken here to data,
wherein the aim is to disclose surface meanings and to capture the

discourse of civic initiatives. Explanation relates to the critical aspect
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of interpretation, hence to problematization of established meaning
with the aim to reconstruct deeper layers of social meaning.
Explanation as interpretation of the social dimension of meaning
communicated in the discourse of civic initiatives is conducted with
regard to disclosing the democratic script of the discourse of civic
initiatives and making intelligible the dynamics of the social relations
it constructs. Linguistic categories were re-inserted into theory in
order to speculate about civic initiatives as an empirical case of
Europeanisation. The identified semantics were linked to the
abstract concept of liberal democracy. The chapter also sheds light
on the participants in the research, the researcher’s fieldwork and

modus operandi.

Part Il presents the findings of the research. It argues that the
democratic scripts of civic initiatives construct and reconstruct
social relations along the lines of equality and diversity. The
conclusion chapter answers the research question by elaborating on
the main points uncovered in the case study.

Chapter IX captures the democratic imagination of civic initiatives. It
outlines the semantics of the discourse that informs their practices

as social change. 1t thus presents the construction of the discourse
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via semiotic analysis of the notion of movement and its function as
signifier and signified. As the signifier movement is rendered with
the expression of ‘moving and multiplying people’ and with the
image of ‘happy life’. The latter discloses the vision of sociality as a
pluralist community given that the signified movement reveals the
content to which the signifier refers. It encloses the knowledge
claims of civic initiatives, which are described as “movement within”,
“movement against” and “movement towards”. They reflect the
social intelligence, the emotions, particular feelings, affects and
passions of citizens engaged in civic activism. Thus, the discourse of
social change does not solely describe their social knowledge and
vision of social reality. The performative, discursive agency
communicates a shift in the meaning of the extant hegemonic
economic liberal democratic discourse. As practices, they arise from
the possibilities that their ‘situatedness’ in the discursive formation
of Europeanisation makes possible. They are contextual articulations
of the European liberal discourse, which they modify in the shade of
Dewey’s understanding of democracy as ‘happy life’. They constitute
a new meaning of democracy in the Bulgarian social space, which
coheres with Dewey’s creative democracy as participatory and

pluralistic.
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Chapter X explores the power dynamics in the construction of the
discourse of social change. The intelligibility of social reality as
‘moving and multiplying people’ is achieved in action, which is
analysed as deconstruction-construction moves. Civic initiatives
initiate the construction of the discourse of social change within the
cultural idolatry of communism rendered with Derrida’s expression
“theatre of cruelty”. Representing the Bulgarian social milieu as
passive the metaphor embodies the symbolic violence of cultural
symbols and is sustained by the operation of two logics, i.e. the logic
of dependency and the logic of mistrust. The deconstructive work of
these social groups involves disavowing the power of communist
symbolism deeply ingrained in social relations. Civic initiatives
engage in “technologies of empowerment” thus disrupting the
authoritative modes of thought in the conceptual vocabulary of the
social institutions of education and media, as carriers of the two
logics. Empowerment also involves construction dynamics. These
are oriented towards the creation of Homo Civicus and proceed
through building cultural and social capital as the as means to forge
citizens with power. As catalysts of citizens’ agency, civic initiatives
are educating the citizens. In addition, they are building social capital

by promoting networking for socialization thereby reinstating
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connectivity among citizens. The deconstructive and constructive
moves are finally analysed as political acts. As politics of des
/identification and politics of inclusion, they are working to re-
activate the social by fostering the development of politically
conscious social agents.

Chapter XI concludes on how civic initiatives are constituted by
Europeanisation and on how they are constitutive of the process. It
does so by asserting that the nature of civic initiatives is that they are
discursive practices of the liberal democratic discourse. As such they
articulate the liberal ideals of individuality and tolerance, of
singularity and pluralism in the hues of John Dewey’s vision of
democracy as a way of life. It further concludes on their contribution
to Europeanization as one of remodelling social relations along the
principles of multiplicity and movement, thus substantiating the civil

society project in Bulgaria.
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Chapter II: Europeanisation: Concept
Formation and Definitions

This chapter focuses on conceptual issues in defining
Europeanisation. It presents an overview of the main ideas and
concepts developed by political science as the main discipline within
which Europeanisation research is located. Europeanisation as a
process denotes change in the domestic political context of a
member state of the EU. It is thus associated with the influence of the
EU. The first part of the chapter elaborates on the notions of impact,
causality and mechanisms of Europeanisation. The second part
interrogates sociological perspectives on the phenomenon. If the
insights of political science are laying the foundations of ‘What is
Europeanisation and how is it to be studied?’, sociology adds to this
vast domain the focus on the ‘social’. In comparison to political
science’s focus on institutions, sociology brings in people as the
bottom-up dimension of Europeanisation. This chapter sets the tone
of the inquiry within the premises of political science and sociology,
discusses Europeanisation as a social process and its impact in terms

of changes in social relations.
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2.1. What is Europeanisation? Elements of the concept and necessary
conditions for its application.

A vast amount of scholarly work has emerged conceptualising
Europeanisation (Radaelli, 2000, 2003; Knill and Lemhkhul 2000,
2002; Grabbe, 2003; Borzel and Risse, 2001; Risse, 2003; Caporaso,
Cowels et al, 2001; Graziano and Vink, 2007; Ladrech, 2010).
Between the poles of this vast scholarship diverse opinions are
advanced, elaborating different conceptual aspects. To begin with, as
a concept Europeanisation serves as a “classificatory tag according to
associations made with certain words” (Thompson, 2000: 14). In the
literature on Europeanisation, the notion is semantically linked with
the impact of Europe on the domestic context of member states. This,
however, denotes a semantically broad field, and scholars have
attempted to clarify and thus define the meaning of the notions in
the syntagm: Europe, impact, domestic context.

The prevailing agreement in political science literature is that it is
intrinsically linked with the widening and deepening of the
European Union (EU), i.e.,, European Integration, and the changes
that this process entails. Thus, Europeanisation is most often
associated with domestic adaptation to the pressures emanating

directly or indirectly from EU membership. Cowels, Caporaso and
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Risse (2001) in fact consider the process as synonymous with
European Integration. One of the most prominent scholars of
Europeanisation, Claudio Radaelli (2003: 33), states that
“Europeanisation would not exist without European integration”.
The substantial link with European integration is highlighted by
other political scientists who also contend that Europeanisation is
best explained with theoretical approaches to integration as well
(Ladrech, 1994; Borzel, 2003; Radaelli, 2003; Caporaso 2007).
Within Caporaso’s theory of integration, Europeanisation is seen as
“a logical outgrowth of the evolution of integration theory”. In the
three-step model of integration, Europeanisation is the third stage,
implying attention to the national variation of domestic outcomes

associated with the integration process (Caporaso, 2007: 23).

Thus, at the minimalist level, Europeanisation consists of the
national response to European integration (Haverland, 2003).
Europeanisation is concerned with what happens once EU
institutions are in place and produce their effects. Thus, while
stressing the conceptual link between the two processes, Radaelli
(2003) also establishes a distinction between them at the ontic level.

According to him, European integration belongs to the ontological
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stage of research, that is, “the understanding of a process in which
countries pool sovereignty”, whereas Europeanisation is post-
ontological. Likewise, Caporasso (1996: 30 in Featherstone, 2003: 4)
has argued that Europeanisation is moving into ‘post-ontological’
state, meaning that “scholars are less concerned with how to
categorize the EU than how to explain process and outcome”. While
theories of integration inquire if European integration strengthens
the state, weakens it or triggers ‘multiple governance’, the post-
ontological focus of Europeanisation brings to the fore the role of
domestic institutions in the process of adaptation to Europe

(Radaelli, 2003: 33).

There are, however, scholars who suggest distinguishing between
European integration and ‘Europeanisation’. Wincott (2003) asserts
that a similar distinction contributes to analytical strength. Others
suggest the need to evaluate exogenous factors when examining the
domestic impact of the EU. For instance, Wallace (2000) proposes
studying the impact of the EU in terms of particular EU
arrangements, reflecting cross-border connections, as well as
historical and geographical experiences of the European continent.

She defines Europeanisation as “development and sustaining of
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systematic European arrangements to manage cross-border
connections, such that a European dimension becomes an embedded
feature, which frames politics and policies within the European
states” (Wallace, 2000: 370). Implicit in this definition is the
influence of global developments enmeshed in the domestic
response to the EU. Therefore, she proposes that the domestication
of EU impact as particular experiences, and institutional responses to
be rendered by the term “EU-isation”. Europeanisation implies a
broader notion of Europe rather than a narrow EU-centric one; it is
also intertwined with globalisation and the challenges it presents.
According to her, Europeanisation can act as a filter of globalisation.
Featherstone (2003), among others, saw Europeanisation as a
“defensive strategy” against the material experience of neoliberalism
associated with globalisation, and the latter as a possible threat to
the European social model. Hay and Rosamond (2002) point to the
global ideational structures and their institutionalisation and
normalisation in contemporary European public policy and political

economy.

A further clarification of the concept links it with the notion of

change it denotes. Europeanisation as a process entails
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transformation in a domestic context, and defining the dimensions of
change, as well as the link with the EU, is of paramount importance.
Thompson (2000: 15) suggests “to analyse a concept is to pick up the
conditions of its application”. Europeanisation research stresses the
notions of impact and causality as necessary conditions in assessing
domestic change. Sedelmeier (2011) defines Europeanisation as the
impact of the EU on member states; Radaelli and Extadaktylos
(2012) argue that Europeanisation can be defined as causality. Thus,
a crucial task in Europeanisation research is to define the nature and

scope of its impact as well as the mechanisms of causality.

Europeanisation is considered a useful “entry point for
understanding important changes occurring in our politics and
society” (Featherstone, 2003: 3). This claim brings to the fore
questions about what is changing and how is it changing in the
domestic context of a member state. In order to avoid the
“overstretching” to which the concept lends itself (Radaelli, 2003),
the domestic impact of the EU requires specification of the nature of
the impact, which in turns influences how to assess it. Hence,
Radaelli and Extadaktylos (2012: 3) argue that “as domestic focus,

the field of Europeanisation is defined by establishing causality”.
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Defining impact and causality implies unpacking the ways the EU
affects the domestic political system, or as Radaelli (2012: 2)
suggests “the definitions scholars provide reflect conceptual

differences of the parameters of this change”.

Defining impact is a difficult task, for European integration is a multi-
faceted process (Olsen, 2002) and as Radaelli and Pasquier (2006:
12) observe “it is impossible to pin down precisely the territory
covered by the concept (Europeanisation)”. In addition, as observed
earlier, there are the subtleties of global imprints as well.
Consequently, the meaning attributed to Europeanisation is wide-
ranging and “diffuse” (Trenz, 2014); it includes long-term historical
transformations (Conway et al, 2010), the dynamics of societal
change and the advancement of modernity; (Delanty and Rumford,
2005); the convergence of political cultures; the public sphere and
collective identities (Koopmans and Statham, 2010; Risse, 2010), and
more confined political science analyses of the processes of
adaptation of member states’ law, policies or public administration
(Héritier, 2007). This broad range of meanings is implied in the
typology of Europeanisation that Featherstone (2003: 5) provides.

According to him, the concept applies to four broad categories: first,
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as a historical process; second, as a matter of cultural diffusion; third,
as a process of institutional adaptation; and fourth, as an adaptation
of policy and policy processes. At its core, this wide spectrum of
meaning indicates that Europeanisation is primarily useful as a
relational concept. As such, it denotes a process that is best
understood as the interaction implicit in the notions of structure and

agency.

The definition which Radaelli (2003: 30) proposes captures the
manifold nature of impact through which the EU induces change in a
domestic context. In his conceptualisation “Europeanisation is
“processes of (a) construction (b) diffusion and (c)
institutionalisation of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy
paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing things’ and shared beliefs and
norms which are first defined and consolidated in the making of EU
decisions and then incorporated in the logic of domestic discourse,

identities, political structures and public policies”.

Olsen (2002) analyses Europeanisation as an organising concept
covering different yet related phenomena. According to him, rather

than focusing on definition, scholars should investigate the structure
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and the dynamics of change. Olsen (2002: 944) identifies five
phenomena falling under the heading of Europeanisation. These are:
a) Changes in external borders. Europeanisation is taking place as
the EU expands through enlargement. Territorial changes entail
expansion of a system of governance as a result of which “Europe as
a continent becomes a single political space”; b) Developing
institutions at the European level. This suggests centralising formal
legal institutions of governance and normative order; c) Central
penetration of national systems of governance. These dynamics
cover the adaptation of national and sub-national systems of
governance to European integration and European Union norms; d)
Exporting forms of political organisation. Democracy becomes the
political model in member states; e) A political unification project.
The degree to which Europe is becoming more unified and a stronger
political entity is related to both its territorial space, centre-building,
domestic adaptation, and the degree to which European
developments impact and are impacted by systems of governance

and events outside the European continent.

Crucial for navigating amongst this proliferation of meanings is the

theoretical lens through which scholars approach the process. What
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is Europeanisation and whether or not it is taking place depends on
the definition used (Page, 2013: 163). Defining Europeanisation, in
turn, depends on the disciplinary perspective (Qualglia, Neuvonen,
Miyakoshi and Cini, 2007) as “alternative readings of the EU and
European Integration follow from alternative theoretical
propositions” (Rosamond, 2016: 80). Scholars highlight the crucial
role of conceptions of the EU, i.e., the ontological and epistemological
foundations (Christiansen et al,1999; Radaelli, 2012; Rosamond,
2014). Thus, accepting Sartori’'s (1984)’s observation that
researchers interested in different problems draw on different
notions, we can highlight the importance of theoretical premises for
defining Europeanisation. Conceptual clarity is of paramount
importance in order to avoid the confusion that the multiplicity of
meanings might provoke. At the same time, theoretical
conceptualisation is essential to avoid the pitfalls of what Manners
and Rosamond (2018: 29) call the “professionalisation” of EU
Studies. The latter is associated with “the appeal of particular forms
of scientific rigour, methodological tightening, the eschewal of
normativity, and narrowing of empirical foci” which entails drawing
various boundaries and, as a result, leads to the exclusion of

perspectives or voices in the field. Professionalisation, therefore, has
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cast a shadow over some important analytical and political

dilemmas.

Political science and sociology have been the main disciplines to
engage in intellectual debate and attempts to define the process.
Rosamond (2007) suggests that although the study of EU integration
and politics might be organised in a number of ways, two main
debates can be identified for heuristic purposes: a) the study of EU
politics would be the domain of political scientists (the mainstream
model), and b) on the other side, sits the claim that the study of EU
politics should be inherently a multi- (perhaps interdisciplinary)
field. This suggestion is particularly fruitful given the abandonment
of “the essentially static” (Pollack, 2005: 357) neo-functionalism and
intergovernmentalism theories of IR as the dominant paradigms to
study the EU (in the 1950s-1960s). The multidisciplinary approach
enriches the study of the EU by allowing for contributions from the
broad rationalist-constructivist debates in IR; from comparative
political perspectives, which analyse the EU using the models of
legislative, executive, and judicial politics in domestic settings, to
multi-level governance as an umbrella approach drawing on IR and

comparative politics. The interdisciplinary field represents a

76



pluralist position, which is also open to critical approaches, and
which this study adopts. An inter-subjective approach, which the
present inquiry favours, demands a presentation of the main points
by political science and sociology, if it is not to elapse into an
essentialist view of Europeanisation. Different disciplines examine
the same phenomena from different foci. An intersubjective
approach emphasises hybridisation rather than stressing the
division of territories between disciplines. The study of
Europeanisation as intersubjective builds on the insights of both
disciplines, as hybridisation implies “an overlapping of segments of
disciplines, a recombination of knowledge into new specialised
fields” (Goodin and Klingemann, 1996: 39). Thus, the study follows
political science’s essential points on Europeanisation as the EU’s
impact on domestic politics, whereas in sociology the impact is
examined in the sphere of social relations. It also draws on political
philosophy’s insights for framing the theoretical and methodological

approach in which the study is embedded as discourse.

Based on the above discussion we can outline three main properties
of the concept of Europeanisation. First, it suggests that

Europeanisation implies a process, or a set of processes, rather than
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an end-state (Goetz, 2002; Featherstone and Radaelli, 2003; Radaelli
and Pasquier, 2006). It is thus a relational, hence multi-faced
concept, which possesses dynamic, fluid properties. Second,
Europeanisation is a process denoting change in a member state of
the EU determined by the interaction between the EU and the
specific domestic context. This underpinned the general definition of
Europeanisation “as impact of whatever sort” (Page, 2003: 162) and
the need to establish causality. Third, -and central for conceptual
clarity- is the theoretical perspective, that is, an approach to the
analysis of Europeanisation premised on the idea that different
theories can explain different parts of the same phenomenon. For
example, the EU has been conceptualised differently on the
theoretical premises of positivist and post-positivist epistemologies.
Consequently, the different EU ontology that the constructivist and
rationalist models of knowledge posited reflected theoretical
endeavours to explain the EU enlargement process. Social
constructivism acknowledged the importance of ideas for action in
foreign policy, whereas rationalist models of international life (as
neo-realism and neo-liberalism) stressed power and interests
(O’'Brennan, 2000; 2006). Relying entirely on positivists’ claim of

knowledge is one-sided and hence a limiting approach to explain
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political processes. Europeanisation requires a theoretical lens able
to capture its complexity, expressed in Featherstone’s definition,
according to which Europeanisation generally designates “structural
change, variously affecting actors and institutions, ideas and
interests, transformation or change in domestic contexts associated

with Europe” (Featherstone, 2003: 3).

2.2. The Political Science Approach: the nature of impact and
mechanisms of Europeanisation

2.2.1. Policies, Politic, Polity

The impact of the integration process is usually assessed in terms of
the EU’s influence on domestic developments in the spheres of
policy, politics and polity (Ladrech, 2010; Sedelmeier, 2011: 9-10).
This claim is reflected in the main definition of Europeanisation
proposed by scholars as “domestic change, in terms of policy
substance and instruments, processes and politics as well as polity
caused by European integration” (Ladrech, 1993: 69; Radaelli, 2003:
3). Borzel and Risse (2003: 60) use the distinction between policies,
politics and polity to identify the dimensions along which the

domestic impact of Europeanisation can be analysed, and the process
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of domestic change can be traced. Integration takes place as a
synergetic process through introducing changes simultaneously in
the three domains. The scope of the policies, politics and polity
impact is underpinned by an understanding of EU influence as
formal and informal rules. Defined by Schimelfennining and
Sedelemeir (2005: 7) Europeanisation is “a process in which states
adopt EU rules” The authors clarify that rules cover a broad range of
issues, while states are considered as the political-institutional
structures into which EU rules are integrated. Further, in analysing
domestic response as rule adoption, they focus on the
institutionalisation of EU rules (italic in original, ibid.) at the

domestic level.

Public policy is a central plank of Europeanisation. Adjustment to
policy is a central dimension of impact in a definition considering
Europeanisation as equivalent to European integration. For example,
in Héritier’s (2005: 199) definition the process “denotes the pooling
of national competences in different policy areas at the
supranational level in order to engage in joint policymaking”.
Extadaktylos’s (2010) stress on Europeanisation as causality entails

establishing a cause at the EU policy level and tracing it down to
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implementation in domestic society. Schimlefnning and Sedelmeir
(2005) suggest that analysing the institutionalisation of EU rules at
the domestic level implies inquiring into the transposition of EU law
into domestic law. This way it can be determined if Europeanisation
is leading to adaptation, change or lack of change in the member
state.

Among the many activities the EU is involved in, policy formation is
the most important one. Scholars emphasise the evolution of the
Union since its establishment in the 1950s through extensive policy
formation (Nugent and Paterson, 2003). Also, developing policy
ideas is at the heart of the EU because as a régime it operates
primarily through regulation. The regulative dimension of the EU as
a system of governance (Majone, 1996) implies turning policy ideas
into legislation (Cini and Borragan, 2016: 5). In order to lay down the
regulatory framework for public activity the EU is involved in
making and management of policies as concrete actions and outputs
(Rosamond, 2013).

While Radaelli (2003: 34) argues that Europeanisation and EU policy
formation should be kept distinct at the conceptual level, he also
acknowledges their interconnection in the real world. He states that

“European policy is not a mysterious deus ex machina situated ‘up
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there’. Instead, it originates from processes of conflict, bargaining,
imitation, diffusion and interaction between national and (often
subnational) and EU level actors. Therefore, Europeanisation is
defined as a national adaption to EU policies” (Featherstone, 2003).
Analysing Europeanisation as taking into account particular policies
or problems and tracking their outcomes have been an important
argument in Europeanisation research (Héritier, 2005: 203). Borzel
and Risse (2003: 60) further specify that studying impact in the
domain of policy involves examination of “standards, instruments,
problem-solving approaches, policy narratives and discourses”.

Studying impact at the level of policy through the implementation of
EU directives does not presuppose a definition of Europeanisation as
a harmonisation of policies. Neither does it suggest equating
Europeanisation with convergence. Harmonisation, as Radaellli
(2003) explains can be a consequence, not a condition for
Europeanisation. This 1is wvalid for convergence as well
Europeanisation does not accord with harmonisation for it allows for
“regulatory diversity, intense competition, even distortions of
competition” Radaellli (2003: 33). It also can produce divergence or
convergence limited to a family of countries. Héritier (2005: 200)

explains that in the process EU influence on the domestic context is
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not a unilateral adjustment on the part of the member states
resulting mechanically from a good or bad fit with respect to EU
policy demands. The specific EU policy input into national policy-
making processes is used by actors to strengthen their political
position in domestic contexts, thereby increasing their chances of
obtaining policy goals. At the same time, individual member states
are also able to strategically influence the formation of particular EU
policy measures that they subsequently must comply with. Thus, in
the prevailing understanding of Europeanisation as adaptation to
policies, it is a “two-way street” process (Héritier, 2005: 203). It
implies recognition of domestic inputs into EU policy making and
allows for divergence. This proposition alters with regard to the
domestic context of Central and East European (CEE) states, where
Europeanisation of policy domains is marked by strong uncertainty
(Grabbe, 2003). Schimmelfenning and Sedelmeier (2005) warn
about the pitfalls of the domestic context of “Europeanisation East”
wherein there is the strong possibility of difference between formal
change (the legal transposition of rules) and behavioural change
(practical application and reinforcement).

The design of policies also reflects power dynamics and is therefore

strongly linked to politics. Policies emerge as a result of the
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interaction between the various levels of the EU system.
Consequently, “European integration has produced a new and
complex political system” argues Hix (1999: 5). This new political
system refers to a new process of governance and is characterised as
multi-levelled governance. According to Rhodes (2003: 66),
governance signifies a change in the meaning of government and
refers to governing with and through networks. Multi-level
governance implies relinquishing the state monopoly over matters of
governance and builds on the existence of overlapping competencies
among multiple levels of governments and the interaction of political
actors across these levels (Nugent and Paterson, 2003: 101). It
points to supranational decision-making, meaning the dispersal and
fragmentation of decision-making and a focus on regulation rather
than redistribution (Smismans, 2016).

Contestation and engagement with the policy domain has constituted
the main focus of EU politics (Wallace and Wallace, 2007: 339). The
politics dimension of Europeanisation touches on processes of
interest formation, aggregation, and representation, as well as public
discourses (Borzel and Risse, 2003: 60). Borzel and Sedelmeir (2006:
54) explain EU input into domestic political processes as a possible

incongruity between European rules and domestic understanding.
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Thus, either by design or through lack of influence, EU policies can be
inconvenient at the domestic level. Challenges emerge when certain
governments or societal actors may not always be successful at
influencing EU policies in a way that reflect their preference.

The power dimension in Europeanisation has been stressed by
Radaelli and Pasquier (2007), within their focus on wider political
aspects of the process. These two scholars see Europeanisation as
surpassing the focus on transposition of policies and as the
emergence of “a set of contested discourses and narratives about the
impact of European integration on domestic political change” (2007:
36). In particular, the authors argue for inquiries with a focus on the
formation of political systems and domestic political structures.
Europeanisation therefore reflects and modifies the ways in which
political power is constituted, legitimised, exercised, controlled and
redistributed.

The study of European integration is also concerned with the
emerging shape of a new European polity. According to Hix (2007:
141), the western states voluntarily delegated significant executive,
legislative and juridical powers to a new set of institutions at the
European level, and so established a new polity. Thus, the EU is the

first genuine ‘supranational polity’ where politics and government
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exist in many contexts either outside or beyond the classic state
(Badie and Brinbaum 1983 in Hix. 1971). The polity dimension,
while at risk of “marginalising integration as a central guiding
problematique for the field of EU studies” (Manners and Rosamond,
2018: 29, italics in original) contains the most ‘intractable’ problems
of the EU. These are connected with the subject of democracy as the
historically-established political framework of the Union (Rokkan,
1999).

Democracy poses two main challenges that correspond to the
constitutive ambiguity of the EU. These are, on the one hand, the
nature of democracy as governance, and, on the other, as
constituency (Agamben, 2012). In the political science debate both
strands are placed within, and hence associated with, the political
institutions of the nation state (Smismans, 2016). Democracy thus
has raised a theoretical conundrum about the role of the EU citizen
as a constituent of democracy. According to Hix (2007: 152) the new
political system, which EU integration has established, exhibits
extremely weak democratic control despite the relative efficiency of
the EU institutional architecture. This statement pertains to the
limited political participation of citizens in the EU decision-making

process. In the literature scholars refer to it as the ‘permissive
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consensus’ of public opinion (Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970) and
has opened the debate about the alleged ‘democratic deficit’ in the
EU (Weiler et al., 1995; Siedentop, 2000; Bee and Guerina, 2014).

The intergovernmentalist response, as argued by Moravcsik (2002)
recognises the reasons behind the concerns of a democratic deficit
by scholars adhering to a state-centric nature of the EU. The EU,
observes Moravcsik (2002: 604), as an organisation of continental
scope, is rather distant from the average European citizen;
moreover, as a multinational body, the EU “lacks the grounding in a
common history, culture, discourse and symbolism on which
individual polities can draw”. According to Moravcsik (2002: 605-
606) however, concerns about the alleged democratic deficit are
misplaced. They are based on an analysis of the EU in ideal and
isolated terms, and therefore “fail to appreciate fully the symbolic
relationship between national and EU policy-making”. Further,
against the claims of lack of any form of democratic participation and
accountability, Moravcsik (2002: 611) contends that the EU
possesses two robust mechanisms: direct accountability via the
European Parliament (EP) and indirect accountability via elected
national officials. Yet, the overtly technocratic nature of the EU

highlights the challenge of effective citizen participation, and hence
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the second line of the debate about democracy. Delanty (2005) has
noted that although the EU has gone far in creating a political
framework for Europe, it is far from being accomplished as it is
missing its political subject. Moravscik (2002: 615) is sceptical about
the possibilities of expanded citizen participation. In his view one of
the reasons lies in the inverse correlation between EU legislative and
regulatory activity and the issues in the minds of European voters.
Europeanisation research has put forward the concept of
politicisation as the way to respond to these challenges and to the
process of EU polity formation (Statham and Koopmans, 2013).
Implicit in politicisation is the need to promote civic engagement and
participation in debates and contestation of Europe, or as defined by
Statham and Koopmans (2012: 3) politicization involves: “expansion
of debate from a closed élite-dominated policy arena to wider
politics”. Contestation of Europe could foster the participation of
citizens presupposed by the EU normative frame of liberal
democracy, and thus avoid elapses into abstract concerns about
democratic deficit, and substantiate the concrete picture, which

Moravscik’s analysis emphasises.
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2.2.2. The EU as ‘institutional architect’

Implicated in Europeanisation as a process of transformation of the
domestic political space (i.e. policy, politics, polity) is the
understanding of the European Union as a vector of change. As such,
the EU represents a resource for domestic actors for initiating
changes “by providing new resources, references and policy frames,
which national policy actors use strategically (Jacquot and Woll,
2010: 113). The EU exhibits a multiple or hybrid nature (Laffan,
2001; Eriksen, 2005; Sjursen, 2006)16. It thus incorporates “symbolic
systems (cognitive constructions), normative rules and regulative
processes” which shape social behaviour (Scott, 1996: 36).
Therefore, as Woll and Jacquot argue, “it becomes crucial to
understand what kind of resource the EU can represent”. As noted
earlier on the definition of Europeanisation, the resourcefulness of
the EU is likewise determined by the understanding of the meaning
of the EU that is adopted.

The resourcefulness of the EU within political science is considered
to lie in devising institutions or as an “institutional architect” (Olsen,

2002: 929; Wallace, 2017: 9). As a multilevel institutional polity

16 Eriksen identifies three modes of rationality within the EU: instrumental, contextual and
communicative to which correspond three integrationist modes: economic, cultural and political.
Building on this perspective Sjursen (2006:10) presents an account of the entity of the EU as
enclosing three ideal types, namely: problem solving, value-based and rights-based.
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(Rosamond, 2016: 83) the EU represents a distinctive set of
supranational institutions as well as a number of intergovernmental
bodies. It is a heavily institutionalised system and these well-
established institutions are assigned functions - executive,
legislative, bureaucratic and judicial - that resemble the classical
design of political systems. The resourcefulness of the EU from this
perspective therefore is considered to lie in devising institutions
within its function as a system of governance. In its capacity of a
system of governance the EU is an “institutional architect” (Olsen,
2002: 929), and as such is assumed to be involved in a continuous
search for “the right formula for building lasting and stable
institutions in order to improve functionality, legitimacy and

credibility of the institutionality of governance” (Patten, 2001).

Within political science however, institutionalism is a spectrum
(Aspinwall and Schneider, 2001: 2). “Institutionalists of different
hues differ over how much institutions matter” (Rosamond, 2016:
84). Political science’s perspective on institutions reflects the
discipline’s two main theoretical approaches, namely, rational choice
and new institutionalism (Hay, 2002: 7). In the ambit of rational

choice, the EU is approached with the intergovernmentalism
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developed by Moravscik (1993, 1997). The economic rationalist
position sees human beings as self-seeking, behaving rationally and
strategically, hence forming their interests on the basis of self-
interest. Intergovernmentalism considers international institutions
of all kinds to be established in order to reduce the level of anarchy
within the state system. The EU then is just another of these

institutions, albeit within highly institutionalised settings.

Rational choice has been the predominant framework within the
mainstream political science approach to Europeanisation (Pollack,
2007: 23). The realist ontology has constituted the “the backbone of
current political reality” (Kauppi, 2009). Accordingly, it conceives of
political reality as empirical, exogenous, “waiting to be analysed by
the subject” (Kauppi, 2009). The rational choice logic reduces
political function to formally decided rules (Rothstein, 1996: 508)
guided by instrumentally driven actors. It thus promotes the
regulative nature of the EU “as a problem-solving entity”, utility-
driven and output-oriented (Sjursen, 2006). The regulative pillar
suggests conformity to rules, hence the resourcefulness of the EU in
devising rules and regulations. The realist ontology however,

prevents a more complex understanding of the political reality.
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According to Kauppi it is unsuitable to grasp the political reality of
the EU project for it assumes the social world as opaque and
predetermined and of political institutions as existing natural
entities cut off from the individuals who make up these institutions.

The rationalist ontological presuppositions frame the impact of
Europeanisation as exogenous change, hence as independent of the
social sphere in which individuals operate. For
intergovernmentalists, European integration is normal, even
‘mundane’ (O’Neill, 1996: 57 in Cini & Borragan, 2016: 89).
Cooperation has nothing to do with ideology or idealism but is
founded on the rational conduct of governments as they seek to deal
with the policy issues that confront them in the modern world. There
is nothing particularly special about integration other than its highly
institutionalised form. Political science’s recognition that formal
institutional structures play a significant role in shaping political life
is embedded in the Risse et al. (2001: 3) definition of
Europeanisation as “the emergence and the development at the
European level of distinct structures of governance. Further,
Europeanisation entails inquiring how domestic level institutions
adapt to the emergence and development of EU-level distinct

structures of governance (Faetherstone, 2003: 7). This definition is
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consistent with the peculiar characteristics of the EU polity, i.e,, its
multi-levelled structure; the combination of supranational and
intergovernmental elements; the strength of the judiciary; its
functional and technocratic style; the heterogeneity and fluidity of
actors involved over different policy areas.

Europeanisation examined with regard to the development of
common institutions (Olsen, 2002; Risse, 2001; Caporaso, 2007)
focuses on politics as institutionally embedded and governance as
“creating the conditions for ordered rule and collective action”
(Stoker, 1998: 7 in Christiansen, 2016: 98). As institutional
adaptation, Europeanisation is closely linked to the governance
school of European integration studies (Schimmlefenning and
Sedelmeier, 2005: 5). It is concerned with the impact of policy
outcomes and institutions at the EU level on domestic policies,
politics and policies of member states (Borzel and Risse, 2003; Hix

and Goetz, 2000; Radaelli, 2000).

2.2.3. The EU as ‘Normative Power Europe’: the ideational dimension
of institutions

On the other side of the spectrum of institutionalism is new

institutionalism. Also referred to as sociological institutionalism, this
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theoretical stance operates within a constructivist post-positivist
ontology. The latter, unlike rational choice, sees individuals’ interests
not as exogenous to their action, but as endogenous, hence as a
product of social interaction. Likewise, institutions are not exterior
to agents, but are intersubjective (Hay, 2001: 16). In contending the
social constitution of knowledge, constructivism enables a broader
notion of institutions. It acknowledges the roles of ideas and values
for the creation of institutions. Besides rules, institutions tend to be
defined also in terms of norms and conventions (Hall, 1986: 6, March
and Olsen, 1998). Sociological institutionalism then integrates
concerns about culture, collectively recognized symbols, rules and
norms in its approach to institutions.

Concurrently, the resources provided by the EU expand the
complexity of its impact. Without denying the material aspect of
Europeanisation, social constructivism pinpoints the resourcefulness
of Europe as rooted in a cognitive and ideational dimension. From
the perspective of new institutionalism Europeanisation can be
studied in terms of how existing institutional arrangements impact
on (broadly) two key dimensions of institutional change (Olsen,

2002: 922)17. First, as an assessment of the changes in political

17 Olsen (2002: 932) identifies four institutional spheres within the EU: a) regulatory
institutions; b) socializing institutions developing through education and socialization; c)
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organisation; second, the changes in structures of meaning and
people's minds. The former implies the development of an
organisational and financial capacity for common action and
governance through a process of reorganisation and redirection of
resources; the latter refers to the development and redefinition of
political ideas-common visions and purposes, codes of meaning,
causal beliefs and worldview - that give direction and meaning to
capabilities and capacities. According to Radaelli (2003: 35) the
cognitive and normative structures (discourse, norms and values,
political legitimacy, identities, state traditions of governance, policy
paradigms, frames and narratives) pertain to the impact of Europe
on the values, norms and discourse prevalent in member states. They
can also trigger transformative effects on all elements of politics and
policy.

O’Brennan’s (2001; 2006) study of the Eastern Enlargement process
makes an argument for the importance of ideas for action in foreign
policy and thus the need to consider a social-constructivist stance in
integration theory. His analysis pinpoints some of the limits of the
rationalist epistemology underpinning neo-realism and neo-

liberalism as the two main approaches that have dominated

democratic institutions: creating equal rights, political participation and opportunities for public
debate and popular enlightenment among others; d) welfare institutions
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European integration. The neorealist perspective sees the
international system as complex interdependencies and states as
primarily concerned with economic gains and losses in their
interaction.

Neoliberal intergovernmentalism, espoused by, for example,
Moravscik (1998) views international institutions as “the creatures
of states driven by strong domestic interests” (O’'Brennan, 2001: 9).
While a neorealist approach to EU integration cannot account for the
deep levels of institutionalised cooperation that have evolved over
time and the necessary concessions of sovereignty that states had to
do willingly, intergovernmentalists’ micro-economic base falls short
in explaining the European Council’s decision for enlargement as

being contrary to the interests of not a few member states!8.

The implicit constructivist position in new institutionalism enables a
broader understanding of the institutional nature of the EU.
Constructivism has been integrated into the study of the EU through
the seminal work of Alexander Wendt (1999). By incorporating

social theory into IR, Wendt argued that the structures of

18 The concrete example O’'Brennan (2001:11) employs is the Helsinki European Council (1999).
The overall critique of Moravscikian ‘logic’ to the ‘enlargement grand bargains’ is supported by
the outcomes of other European Council Summits, i.e. at Copenhagen (1993), Madrid (1995),
Luxemburg (1997), Berlin (1998). The decisions taken provide evidence for the member state
uncertainty and the leading role of the EU Commission, rather than “the decisive import of
domestic interest and unchanging national preferences.”
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international life are not only material but consist of a substantial
ideational dimension. The cognitive legitimation of institutional
order noted by Berger and Luckmann (1967: 93) has already been
developed with regard to the EU in the work of Carr (1962) as
‘power of opinion’, Duchéne’s (1972) concept of ‘idée force’ and
Galtung’s (1973) ‘ideological power’. These insights have been
included in conceptions of the EU integrating constructivist
assumptions in the work of Christiansen et al. (1999), Laffan (2001),
Sjursen (2006) and perhaps most prominently in [an Manners’
(2002) conceptualisation of the EU as a ‘normative power’. Norms
are central to Sjursen’s ideal type three, which conceptualises the EU
as a ‘rights based’ post-national union underlined by moral discourse
of universal standards of justice. It is driven by deliberative and
communicative rationality where actors justify their actions with
reference to intersubjectively valid norms. In a similar vein, Laffan
(2001: 714) emphasises values in her analysis of the EU as a

normative pillar.

Constructivism expands the resourcefulness of the EU to include the
vocabulary of norms. These are defined as “collective expectations

for the proper behaviour of actors with a given identity”
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(Katzenstein, 1996: 5 in Rosamond, 2016: 88). The emphasis on
values and norms intrinsic to a conceptualisation of the EU is a shift
from the empirical emphasis of the EU’s institutions or policies, and
towards “including cognitive processes, with both substantive and
symbolic components” (Manners, 2002: 239). The values enshrined
in the EU’s norms and conventions can be understood as external
expressions of the EU’s constitutive principles (Rosamond, 2014:
139). Regarding the nature of EU norms, the literature points to
democracy, human rights, and the rule of law as the constitutive
features of the EU as a multileveled form of governance (Borzel and

Risse, 2004). These are enshrined in Art. 2 TEU.

According to Manners, the principles of ‘sustainable peace’, ‘social
freedom’, ‘consensual democracy’, ‘associative human rights’,
‘supranational rule of law’, ‘inclusive equality’, ‘social solidarity’,
‘sustainable development’ and ‘good governance’ inform the
constitutional norms of the EU and are the bases on which the EU
derives its normative power. These principles constitute the
normative difference of the EU, which “comes from its historical
context, hybrid polity and political-legal constitutionalism (Manners,

2002: 240-241)". They were integrated into the Union’s institutional
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framework through the legal instruments and treaties that it has
devised. Thus, the treaty of Maastricht (1992) included democracy
and human rights as constitutive principles of the EU (Art. 6.1. TEU),
while the 1997 Amsterdam treaty essentially enshrined the
Copenhagen criteria into the EU's primary law (Art. 49 TEU). From
the perspective of NPE the integration process could be understood
as the EU’s vocation and commitment to externalise its values and
democratic principles. The norms of reciprocity, multilateralism,
respect for fundamental freedoms and minority rights, and
transparency of administrative, judicial, and political institutions
historically framed the domestic political institutions of the member
states of the EU (Rokkan, 1999). They were firmly rooted in both the
domestic legal systems of the member states and the cognitive

templates that guide decision-makers.

2.3. Mechanisms of establishing causality

2.3.1. Causality as top down and bottom up

Impact covers one facet of the process of Europeanisation. The other

one “seeks to explain how the EU induces change in member states
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or third countries” (Borzel and Panke, 2016: 111). According to
Borzel and Panke (2016), explaining impact and assessing changes
are two aspects which point to two notions of Europeanisation.
Implicit is establishing causality between the EU level and the
member state. In political science, causality possesses two axes,
rendered by the notions ‘top down’ and ‘bottom up’. Europeanisation
thus denotes a two-way process: member states download rules and
practices from the EU level, but national governments also
participate in the making of EU rules (Borzel and Sedelmeier, 2006:

54).

Causality reflects the direction of (causal) flow between the actors in
the process. Within integration theory the flow of causality has been
considered mainly as top-down, where domestic change is traced
back to EU sources and thus mainly consists in “downloading from
the centre of the EU back to the domestic level”, as in Ladrech’s
(2010) approach to Europeanisation. Likewise, Borzel and Panke
(2016: 111) argue that Europeanisation happens as top-down in
terms of ‘downloading or taking’ as the response of member states
and third countries to the EU. A central concept of the top-down

dimension of Europeanisation is ‘misfit’. It suggests that only if
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domestic policies, processes and institutions are not already in
compliance with the requirements of the EU can the latter causally
induce domestic change. It also posits that EU policies and
institutions are a constant impetus to domestic change for all states

(Cowels et al., 2001; Sander and Belucci, 2012).

A frequent question about top-down Europeanisation posed by
academic research is whether the polices, politics and polity of
member states converge over time as an effect of membership, or if
states maintain distinct features (Borzel and Panke,2016: 6). The
findings have suggested that EU policies are not downloaded in a
uniform manner. In fact, scholars have pointed to difficulties in
finding evidence of complete convergence towards EU policy or
institutional models. Change through policy implementation has
been the prevailing strategy to introduce change into CEE countries
(Sedelmeier, 2011: 12). The EU has had a differential impact
(Schimmelfenning and Sedelmeier, 2005; Schimmelfenning, Engert
and Knobel, 2005; Borzel and Risse, 2007; Borzel, 2014, 2015; Borzel
and Schimmelfennig, 2017). O’'Brennan (2006: 55) in his study of
Eastern Enlargement observes that the process (of integration) “is a

policy domain, which involves each of the main EU institutions (the
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Council, the Commission and the Parliament) in a distinctive way”.
As noted, transposition of policies could result in the differential
empowerment of domestic actors; the Bulgarian case is an example
of this. Dimitrova and Steunenberg’s (2013) research on
transposition of policies in the sphere of the environment and
culture emphasised the difference between the official transposition
of policies and actual implementation. Toshkov (2008) in his study of
transposition of EU law comes to similar conclusions. His findings
point to the sectional difference in transposition, the governments’

capacity and preferences as influential in adopting EU legislation.

The top-down perspective is complemented with a bottom-up
direction of causality. Bottom-up Europeanisation explains how
states can trigger changes in the EU (Borzel and Panke, 2016: 119).
In integration theory, the bottom-up dynamics refer to what has
been “uploaded” from member states, which are not simply passive
recipients the EU pressures or influences. States can ‘shape’ and
hence influence policies, politics or the institutions of the EU. In
Caporaso’s integration theory, this bottom-up causation indicating
“uploading domestic societal preferences at the EU level” (Caporaso,

2007: 23) was crucial in the formative years of the EU (back then the
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European Economic Community). The resources and aspirations of
member states gave the Union flesh and bones. In Bérzel and Panke’s
(2016) understanding of bottom-up Europeanisation, bottom-up
thinking also indicates that many EU policies have their inception
and are moulded by the member states themselves. In Ladrech’s
definition of European integration, bottom-up has become the label
for this “uploading of national preferences onto the EU policy-
making process”. This axis, however, consists of an under-researched
field of Europeanisation studies. As Wallace (2017: 10)
acknowledged, the academic community has limited knowledge
“how the domestic processes of this or that member country frame,

shape and transform the adoption of European shared practices”.

The bottom-up perspective in political science as the direction of
causality of the process retains states as the main actors involved.
Policies, institutions, norms and goals can be ‘uploaded’ to Europe,
just as those from Europe are downloaded to and by individual
countries. The bottom-up and the top-down dimensions of
Europeanisation point to the interactive influence of the integration
process. These dynamics, however, essentially denote a vertical

process following a logic of international institutionalism through
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policies and designates a political space for élite interaction

(Radaelli, 2007).

Europeanisation “from below” contains another layer of meaning,
furnished by social movement (Tarrow, 1989) and civil society
literature (della Porta and Caiani, 1999; 2009). In this perspective,
the focus is on the social dynamics and the relevance of Europe in
their mobilisation. Scholars see Europeanisation as producing more
layers of decision-making and explore this shift from the
supranational-level to multi-levels of governance as a complex field
of interaction among different actors. In particular, they consider the
involvement of non-state actors (civil society and social movement
organisations) with EU issues as contributing to EU accountability as
pressure from below. Also, inspired by constructivist approaches
they refer to the role of ideas and images of Europe as resources that
actors mobilise and involve publicly in European politics. The debate
of the role and function of the social constituency in the process as
Europeanisation “from below” is central to the focus of this study
and it is addressed in further detail in discussing the sociological

approaches to Europeanisation. The next section outlines the
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mechanisms of causality political science employs. These are the

logic of consequences and the logic of appropriateness

2.3.2. The logic of consequences and the logic of appropriateness

Political science draws on two different strands of institutionalism to
explain the mechanisms of Europeanisation as top-down and
bottom-up. European integration modelled on rationalist
assumptions of power claims that material interests promotes
variegated forms of economic cooperation and operates following a
logic of consequences. Rational choice institutionalism argues that
the EU facilitates domestic adaptation by changing opportunity
structures for domestic actors in a first step, and that a ‘misfit’
between the EU and domestic norms creates demands for domestic
adaptation. In a second step, the downloading of EU policies and
institutions by the member states is shaped by cost-benefit
calculations of the strategic actors by rendering some options more
costly than others (Tsbellis, 1990; Scharpf, 1997). The causal
analysis of Europeanisation is often connected with empirical
concerns about measurement, resulting from adaptation to vertical

pressures. Rationalist institutionalism, within its focus on
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institutional equilibria, tends to neglect endogenous change. “The
purpose of rational choice theory” argues Hay (2002) “is to produce
a deductive and predictive science of the political”. It follows the
positivist logic of causal explanation, which as O’Brennan (2000;
2006) argued had significant limitations in explaining Eastern
enlargement. Thus, while it might offer a plausible general
explanation for the initial enlargement preferences of the main
actors in the process (membership applications tabled by the CEE
states) it cannot account for what appears (after the Helsinki
European Council summit of 1999) to be a normatively determined

outcome (O’Brennan, 2000: 12)19.

Research drawing on sociological institutionalism in its explanation
of mechanisms of Europeanisation specifies changes based on
ideational and normative processes involved in the process. This
approach assumes a neo-institutional logic of appropriateness by
interrogating how institutions produce norms that in turn structure
the identity of actors (Adler, 2002; Checkel, 2007; Rosamond, 2014).

Normative rules empower and constrain social actors; they do so by

19 The following articles published in The Economist regarding Bulgaria and Romania’ s
accession into EU membership give a glimpse at this theoretical puzzle: “Romania and Bulgaria
and the European Union: We are off on a European odyssey. Two poor countries celebrate
joining the EU, but the mood among existing members is glum” (28 September 2006); “Bulgaria
and Romania: The New Kids on the Block. The European Union’s two newest members Bulgaria
and Romania are both economically and politically backward” (4 January 2007).
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imposing “scripts” or “templates” as guidelines for behaviour; they
suggest expectations (Parsons, 1951: 37). “Actors internalize values
and act upon them not because it is rational, in the pursuit of a given
set of interests, but it becomes habitual to do so. In this way the
parameters of the possible become restricted through the emergence
of (intersubjective habits) and norms and their reinforcement over
time such rituals become normalised” (Di Maggio and Powell, 1991 in
Hay, 2002: 105). The EU defined as a normative power is “seeking to
shape conceptions of ‘normal’ in international politics” (Manners,
2002: 239; Rosamond, 2014: 139) through externalising its identity
(embedded in its goals). From this perspective, Europeanisation
entails the emergence of new rules, norms and practices and
structures of meaning to which member states are exposed and
which they have to incorporate into their domestic structures

(Borzel and Panke, 2016).

Social institutionalism explains the normative mechanism in the EU’s
strategy for domestic change as proceeding through processes of
socialisation and politicisation (Radaelli and Pasquier, 2007). The
process of socialisation implies an internalisation of EU norms by

domestic actors via mediating factors or agents such as domestic
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norm entrepreneurs (Sedelmeier, 2011: 11). Through norm diffusion
and social learning, actors are socialised within institutional settings
that define informal rules and procedures. The literature has drawn
attention to the micro-processes of socialisation and informal
domestic structures, networks, and epistemic communities (Cowels
et al., 2001). Politicisation, as already mentioned, follows a logic of
international institutionalism and designates a political space for

élite interaction (Radaelli, 2007).

So far, this chapter has examined the political science perspective on
Europeanisation and the theoretical positions that underpin the
conceptualisations of the process the discipline has proposed. Two
main theories were outlined: rational choice theory, which conceived
of Europeanisation as taking place via the logic of consequences, and
new institutionalism proposing a logic of appropriateness as the key
mechanism. The latter integrates constructivist assumptions about
social life and organisational forms and allows for common ground
on Europeanisation between political science and sociology. The
constructivist ontology acts as a bridge potentially between the
disciplines. Nevertheless, there are significant differences, in

particular in the view of causality that affect the dynamic referred to
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as “Europeanisation from below”. These I discuss in the next section

examining sociological perspectives on Europeanization.

2.4. Sociological Approaches and Europeanisation from below

2.4.1. Meaning and people as implicated in Europeanisation

Europeanisation is a process that takes place at many levels, as
suggested by Radaelli’s definition. Scholars observe the need for
adopting a pluralist position in order to grasp the complexities of the
process. For instance, Rosamond (2007: 8) argues that “the fullest
picture of EU politics is obtained through the collective and
sometimes collaborative efforts of several disciplinary communities”.
Likewise Checkel (2007) contends that the study of EU politics
benefits from the input of work from diverse epistemological and
methodological standpoints. Analytically, maintaining a rigid
boundary between disciplines is detrimental to the quality of
analysis. Colin Hay (2002: 4) reminds us that “it is difficult and
arbitrary to draw boundaries between disciplines, especially in an
age in which the degree of interdependence between cultural,

political and economic processes is increasingly acknowledged.
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These boundaries surely threaten the quality of the analysis we are

capable of generating.”

This study proceeds from an interdisciplinary perspective. Thus, it
draws on political science contributions in conceptualising
Europeanisation, while addressing the research question from a
sociological perspective. Adopting a sociological lens on
Europeanisation is useful, for it allows us to acknowledge certain
important contributions but also caveats of the political science
approach and hence to complement the insights developed within it.
To begin with, sociology is interested mainly in the transformations
of society (Saurugger, 2009: 935). Sociological approaches to
Europeanisation then focus on changes in society. In the search for
explanations of when and how social relations and structures begin
to change, sociology brings into focus ordinary individuals and
relations and actions they generate. A main concern is to “analyse
mundane and ordinary social interactions and the hidden aspects

behind them” (Lemert,2013: xvii).

This shift of perspective is crucial, for it addresses a main critique of

European integration as a political process disconnected from the
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lives of ordinary people. Sociologists note that the dominant
understanding of EU integration remains wedded to the top-down
view of international relations (IR) theory, law and diplomatic
theory. Political scientists acknowledge this claim by highlighting
that Europeanisation is usually discussed in vertical terms of how
top-down pressures for change are received, interpreted and
implemented at the national level (Goetz and Hix, 2000; Cowels et al.,,
2001; Radaelli, 2002). Helene Wallace (2017: 13) in the Annual
Review Lecture of JCMS, entitled “In the Name of Europe”
emphasises the role of narratives for capturing the “cognitive and
the affective responses to European integration”. Given their
instrumental role with regard to putting European integration issues
to the test “by the ballot box or the court of public opinion”,
narratives have been underestimated in the European studies
community. The Europeanisation “from below” research (della Porta
and Caiani, 2009) captures the voices of social actors by studying
social movements and civil society organisations. Scholars doing
research within this field examine the political and social
components of protests across Europe, the resources of actors’
mobilisation, the political opportunities and political outcomes of

these social developments.
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Even when explored at a horizontal level (as differentiated),
Europeanisation of actors and institutions occurs within the policy
process (Coen and Dannreuther, 2003: 255). A central claim
sociologists make is that a research focus mainly on institutional and
constitutional design could not and cannot capture the social
dynamics that drive (or constrain) Europeanisation (Trenz, 2008: 1).
This has led to alienation of citizens from the European project and
has been referred to by Beck (2013) as a situation where we have
Europe without citizens or, in his own words: “the House of Europe
is empty of people. Nobody lives there”. Political science’s
predominant focus on “comprehensive institutional templates that
would be needed to shape institutional institutions” (Grabbe, 2001:
1013) ignores the vast social forces that institutions depend on.
Further, the EU’s impact measured by implementation of Brussels-
designed policies is mediated by the local specificities of the context.
These often emanate from highly differentiated localised codes of
culture, and are difficult, if not impossible, to “measure” with an
institutional lens. The inclusion of sociological approaches to
Europeanisation becomes indispensable when we recognise that

together with political processes and economic markets,
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Europeanisation denotes also a specifically social process (Immerfall

and Therborn, 2010).

“Sociology focuses on society as a constraining factor of European
integration that shapes the present choices and preferences of the
actors involved. It also analyses the conditions under which society
becomes an enabling factor of European integration accounting for
accelerated change in the behavioural patterns and expectations of
Europeans” (Trenz, 2008: 3). The emphasis on society as a
simultaneously constraining and enabling factor is crucial with
regard to debates on democracy as the political order of the EU
polity. For some scholars the social environment of politics is an
essential variable for the quality of democracy (Morlino, 2004). For
others, who also analyse democracy beyond its minimal (formal)
electoral definition (Kelsen, 1945; Dahl, 1998; Przeworski, 2010),
the meaning of democracy is “infused by the values or ideals of
political freedom and equality” (Munck, 2014: 12). For these
democratic theorists, together with formal procedures and
attributes, i.e., rights, democracy also entails conditions (Przeworski,
2010). The societal dynamics of democracy are paramount for

democratic governance, for as Munck argues, “the social context
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cannot turn the principles of political freedom and equality into
mere formalities” (Munck, 2014: 1). A sociological account of
Europeanisation suggests a search for meaning and employs a
variety of conceptual tools. As Woll and Jacqot (2010: 2) observe,
“within sociological accounts the Europeanisation debate goes
beyond the study of supranational institutions and adaptive
pressures. It also asks what is the relationship between institutions
and individual actors, how much agency remains, how institutions

evolve.”

To this end, sociological accounts are deployed within neo-
institutional constructivism and particularly through the notion of
reflexivity that it employs. However, reflexivity as a theoretical
device, when used within neo-institutional constructivism, while
implying interaction between object and subject, presents an under-
theorised account of action. It is conceptualised on a limited view of
rationality, which does not permit the explanation of the type of
actions, nor the reasons for actors’ engagement, i.e., their objectives
and values (Kauppi and Madsen, 2008: 97). Reflexive sociology, in its
attempt to contribute to the understanding of social life,

concentrates on local actors and the way they seize and interpret
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European rules and opportunities (Pasquier, 2002; Pasquier and
Weissbein, 2004 in Favell 2007). It interrogates the nature of (local)
agency and stresses the availability of resources and how these
determine actions and results (Giddens, 1984). Sociology’s approach
to institutions, together with individuals’ practices is based on the
understanding of reflexivity not as “an intellectual exercise but as
also a social action”. It is an analytical vehicle that is commensurable
with the research dilemma that drives this project, namely, how the
EU shapes not only institutional structures and policies but also
influences configurations of social relations, and how these, in turn,

foster or inhibit Europeanisation in Bulgaria.

2.4.2. Reflexive Europeanisation: Top-down as “Europeanisation
from above” and bottom-up as “Europeanisation from below”

Sociological inquiry enables a more complex or “thick” description of
EU integration. An account centered more on social dynamics
surpasses the ‘system integration’ (Delanty, 2005a) of
Europeanisation highlighted in political science’s interpretation of
causality as the flow of impact as top-down and bottom-up. Within
their research focusing on society, scholars within sociology

acknowledge two axes of causality, i.e., “Europeanisation from
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above” or top-down and “Europeanisation from below” or bottom-up.
These dimensions, however, are implanted in the social, and as such
are intrinsically interwoven and hence mutually dependent.
Therefore the top-down and bottom-up models point to the reflexive
dynamics of the process as social integration. They suggest the
relational logic of causality (Jaquot et Woll, 2004, Palier, 2007) or
that causality is essentially relativized, circular, fluid or dynamic.
Likewise they point to Europeanisation as the transformational
impact of the EU from and through ‘circular’ dynamics (Saurugger,

2014).

The top-down approach of Europeanisation or “Europeanisation
from above” examines the social consequences of the integration
process and asks questions such as: What is the impact of the EU on
social change? How much do EU policies influence social patterns?
What is the implication of the evolution of European institutions and
politics for societal developments? (Immerfall and Therborn, 2010:
3). At the kernel of the notion of impact of Europeanisation from
above is Knill and Lehmkuhl (1999)’s question about “how Europe
matters” in people’s engagement with the (social) world and in

interactions between themselves.
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In order to disclose what the meaning of Europe is and how (if at all)
it alters existing patterns of social interaction, the sociological
approach towards Europeanisation attempts to reveal the cognitive
scripts of social action and its numerous practices. Sociological
accounts, which are predominantly constructivist in epistemology,
assert the mutual constitution of knowledge and action in social
processes. Society is approached as a repository of knowledge and
Europeanisation (as a socially-generated process) points to the

diffusion of the EU political project and its symbolic underpinnings.

The second axis examines the bottom-up dimension or
“Europeanisation from below”. It focuses on the social basis for
political integration and asks questions such as: How important is
social integration for political integration? What are the social
underpinnings that foster or impede political integration? (Immerfall
and Therborn, 2010: 3-4). The dynamics of integration are studied in
terms of the social constituency or grounding of political authority in
social settings. Implicit in this perspective is the constructivist view
that most political reality is symbolic, immaterial and virtual, but it

requires physical props, individuals, social actions, stationery,
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buildings, and the like to really exist (della Porta and Caiani, 2009).
In researching how the symbolic vision of the EU is supported by
“Europeanisation from below” sociology is potentially one of the
disciplines that might bring a much needed ‘bottom-up’ view of the
origins and evolution of European integration (Guiraudon and Favell,
2007). Rather than studying how universal laws generate social
practice, sociology investigates how social practice generates the

logic of European integration.

Thus formulated, top-down and bottom-up dimensions reinstate the
intrinsic connection between political dynamics and social
processes. It is a perspective reflecting the understanding that any
stable political system depends on a broad social basis undergirding
its political structure (Guiraudon and Favell, 2007). It is thus
embedded in a broad understanding of politics and political
institutions. Unlike political science, which locates politics in
institutions (formal legal bodies with a particular mandate),
sociology explores institutions as patterns of individual and
collective interaction. To point a sociological lens at the process of
Europeanisation therefore, would imply a focus on exploring the

social bases of integration, to engage in an attempt to show how
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politics is grounded in society (and history) and not made up sui
generis of juridical interventions and/or a voting poll. The
sociological focus then is not on how political authority is applied,

rather how political authority is constituted (Trenz, 2008).

2.4.3. Towards a pragmatic sociological inquiry of Europeanisation

The top-down, bottom-up intertwining implied in Europeanisation
as a social process carries implications for analytical perspectives
and methodological commitments. These in turn will determine
what particular phenomena fall into the notion of impact, and how to

study and measure it.

Analytical approaches to Europeanisation will require integrating
into the analysis of impact the political analysis of social relations
and the sociological analysis of politics. This disciplinary interaction
implies a critical examination of shifts in power. According to Hay
(2002: 4), all events, processes and practices which occur within the
social sphere have the potential to be political and hence, to be
amenable to political analysis. The political aspect of social relations

resides in their implication in power dynamics. Within sociology the
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notion of power is a central category of social analysis. A political
analysis of social relations will be thus concerned with the
distribution, exercise and consequences of power. Sociological
analysis will imply first and foremost a critical stance. Lemert (2013)
stresses that the first duty of social theory is “to ask fresh ‘why’
questions when everything seems to be settled and unproblematic”.
These questions gain significant importance with regard to
discussing normativity. Assessing of norms in terms of content but
also as practice demands adopting a particularly acute stance

towards normative prescriptions.

Sociology casts a cold eye on European studies for it questions
categories such as integration, identity or interests that are often
taken for granted in conventional European integration theories
(Saurugger, 2009: 937; Wallace, 2017). Approached sociologically,
‘Europe’ is not a neutral reality but a ‘contested concept’, the
meaning of which is not (yet) fixed (Connolly, 1983: 603). Even
assuming that it is somehow related to a system of governance does
not help that much: there are still numerous ways to construct such a
system, in content, nature or scope. Therefore, sociology also

challenges the descriptive and the categories generally supportive of
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“strong normative positions” that are used to make sense of

Europeanisation (Delanty, 2003: 472).

Moreover, a focus on actors and human action permits the
consideration of the creative element involved in the construction.
The sociological quest for the meaning of Europeanisation opens
avenues to detect and explore the creative way domestic actors
make use of the resourcefulness of Europe. Radaelli has pointed out
that “Europe can be used creatively by domestic actors, as a resource
for their own agendas (Radaelli, 2003: 38). Therefore domestic
change as socially embedded is investigated for more complex
dynamics, rather than tracking down policy implementation as
patterns of adaptation to Europe. Consequently, as an object of
research, Europeanisation will require different theories and

methods to address the above concerns.

‘Pragmatic sociology’ is currently gaining attention and popularity
beyond its original academic context (France), and is an academic
approach that encompasses the critical and pluralistic dimension of
social research. Further characteristics of this body of work as

developed mainly in Boltanksi and Thevenot (2006)’s book On
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Justification include an emphasis on action in its attempt to situate
itself between an emphasis on human agency and on the structural
features of social life. This feature suggests pragmatic sociology’s
steering away from structuralist approaches and assumes a
pragmatic reassessment of theoretical knowledge as implicated in
social practice. Also, in seeing human action (knowledge) as always
deeply situated, pragmatic sociology supports the assumption of the
implication of the researcher and sociological knowledge in social
reality. This means that there is an irreducible plurality of practical-
theoretical viewpoints in social reality. An important point is also the
recourse to the resource of political philosophy as providing the
systemic theoretical statements of knowledge forms used in social
practices of justification (Wagner, 1999: 343 in Blokker, 2011: 252).

These points are integrated into the sociological inquiry of the
research. Within the ambit of pragmatic sociology the present study
orients the discussion of Europeanisation through the notion of
discourse. Approaching Europeanisation discursively has been
suggested by Radaelli’s definition in the beginning of the chapter.
Radaelli and Pasquier (2007: 36) proposed to examine
Europeanisation as the emergence of “a set of contested discourses

and narratives about the impact of European integration on
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domestic political change”. Olsen (2002) also argued that
Europeanisation is not limited to changes in politico-administrative
structures and policy content, but “European values and policy
paradigms are also to some (varying degree) internalized at the
domestic level, shaping discourses and identities.”

Through the notion of discourse, sociological inquiry aims to unravel
the reflexive connection between social actors and the social world.
[t thus tries to contribute to the understanding of Europeanisation as
a social process through an exploration of the constituted and
constitutive aspects of the notion of discourse. Discourse, as
conceptualised within a post-structuralist perspective, coheres with
sociology’s critical stance and pragmatic logic. Discourses,
considered as practices, are containers of knowledge. They
constitute the social world in meaning. Practices as discourses are
constituted by meaning. They are the sites of intelligibility of social
acts. Hence, while they are mainly a means of reproducing social
reality, they are also the medium of its change. Discourse, therefore,
is chosen as a tool of investigation in order to capture the dynamic
and reflexive nature of Europeanisation, and hence to answer the

question this study attempts to answer, namely how are civic
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initiatives constituted by and constitutive for Europeanisation in

Bulgaria.

2.5. Conclusion

This chapter explored the different ways in which Europeanisation
has been conceptualised. It proceeded through a discussion of the
properties of the concept as outlined by political science and
sociology. Political science, the main discipline within which the
concept has been developed, defines it as a process endogenous to
European integration. It is determined within the notions of impact
as central to the concept of formation, and causality as the necessary
condition for it to take place. It considered EU impact in three
domains: policies, politics, and polity. Ontological assumptions are
central for defining (and refining) the nature of the impact, the flow
(mechanisms) of causality as to how it is changing, as well as the
methodological choices regarding how to assess the changes. The
main political science approach underpinned by rational choice
theory conceptualizes the “transformative impact” of the EU as top-
down at the level of institutions. Subsequently Europeanisation is

interpreted as following a logic of consequences resulting from
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adaptation to vertical pressures and (in the Bulgarian case and
others most recently) through policies of enlargement conditionality.
The embrace of constructivist insights broadened the vision of the
EU as a political entity to include symbolic resources (norms and
values) and the role of social agents in the construction of the very
context within which their political conduct occurs. Europeanisation,
interpreted as domestic change, thus follows a logic of
appropriateness and proceeded through internalisation of norms.
The sociological perspective, predominantly constructivist, goes
further, and focuses on studying social relations as a constraining
and enabling factor for Europeanisation. The study adopts the
bottom-up view of sociology that is based on its focus on the social
rather than the (solely) institutional. Sociological inquiry into
Europeanisation examines the reflexive nature of the process
between the top-down and bottom-up, which the study proposes to
investigate through the notion of discourse. The latter as a key
theoretical vehicle is chosen to capture the circularity and reflexivity
of the impact of the EU on social relations and the latter’s

contribution to its constitution as a political process.
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Chapter III: Europeanisation as
Democratisation

This chapter contextualizes the research question. It presents an
account of the domain specific theory as advocated by Alexander
Wendt (1999) for the study of international processes. It begins by
developing the argument about the EU’s impact in CEE states as
primarily about democratization, based on the literature associated
with the so-called ‘Europeanisation East’ school of thought. It
outlines political conditionality as the specific mechanism of
Europeanisation in CEE as they key vehicle encouraging the
embedding of pluralist democracy. After exposing the
accomplishments but also the significant limitations of the
mechanism, the discussion then moves to liberal democracy and the
role of civil society the latter accords it. Civil society is examined
from the perspective of theoretical propositions but also as
understood and applied in the approach of the EU Commission’s

overall approach to enlargement and CEE.
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3.1. Democratisation as the vector of the EU’s “gravitational pull” in
CEE

Political science scholars put forward the notion of impact and its
extent as the parameters of change as the referent to speak of in the
process of Europeanisation, (Radelli and Pasquier, 2007) (Olsen,
2002). While EU ‘impact’ has been defined in many ways (broadly, as
political structures, structures of representation, cognitive and
normative structures in Radaelli’s (2003: 35) words), the general
accord in the literature suggests the transposition or enactment of
EU rules in the domestic context of a member state as the key
element. Rules, however, are not free standing. As the social
constructivist approach claimed, rules, together with procedures, are
embedded in the multiple resources that the EU stands for.
Nevertheless, political theory suggests that the nature and qualities
of rules pertain to the political régime and its Janus-like face
(Schmitter and Guilhot, 2000: 134). Thus rules, on the one hand,
“determine the form of governmental institutions, the channels and
conditions of access to these structures, and the way in which
decisions are made, as well as the extent of the population eligible to
participate in these processes” (O’'Donnell and Schmitter, 1986: 73,

Collier and Collier, 1991: 789). On the other hand, rules point to the
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procedures that characterise the régime in a given country, according
to their proximity to one or other poles of an imagined continuum
running from democracy to autocracy.

Rules, concomitant to the European project, are a synthesis of
democracy, for they play the role of the “myth as the charter for
legitimation” (Malinovksi, 1926) of the “European construction”
(Shore, 2000). The EU includes states that share human rights,
liberal democracy and the rule of law as the fundamental rules of
legitimate statehood (Schimmelfening and Sedelemeier, 2005: 29).
Thus, the democratic norm is what binds these states as
homogenous communities and that sets them apart from less like-
minded actors (Schimmelfennig, 2002). From this perspective, rules
as an expression of EU impact and the process of Europeanisation
that they determine reflect the different political and social
arrangements between Western European states and the Central and
Eastern European states, summarised by Grabbe’s (2003) statement
that “the EU gravitational pull is different in the CEE countries”.

A vast strand of literature, referred to as “Europeanisation East”
(Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier et al, 2005) elaborates on this
point and argues the need for alternative models for the domestic

impact of the EU in CEEs. Two main reasons underpin this claim.
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Firstly, the historical trajectories that mark the specific nature of
Europeanisation of CEE states. Unlike advanced Western European
states, which were democracies, the CEE’s political landscape was
shaped via the imprints of communism (Bérzel and Sedelmeier,
2006). Second, the Western states were already members of the EU,
while the CEEs were candidates (Grabbe, 2003; Dimitrova, 2005;
Héritier, 2005). The different nature of the political régimes together
with the asymmetries deriving from the insider-outsider relations
between the EU and the candidate states underpin the different
impact of EU rules. These differences have significant implications,
both for the scope and the mechanisms of domestic impact (Grabbe,
2003; Borzel and Sedelmeier, 2006). Scholars studying
Europeanisation East point to the broadness and depth of the EU
domestic impact. Schimmelfenning and Sedelmeier (2005) describe
Europeanisation as a far-reaching process, while Grabbe (2003)
stresses power and uncertainty in the EU-isation of these countries.
The pervasiveness of the EU impact has been described via the
concept of democratisation (Pridham, 1994, 2005; Vachudova,
2005).

According to Ladrech (1994: 69) Europeanisation is “a process

reorienting the direction and shape of politics to the degree that EC
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political and economic dynamics become part of the organisational
logic of national politics and policy making”. Implicit in this
conception is that impact implies actors’ redefining their interests
and behaviour to meet the imperatives, norms, and logic of EU
membership. These criteria apply to all states within the EU and are
pertinent referential points to discuss the impact of Europeanisation
as democratisation premised on the important role the EU played in
the political and economic development of CEE states after the fall of

the communist régimes.

3.1.1. After Communism: Democratisation and/or Europeanisation?

Democratisation is an all-encompassing process towards electoral
and liberal democracy. It entails socio-economic and political
liberalisation and also takes place in stages. As defined by Heywood
(2014: 272) democratisation refers to: the process of transition from
authoritarianism to liberal democracy and encompasses three
sometimes overlapping processes: a) the breakdown of the old
régime, usually involving loss of legitimacy of the existing régime; b)
‘democratic transition’ demarcates the construction of new liberal

democratic structures and processes, and c¢) ‘democratic
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consolidation’, which sees the embodiment of democratic values and
normative principles in the “minds of élites and the masses that
democracy becomes the ‘the only game in town’ ” (Przeworski, 1991

in Heywood, 2014: 272).

More specifically, democratisation denotes a political process
implying régime change and the promotion of democracy. There are,
however, differences between paradigms of democratisation (Parrot,
1997). Just as some economists have challenged the applicability of
models drawn from non-communist societies to the dilemmas of
economic reform in post-communist states, some political scientists
have questioned whether paradigms of democratisation drawn from
non-communist countries are relevant to the study of post-
communist political change (Linz and Stephan, 1996).
Democratisation departs from non-democratic entities exemplified

by totalitarian and authoritarian régimes.

Democratisation of post-communist states implies a process

consisting of the introduction of liberalism as a new ideology, and

democracy as the political foundation of social order. Together with
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political transformation, “the fourth wave of democratisation” 20 had
the significant task of economic transformation (Klaus von Beyme,
1996; Pinder, 1994). According to Whitehead (1994: 37), the
transition to a market economy was viewed as integral (possibly
even a dominant) component of democratisation. This is a long and
deep process, for, at its very core, it entails a process of
“decolonisation” of the Soviet model of governance and command of
the economy (Whitehead, 1994). It also involves democratic
promotion, and the active pro-democratic pressure towards

domestic actors it refers to (Whitehead, 2001; Pridham, 1994).

The premise that democratisation in CEE has been impacted by the
EU is widely accepted (Grabbe 2001, 2006; Pridham 2002, 2004;
Vahudova, 2005; Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005;
Schimmelfennig, Engert, and Knobel, 2006; Borzel and Sedelmeier,
2017). The literature on Europeanisation East argues that the
structural changes with which Europeanisation is associated were
initiated in CEE states after the fall of the Communist régimes. The

EU Parliament as “an important norm entrepreneur” and the

20 Eastern Europe has been presented with a democratic option three times in the course of 20t
century: in the inter-war era (1919-39); during the first few years after the Second World War
(1945-49) and again in the wake of the velvet revolutions of 1989-1990. According to Berglund
and Aarebrot (1997) the first two experiments in democracy stand out as failures (Berglund and
Aarebrot, 1997:150).

132



Commission as the main agent of the EU were guiding the candidate
states, using “a carrot and stick approach to induce EU candidate
states into accepting EU norms” throughout the Eastern Enlargement
process (O’Brennan, 2006: 98). Accordingly, the point after which it
is possible to speak of Europeanisation in these states is the transfer
of EU rules in the period of transition to democratic political systems
of CEE states and their transformations to market economies. During

the Eastern Enlargement process

Nevertheless, there are also scholars who are sceptical about the
overlapping of both processes. The role of exogenous factors is
central to scholars’ criticism about overestimating EU influence on
the process. Dimitrova’s (2005) early research emphasises that not
every process of transformation taking place in every post-
communist CEE can be called Europeanisation. Scholars emphasise
the importance of the international environment and national
historical legacies among the variables that have shaped post-
communist political change. Petrovic’s (2013: 8) study highlights the
importance of the international environment, which includes geo-

political, institutional-normative, and cultural elements2l. Thus, as

21 He also draws attention to the fact that historically, the overall effect of the international
environment on the attempts to promote democratization has ranged from highly beneficial to
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suggested by Dimitova, Petrovic also acknowledges that established

democracies had a generally propitious influence.

Western powers leveraged strongly the changes within these
societies. Due to the collapse of communism, the new post-
communist states were overall highly receptive to any new political
and economic ideas; they were also faced with a lack of local
knowledge and, more importantly, a lack of resources for modelling
and financing the construction of the necessary institutional
frameworks for the introduction and operation of these desired

systems of multi-party democracy and a market economy.

Heightened Western commitment to human rights as a major aspect
of interstate relations was attractive to the political security
concerns of the newly established governments in Eastern Europe.
The latter underpinned the desire of these states to be admitted to
NATO. Further, they shared concerns about economic security from
the very beginning, and especially after the economic crash that

followed in most of the CEE states in the first years of the transition

extremely harmful. For example, Huntington’s (1993) The Clash of Civilizations shared the
opinion that Marxist-Leninist Regimes, Nazi Germany and the advanced capitalist democracies
shared some ultimate political values because they were parts of the same western civilization.
Parott (1997) however, sees these three western traditions as divided at least as fundamentally
as are liberal democratic thought and the authoritarian strands of non-western cultural
traditions.
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(Petrovic, 2013: 9). Financial support by the Western states was
provided in the form of economic policies and structural change
packages created in accordance with the neoliberal spirit of the so-
called “Washington consensus”. This policy become the cornerstone
in defining the IMF and World Banks’ conditions for providing
financial support for the macro-stabilization programmes and
structural economic reforms in Eastern European countries after
1989 (Shtiglitz, 2002 in Petrovic, 2013)?%2. Notwithstanding, research
also shows gaps between the EU commitments and actual
disbursements during the transition of these states. O’Brennan
(2006: 17) provides evidence on the actual amount of aid
transferred to CEE in comparison to its own poorer members (such
as Ireland, Spain, Greece, Portugal). Thus the EU’s rhetorical support

for the process of transition did not entirely match its acts in reality.

On the above grounds, Dimitrova’s (2005: 74) argument that the
(indirect) influence of the external incentives model with regard to
the process in CEE should not be stretched to the EU, is well-
founded. In particular, she highlights the importance of the USA as a

model for young democracies and refers to the domestic process of

22 The strict implementation of which paradoxically led to further deepening of the economic
crisis.
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rule adoption in these states as the result of lesson drawing.
Therefore, she suggests calling it Americanisation rather than

Europeanisation.

The argument positing Europeanisation as democratisation draws
on a body of literature, which acknowledges the important role of
the EU in the process of transition. It builds on the notion of
European membership as a strong gravitational pull or anchor for
transitioning states. EU democracy promotion thus can be
understood in terms of encouragement of democratic ideas (Uhlin,
1995: 38-40). In this view, as developed by Uhlin, the first object of
the spread of democracy is general encouragement to pursue
political change. The object of encouragement stresses the possibility
to see change of any political kind. Research has shown evidence of
accession as being the only incentive with a systematic democratic
effect (Schimlefenning and Scholtz, 2008; 2010; Borzel and
Sedelmeier, 2017). The second goal of the spread of democracy is
democratic ideas themselves. Democratic ideas refer to the
establishment and implementation of democracy. Democratic ideas
may consist of ideas on how to cause the breakdown of the

dictatorial state, ideas on how to provide for a democratic alternative
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in form and substance, and ideas on how to achieve democracy,
considering means to deploy and strategies to apply. Thus, the
overlap between Europeanisation and democratisation rests on the
crucial role of the EU as a “conduit” giving transition a certain shape
(Schmidt, 2001 in Héritier, 2005: 204) during this period in view of
the frailty of rules, norms, procedures and behaviour that

characterise it (Schmitter and Guilhot, 2000)23.

3.1.2. European membership as “magnetic field” fork democracy
promotion

Hellen Wallace’s (2000: 370) metaphor of a “magnetic field” is a
suitable figure to describe the adjustment to Europe in light of the
post-communist political change. It conveys a twofold meaning: first,
implicit in the metaphor is the understanding of Europeanisation not
confined to those countries already members of the EU (Wallace,
2000: 5). Second, it points to a reading of Europeanisation as the
EU’s role in reinforcing national democratic institutions (Héritier,
2005) through the diffusion of cultural norms and ideas. Both

propositions relate to the specificities of CEE states. Wallace

23 Transitions are best understood as underdetermined political situations in which the absence
of clear rules and struggles between different actors over the nature of these rules make the
political outcomes very unpredictable - especially in terms of the structures in which they are
embedded (Schmitter and Guilhot, 2000:134).
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establishes the link with the European dimension implied in
Europeanisation through the EU commitment to enlarge as a
vocation to include states that share these values. Héritier stresses
the fact that the EU did not play a role in reinforcing national
democratic institutions in the process of Europeanisation West
because such institutions were already in place.

Indeed, there are scholars, such as John Pinder (1994) who trace the
beginning of the EU’s endeavours to democratise the CEE states back
to the 1970s when the European Community espoused the principles
of human rights in the Helsinki negotiation. Whitehead (1991) sees
the role of the Helsinki clauses in the subsequent formation of
independent organisations in the CEE states as the most significant
contribution of the democratisation effect. Further, the explicit
intention to democratise the CCE states is demonstrated in the aims
of the European Community. Pinder (1994: 120-123) points out to
the three aims of the Community underpinning its policies towards
CEE: notably, to support their movement towards a market economy,
pluralist democracy and international integration. These aims have

been expressed in some of the principal Community documents
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relating to PHARE?* program and Europe Agreements (Commission
1990, Official Journal, 1992) as well as in the statutes of the
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), which
was founded with the exclusive purpose of supporting economic

transition in the post-communist countries.

The new CEE governments, on their behalf, from 1989 onwards,
framed their goals of reforms with explicit references to the core
values of European integration and presented ‘joining Europe’ by
entering the EU as a principal foreign policy objective (Sedelmeier,
2005: 408). Pridham (2005, 84: 95) suggests that the motivation for
joining the EU stemmed from four imperatives that the former
communist countries faced in the midst of their political and market
transition. First, joining the EU was an historical imperative since
membership offered countries the opportunity to reclaim their
historical European national identity. Second, new democratic élites
faced a democratic imperative to integrate into the EU. They
perceived EU accession as crucial to the legitimation of their rule and
to their countries’ successful democratic consolidation. Third,

countries faced a security imperative to join the EU. The newly

24 PHARE is EU Assistance Programme designed in the 1990s for Poland and Hungary; hence the
name “Pologne, Hongry Assistance a la restruction économique”. It was extended to all applicant
countries to help them preparing for accession (European Parliament, 1998)
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democratic régimes were more likely to survive if they were
embedded in the European security architecture. Finally, joining the
EU was a modernisation imperative since membership offered
greater access to trade, foreign direct investment and EU
development aid, which could in turn improve economic

development and modernisation.

The prospect of EU membership was a driving force behind the
enlargement. It was the main effective instrument for the export of
EU rules in the region (Schmmilfenning and Sedelmeier, 2005: 221)
and “the most powerful political tool for enforcing compliance”
(Grabbe, 2001: 1021). The EU’s democracy promotion proceeded as
a form of spill over through externalising its domestic norms to the
candidate states. O’'Brennan (2006: 14) states “just as the countries
of Central and Eastern Europe sought to ‘return to Europe’ in the
1990s, the EU’s gravitational pull has been the most important factor
in the reconstitution of economic, political and civic life in the
Western Balkans region over the past decade”. For the applicant
countries the prospect of EU membership was a strategy to induce
and anchor domestic change (Borzel and Sedelmeier, 2006). In

particular, the process of accession had significant impact on the
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nature and depth of post-communist reforms. Petrovich (2013: 6)
explains that the choice of pro-reformist or anti-reformist political
option in the first post-communist elections was decisive for the
success of the entire project of post-communist political and
economic transition because it helped to attract necessary early

external (i.e. western) and particularly EU assistance.

Given the 40-year period of communist (institutional and
ideological) construction that the CEE states shared, EU assistance
and expertise had a decisive importance at the beginning of their
post-communist development. The literature on transition
emphasizes the unpredictability that marks the period with
undermined political situations and the absence of clear rules and
struggles between different actors over the nature of these rules
(Linz and Stephan, 1996; Schmitter and Guilhot, 2000: 134). Within
similar circumstances the EU’s resources (ideational and practical)
mostly through and within the accession and pre-accession period
assured ideological rebuilding through constructing new institutions
of democracy and market economy on the CEEs’ institutional “tabula
rasa of 1989” (Elster et al, 1998: 25). EU assistance also meant easier

access to EU markets for exports and the eligibility of CEEs to obtain
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EU donations and credits from a variety of specially-credited
European funds for supporting development and transition in
candidate counties. Thus, while acknowledging Dimitrova’s remark
on the need to distinguish between transition research and
Europeanisation research and to stay analytically cautious so as not
to elapse into west-centrism with regard to the EU’s role in domestic
political transformation, the obvious conjunction of the two strands
of developments necessitates taking into account their
interdependence. Both phenomena, i.e., democratisation and
Europeanisation reflect the normative rooting of the EU, which is

instanced in the development of EU enlargement policy.

3.2. Political conditionality as the mechanism of Europeanisation in
CEE

The literature on Europeanisation East refers to the EU’s political
strategy towards democratisation of CEE states as political
conditionality. Europeanisation research has identified different
mechanisms by which the EU can affect political change (Cowels et
al, 2001; Vahudova, 2005, Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, 2005).
These were related to the logic of consequences and the logic of

appropriateness that rest on distinct assumptions about actors and
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their relations with social structures and institutions. Conditionality
is based on the logic of consequentialism and has also been referred
to in the democratisation literature as leverage (Kubicek, 2003;
Lavenex and Schimmelfennig, 2010). As the “the main mechanism of
Europeanisation in CEE” (Grabbe, 2001: 1020), conditionality
captures the EU’s allocative and authoritative resources (Giddens,
2012: 277) which underpin the EU’s most powerful tool, namely
“access to different stages in the accession process, particularly
achieving candidate status and starting negotiations” (Grabbe, 2001:
1022). Conditionality aims at levelling cost-benefit calculations
through creating positive and negative incentives with the
perspective of EU membership (Borzel, 2015). As the backbone of
the EU’s external political integration capacity (Borzel and
Schimmelfennig, 2017), membership conditionality reflects the
evolution of EU foreign policy over time and is firmly rooted in the
Copenhagen criteria (Grabbe, 2001; Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier
et al,, 2005). While reflecting the immense political significance of
the EU, conditionality also points to the prevailing technocratic and
functional mode of the Eastern enlargement process (O’Brennan,

2006: 74).
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Conditionality represents the unevenness of the Europeanisation
process. According to Héritier (2005) Europeanisation East is a “one-
way street process”, thus reflecting the fundamental differences
between EU member states and candidate states. Grabbe (2001:
1028) explains that unlike Western states, CEE applicants were
working from different starting points in terms of institutional
development, and conditionality is aimed at the policy
transformation of the candidate states so that the process of ‘EU-
isation’ becomes an integral part of the domestic political arena. The
essential difference, however, resides in the absence of the
candidates from the process of the EU rule-making, which, in turn,
influences domestic structures and policies (Featherstone, 2003;
Dimitrova, 2005). Europeanisation, as adaptation of policies, relates
to the public policy impacts of EU membership. This implies
recognition of the domestic inputs into EU policy making. Member
states frequently try to influence the policy agenda of the
Commission through “political regulatory competition”. This way
they attempt to “attain a more privileged position on the
Commission’s policy agenda and to ‘upload’ a particular policy
practice into the EU level” (Héritier, 2005: 207). By contrast, in the

context of democratic and economic transition and accession
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negotiations, the CEE states have not been involved in shaping EU
policy measures?5. The lack of this important element of EU relations
and its member states in the Europeanisation of CEE countries

underpins the essential asymmetry of the enlargement process.

Conditionality thus reflects the existing asymmetries between
member states and candidates and captures the specific adaptational
pressures towards the EU-isation of CEE countries (Grabbe, 2001:
1028). It is a policy tool aimed at changing patterns of governance in
the application countries during the EU accession process. As such it
is broad in scope and refers to two different (stylised) historical
stages in the Europeanisation process, i.e., democratic conditionality
and acquis conditionality (Schimmlefenning and Sedelmeier, 2005:
221). Democratic conditionality is the first stage initiated in the
period of post-communist transition in CEE starting with the
beginning of negotiations for EU membership. The prospect of EU
membership involves preparation of the states and democratic
conditionality entailed promoting democratic and effective
governance in these countries. Accord with EU values and norms of

liberal democracy is a central precondition for entering into

25 Héritier (2005:208) acknowledges that “there seems to have been few policy initiatives on the
part of accession states to actively shape the individual EU policies that have been adopted”.
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accession negotiations with the EU. The formal accession conditions
enshrined in the Copenhagen criteria, adopted at the Copenhagen
European Council at 1993, implied compliance with the fundamental
liberal-democratic rules of the EU. Negotiations are mainly a process
of rule transfer (Schimlefenning and Sedelmeier, 2005: 221) and at
this stage, conditionality focused on human rights, democratic
principles and democratic stability as a whole (Dimitrova, 2005: 75).
The main elements of conditionality were to be found in the
Association agreements concluded with post-communist states and

in the assistance programme, PHARE.

3.2.1. Democratic Conditionality

Scholars studying EU Enlargement East draw attention to the
importance of compliance with EU norms of democracy. O’'Brennan
(2006) observes the normative logic of the enlargement process,
which required an identification with EU values and norms of liberal
democracy for “they represented what the EU is about” (O’Brennan,
2006: 143). Thus, the rules or norms were “usually considered as
cognitive guides to appropriate behaviour, reflecting EU values and

collective identity” (O’Brennan, 2006: 143). They were a crucial
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driving force for the European eastern enlargement process. These
principles were integrated into the Union’s constitutional
framework, which as Manners’ Normative Power Europe (NPE)
suggests, the EU externalises through its foreign policy. The EU
commitment to enlarge was a vocation, to include states that share
their values; to be a member state involved transforming neighbour
states from ‘other’ to partner (Laffan, 2001: 715). Thus, Pinder
(1994: 120) observes that at the early days of the European
Community the replacement of power relationships among the
member states with the rule of law in the field of community
competence has been key in establishing the framework within
which democracy could thrive. Member states are expected to abide
by certain common rules implying a commitment to a particular
political culture. Borzel, (2015: 10) stipulates the goals of political
integration to refer to the EU’s promotion and protection of
constitutional norms that reflect the values and principles upon
which it has been built (Borzel and Risse, 2009; Schimmelfennig,
2009: 10). They can be inferred from the EU Treaties, partnership
and cooperation, association or accession agreements and other
official documents and decisions of the EU. These principles strongly

influence other mechanisms of Europeanisation besides political
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conditionality. The socialisation model, based on constructivism, is
often presented in opposition to the rationalist model of
conditionality (Checkel 1999, 2001; Borzel and Risse, 2003).
Compared to the political conditionality model, the mechanism in the
socialisation or social learning models is that of legitimacy or
appropriateness. Here, it is assumed that “the European
international community is defined by a specific collective identity
and as a specific set of common values and norms. Whether a non-
member state adopts EU rules depends on the degree to which it
regards EU rules and its demands for rule adoption as appropriate in
terms of the collective identity, values, and norms” (Schimmelfennig

and Sedelmeier, 2005: 18).

Other scholars advance the opinion that the norms of liberal
democracy are “one size fits all” and thus carry the assumption that
the world can be shaped according to European democracy and
welfare standards (Borzel and Risse, 2004). With regard to Eastern
Enlargement, scholars contend that EU integration has developed
based on a discourse that “sought to end the division of the
continent, and to promote liberal democracy and market economies”

(Sedelmeier, 2005 in O'Brennan, 2006: 407). Sedelmeier (2005)
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draws attention to the discursive framing of integration in terms of
‘responsibility’ of the EU towards the CEECs, and in particular, to
support their political and economic reforms and ultimately their
integration with the EU (Sedelmeier, 2005: 122). It was activated at
the Rhodes European Council in December 1988, which reaffirmed
the “EU's determination to act with renewed hope to overcome the
division of the continent” (Council of the EU 1988: 19 quoted in
Sedelmeier, 2005: 407). The EU used the eastern enlargement
process as the main instrument supporting its efforts to
‘democratise’ and ‘Europeanise’ (modernise, pluralise) CEE and to
transfer democratic norms and practice (Rosamond, 2014).
Regarding the goals or objectives of the EU, fostering and enabling
political integration also implied strengthening the administrative
capacity of the CEE candidates for legal approximation with the

acquis communautaire (Dimitrova, 2002).

3.2.2. Acquis Conditionality

Conditionality, together with being a “one-way street” process, is
also one of significant breadth and rigour. Democratic conditionality

entails also acquis conditionality (Schimlefenning and Sedelmeier,
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2005). The candidate states’ compliance with Copenhagen criteria
implies responding to the accession conditions enshrined in the
acquis communautaire, which has bearing on almost every aspect of
public policy-making and implementation (Grabbe, 1999). Grabbe
(2001: 1023) explains that legal transposition of the acquis and
harmonisation with EU laws are essential to becoming a member
state, and they have so far been the central focus of the accession
process and preparations by the candidates. EU membership
requirements included proof of the ability to implement the entire
range of the acquis communataire, regularly cited as including over
80, 000 pages of legislation (Grabbe, 2001: 1022; Schimlefenning
and Sedelmeier, 2005: 1; Borzel and Schimlefenning, 2017). Applying
the aquis as the full body of EU law and practice of the EU agenda for
institutional and policy change in CEE, together with its coercive
nature?¢ distinguishes Europeanisation in CEE from western states.
By contrast to the western states, where the focus has been on a
narrow policy areas or individual issue, Europeanisation East
focuses on compliance performance with the entire acquis (Héritier,

2005).

26 The literature on policy transfer draws a key analytical distinction between voluntary and
coercive forms of transfer. While “conditionality “lies at the more “coercive” end of this
continuum, the “ideal-type” of voluntary transfer is lesson drawing” (Dolowitz and March
2000:13).
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Acquis conditionality is the mechanism through which the EU is
shaping democratic governance in CEE. According to Grabbe (2001;
2003) the EU has an interest in the structure and functioning of all
branches of government in CEE, including the legislature and
judiciary as well as the executive. The EU then affects several aspects
of governance in CEE, including public policy-making processes and
intra-governmental relations through different forms of assistance.
Once the candidate countries start to prepare for full membership,
the EU policy transfer proceeds through ‘reinforcement by reward’
(positive conditionality) and ‘reinforcement by support’ (capacity
building). These two modes of conditionality imply different forms of
assistance. According to Grabbe (2001), the EU promotes both the
strengthening of existing institutions and the establishment of new
ones through benchmarking or ranking and monitoring their
progress. It also offers advice and provides examples of best practice
that the applicants seek to emulate (e.g., policy advice to CEE
through the technical assistance offered by the PHARE programme,

and through the “Twinning programme”?’ that started in 1999). In

27 Twinning’ is aimed at helping CEE countries adapt their administrative and democratic
institutions to comply with membership requirements by learning from member state
experiences of framing the legislation and building the organisational capacity necessary to
implement the acquis, while Phare programme’s emphasis is on developing the applicants’
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addition, the EU offers monetary and technical assistance. As the
largest external source of aid for CEE, the EU provides funds
administered by the European Commission and also bilateral

programmes from individual member states.

The mechanism of conditionality as a tool to develop rules in the
political systems of CCE accounts for Europeanisation as a process of
unilateral adjustment linked to conditions for democratic and
economic transition. As a method of policy transfer, conditionality
indicates firstly, the nature of Europeanisation in CEE as institutional
reforms, and secondly, the depth of their scope. Unlike
Europeanisation in Western countries where a policy’s scope is
directed at a particular problem, accepting the institutional acquis to
an important degree included requirements to change national
political, administrative, and judicial structures of CEE states. It
required accepting the acquis politique and the finalité politique of
the Union. In this sense, O’'Brennan (2006: 26) argues “the CEE states
were effectively set a much higher threshold than had ever been set

for prospective members”.

capacity to implement EU legislation and prepare for participation in EU policies (Grabbe,
2001:1022)
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3.3. The impact of conditionality on democracy promotion

The literature acknowledges the EU’s role in the democratic political
transformation in CEEs (Hyde-Price 1994; Vachudova 2005; Grabbe
2006; Schimmelfenning and Scholtz 2008, 2010; Boérzel and
Schilefenning, 2017). The overlapping of democratisation and
Europeanisation is premised on the transformation that these entail
and “that have helped to move countries from electoral democracy to
institution-building and then to the adoption of EU norms and
practices” (Rupnik, 2007: 22). This claim has been submitted to
scrutiny and critical examination in view of democratic difficulties
CEE states have recently experienced. Two strands of criticism
emerge in the literature. These pertain to a) the institutional focus of
political conditionality and b) its time limitation to the period of
accession negotiations. Both are evidenced in debates about the
quality of democracy in CEE states. They substantiate the claim that
neither of these phenomena, ie., democratisation nor
Europeanisation is premised on a linear trajectory and a definite

end-point.
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The overlapping between Europeanisation and democratisation is
based on the efforts of the EU to build democracy in CEEs. Among the
various typologies of Europeanisation, the focus on political
conditionality entailed institutional adaptation and policy
transformation. This, according to Agh resulted in the twin process
of Europeanisation and democracy as “creation of large formal
institutions in the checks-and-balances system followed by the
institutional transfers from the EU” (Agh, 2015: 8). The implicit logic
in political conditionality foresees putting into place institutions
conducive to constraining and cultivating political and social actors.
Institutions would gradually anchor themselves in transformed
social structures and cultures, as well as “anchoring themselves from
above” in an enlarged EU (Sedelmeier, 2014). There is an agreement
in the literature of the contribution of conditionality to
democratisation (Bandelj et al, 2015; Schimmelfennig and Scholtz,
2008). Vachudova (2005: 4) makes the argument that the EU has had
a positive impact on state level democracy in CEE by employing a
cost-benefit analysis. The EU’s active leverage on candidate states
makes compliance with EU conditionality attractive and non-
compliance costly. Bandelj et al. (2015) adopt a disaggregate view on

the integration process differentiating between the signing of Europe
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Agreements, those agreements entering into force, and formally
submitting EU application and negotiating accession. They find
consistent positive effects of the EU integration processes that
happened before EU accession on early democratisation in CEE,
while they did not find statistical evidence at the phase of the
Agreements entering into force. Schimmelfennig and Scholtz (2008)
show that democratic conditionality is strongly and positively
correlated with democratisation, even when controlling for
economic development and transnational exchanges. In a later study,
these authors also find that democratic conditionality maintains a
robust effect on democratic development in CEE when taking into
account historical political and religious legacies (Schimmelfennig

and Scholtz, 2010).

Recent scholarly work however, has raised concerns about the
success of democratisation in CEE. Analysis of current socio-political
developments in CEE countries stresses that democracy in CEE is
deteriorating (Sedelemeir, 2014). Often referred to as “backsliding”,
the term has been criticised for its normative and moralistic
overtones (Krastev, 2016) but also for not allowing for an adequate

account of the trends in these states (Cianetti et al, 2015). Scholars
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speaking about democratic backsliding generally explain it in the
literature within the conceptual framework of oligarchisation, state
capture. While these concepts suggest ideas about the general
diminishing of the quality of democracy, Morlino’s (2004)
differentiation between aspects of deficiencies enables a
specification of the meaning they denote. These terms point to a
diminishing of democratic quality in terms of “result”, but in view of
analytical purposes they most importantly expose a shortage of
quality in terms of “content” and “procedure” (Morlino, 2004: 7).
According to Morlino, quality in terms of “result” defines a good
democracy as a broadly legitimised régime that completely satisfies
citizens. The content aspect refers to good democracy as one where
“citizen associations and communities enjoy liberty and equality”,
while the procedural dimension involves citizen’s monitoring of the
efficiency of the application of laws in force. Oligarchisation and state
capture are symptoms of democratic deficiency, which, based on
Morlio’s differentiation, indicate régimes which have overcome the
minimal democratic threshold, but still experience problems of

consolidation (Morlino, 2004: 6).
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Democratic backsliding, therefore, does not sufficiently account for
the difficulties of democracies in CEE, for it presupposes that
democratic consolidation has been achieved and the democratic
malaises are a sort of deviance from the established norm (Cianetti
et al, 2018; Dimitrova, 2018). There is also widespread agreement
that these difficulties go beyond the problems of poor democratic
quality usually understood as legacies of communist or pre-
communist authoritarianism, or side-effects of transition politics:
stunted civil societies; disengaged and distrustful citizens; parties
lacking social roots; corrupt and ineffective public administration

(e.g. Howard, 2003; Van Biezen, 2003; Innes, 2014)

Scholars’ revision of the democratic difficulties of the CEE states
questions the logic of democratization through EU enlargement and
its mechanisms. With regard to the latter, research draws the
correlation between the falling away of EU accession conditionality
and the emergence of anti-democratic trends (Mungiu-Pippidi, 2007;
Rupnik, 2007; Rupnik and Zielonka, 2013; Sedelmeier, 2014). Grabbe
(2002) acknowledges importance of EU incentives for the adoption
of democratic measures by the CEECs. She, however, also contends

that the reason the CEECs choose to implement EU inspired
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structures is because of the incentives and constraints posed before
them during the accession process. Rupnik (2007: 22) states that “EU
tutelage works until you get in, but once you have joined there are
few incentives or means to induce further reforms or the observance
of democratic norms. Borzel and Schimmelfenning’s (2017) recent
research asserts the robust effect of EU conditionality at the
accession stage but didn’t find any systematic effect in the absence of
membership incentives. In order to understand this situation
scholars interrogate the consistency of the EU efforts in applying
conditionality. The majority of scholars recognize the fact that the EU
has much more leverage over applicant states than member states
(Rupnik and Zielonka, 2013) because of the Union’s inability to
sanction backsliding member states (Borzel and Sedelmeier, 2017).
In connection to this, Borzel's (2015) observes the Union’s
inconsistency and reluctance in applying strict conditionality and its
use of reinforcement by reward as the linchpin of its efforts to induce

political change instead.

Finally, the limits of democratization in CEE democracy touch on the
fundamental nature of political conditionality. The mechanism

exhibits a paradox, for while “its success depends on achieving
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cognitive and behavioural change” (Rupnik, 2007: 22) political
conditionality has entailed an eclipse the social aspects of
democratization. The strongest critique scholars voice concerns its
impact on the social embedding of EU norms as essential for
supporting democracy building. The EU accession process involves
many different processes that effect changes not only in formal
patterns of governance (the legal transposition of rules) but also in
behaviour (practical application and reinforcement) as
Schimmelfenning and Sedelmeier (2005) stress. This is because in
order for democracy to take root the EU norms need to become
embedded not only in institutional structures but in the
configurations of social relations. Democratization than can be
viewed beyond institutional perspective but also as a process of
socializing actors into liberal democratic norms and political culture.
Political scientists have frequently asserted the need for a
democratic political system to be consistent with the values of its
people (Almond and Vebra, 1963; Dahl, 1989; Diamond, 1993). Hahn
(1995) claims that successful democratization is unlikely to take
place in the absence of political culture which is supportive of
democratic institutions. Rupnik (2007: 22) emphasizes the

conundrum at stake: “without a change in political culture, the
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formal adoption of institutions or norms may merely create an
empty shell and possibly undermine the EU from within”. Thus, the
prioritization of building formal institutions related to the rule of law
while aimed at securing democracy in CEE states jeopardized its
quality. According to Pippidi (2007: 15) “the day after accession,
when conditionality has faded, the influence of the EU vanishes like a
short-term anaesthetic”; and the reason she argues is because the

accession process did not touch on the problems of these societies.

3.3.1. The eclipse of conditionality and the eclipse of the social

The focus on institutional transfer established the formal institutions
but omitted the bottom-up democratization (Agh, 2015: 2, italic in
original). In particular, the top-down trajectory overlooked the role
of meaningful political participation of citizens and the informal
institutions of civil society (Agh, 2015). The emerging democracies
had limited opportunities to develop the patterns of civic political
culture, and informal mobilizing that supports it. This is evidenced in
citizens’ lack of capacity to hold ruling elites of CEE states
accountable as Dimitrova (2018) observes. Also, the lack of informal

practices as carriers of the democratic norms entailed what Agh

160



(2015) presents as “facade of democracy”. This situation jeopardized
the functioning of formal institutions of democracy and hence the
successful consolidation of democracy in CEE states. According to
Sorsensen (1993: 46) “the final phase of a (democratic)
consolidation is the process whereby democratic institutions and
practices became ingrained the political culture...Not only political
leaders but the vast majority of political actors and of the population
come to see democratic practices as the right and natural order of
things”. Rupnik (2007: 19) concludes that “the CEE setbacks
underline the importance for democratic consolidation of a civic
culture, summed up by Tocqueville as the “habits of the heart”
without which the legitimacy and stability of democratic institutions

will always remain doubtful”.

Dawson (2018) argues that the stress on formal institutions is at
odds with most contemporary democratic theory in which practices
of deliberation take centre stage. In democratic theory,
internalization of the democratic values by citizens is crucial variable
for the consolidation of democracy. Asserting pluralism, as ‘a
condition in which political power is diffused among a wide variety

of social groups’ (Jordan, 1987: 426) indicates that a stable transition
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to democracy cannot be achieved without changes being embraced
and supported by the citizenry. In Linz and Stepan’s (1996) classical
definition a democracy is consolidated when following a change of
formal rules, attitudes and habits have also changed and broad
societal acceptance of the rules of the game over several electoral
cycles has been reached. Institutions do not get reformed on their
own and policies do not get enhanced without the people behind
them (Heywood, 2014). Thus the success of building democracy
“from above”, i.e. through elite interaction and institutional
arrangement is intrinsically supported by citizen participation.

Tilly’s (1995) interpretation of democracy recognizes the crucial role
of the ‘bottom-up’ or the social constituency of democracy. While
defining democracy in terms of interaction of elites and citizens, Tilly
places citizens at the very core of democracy. He argued that
democracies are defined by the breadth of citizenship, the binding
consultation with citizens on governance (elections), the equality of
citizens and their protection from arbitrary state action. Thus,
Dimitrova (2018: 261), who resorts to Tilly’s perspective on
democracy as a theoretical route allowing to emphasize the crucial
role of the bottom up dimension in the process, argues that “by

defining democracies in terms of the interaction between the state
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and citizens, Tilly’s work is an important reminder that institutions
are only meaningful if they reflect wider political and societal
relationships”. This suggests the need to broaden the institutional or
elite path for democratic creation with a perspective on citizen

participation.

Europeanization through political conditionality reveals a feature of
the Enlargement process, described by Mungui-Pippidi (2007: 15) as
“nearly miraculous incentive, but quite sluggish and ineffective as an
assistance process”. Commission’s elaborate monitoring procedures
depend upon an overall “prescription mechanism” according to
which countries are evaluated by the number of measures adopted
from detailed Commission “roadmaps” rather than by indicators
measuring real changes on the ground. Thus, as Dimitrova (2018)
observes citizens in the region have not managed yet to compel
political elites to universalize access to resources. Nevertheless, as
Dawson (2018) argues it has precipitated the scholarly consensus
before 2007/8 that most CEE countries had reached the stage of
“democratic consolidation” relying on measurements drawn from
institutionally-focused indices (such as Freedom House) and the

equally institutionally focused EU accession criteria. In the words of

163



Mungui-Pippidi (2007: 15): “This is as if a doctor evaluated a patient
by the number of prescribed medicines taken, rather than by
measuring the patient’s fever to check on the effect of the medicines.
Both the adequacy and the impact of such measures in each country

were presumed rather than demonstrated.”

The next two sections elaborate on this claim by discussing the
salience of notion of civil society within Europeanization with regard
to: a) the EU’s self-understanding as liberal democracy, and b) the

discourse of democracy deployed by the EU Commission

3.4. Civil Society as the metaphor for EU liberal democracy

3.4.1. “The civil” in Europe’s political genealogy

The EU democratic discourse places a strong importance on the
existence of an active civil society. According to Borzel and Risse
(2004: 30) in a key difference to the American version of democracy
and capitalism, the EU democratic self-understanding and identity is
focused on the promotion of political party associations and civil

society. Laffan (2001) stresses that the establishment of civic
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statehood in Western Europe was from the onset the central value in
the construction of the EU. She also considered that post 1989, it has
emerged as the central value for the wider continent, a claim which
current socio-political developments may leave open to question.
Political philosophy sees civil society as a specific feature of the EU
political project embodying the great ideals generated in the age of
democratic revolutions - liberty, political and social equality,
solidarity, and justice. Hence it is a concept that represents the self-
understanding of European (political) modernity (Wagner, 2006):
“Modernity, the creation of Europe, itself created Europe” (Heller,

1992).

In the tradition of Italian philosophical discussion this civil
dimension within the European project is given paramount
importance. Europe is seen to prefigure a “civilian” power (Mario
Telo in Esposito, 2018: 228). This image has gained a significant
place in debates about Europe in the development of the idea by
Francois Duchéne (Orbie, 2006). In the philosophical perspective
outlined here, Europe as a ‘civil’ power’ can be understood as a force
with two-fold semantic weight. First, the term ‘civil’ as used in

Machiavelli’s description of ‘civil way of life’ of the republic or of his
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depiction of “civil princedom”, denotes a breach with natural forces,
i.e. the animalistic condition of humans. Taming the natural forces
through disciplining and/or educational processes is what Vico
called incivilimento, or the “civilizing process”. For Machiavelli civile
emerges as the outcome of this struggle of human beings to restrain
their animal nature without even being capable of forgetting it
(Esposito, 2018). Later on, this idea of the bellicose human nature
will reverberate in Hobbes’ statements about the condition of the

human world as “war of all against all”.

Second, civil refers to the “popular” dimension. The terms “people”
and “popular” are used by Machiavelli and Vico as indicating “a large
social segment opposed to another segment, which confronts it and
clashes with it”. In the chapter devoted to civil princedom in The
Prince, Machiavelli says that “the man who becomes prince with the
aid of the rich maintains his position with greater difficulty than he
who does so with the aid of common people,” partly because “their
purpose is more honorable than that of the rich: the latter want to
oppress, the former only want not to be oppressed.” (Esposito, 2018:
229-230). Europe as a “civil power” signifies a political space where

the civil contains a dimension of power, rather than inactive and
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associated with stasis, and immobility, hence powerlessness
implicated in civility as a counterpoint of military?8, This power is
interjected with conflictual dialects for it is involved in forming the
people, which are not a homogenous and undifferentiated whole.
Thus tension and the conflict it entails is constitutive of the political
genealogy of Europe. The domestic system of governance as liberal
democracy, which Kagan (2003) describes through the Kantian
“paradise” of perpetual peace is rather inherently permeated with

the Hobbesian view of power as ineradicable of the social world.

As a crucial constituent of the European democratic political régime,
civil society embodies the set of EU values which can be represented
by the term ‘democratic culture’. Indeed, democratization dynamics
have been linked with the establishment of a type of culture in the
country (Gill, 2000) There are, of course, other approaches to
democratization, e.g. Huntington’s (1991) emphasizing rational and
individualist values as embodied in European culture. Others, as
based on Lipset’'s seminal article in 1959 sought to relate
democratization to economic development. This approach and his

basic findings sustained many authors work. There is also

28 Esposito (2018:228) refers to the understanding of the adjective “civilian” as “non-military” as
displayed in European foreign policy through diplomacy and economic pressures.
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democratization as ‘the road to socialism’ embraced by Keane
(1988), which envisages a specific image of civil society as a “thorn in
side of political power” (Keane, 1988: 15). Almond and Vebra (1965)
defined democratic culture as the link between a ‘civic culture’ and
democratic forms. These two aspects of democratization are
contained in the concept of civil society as a set of values and
institutions (Hall, 1999) and inferred in Gill (2000: 240)’ s quotation:
“civil society is important not only as the site within which many of the
institutions though which democratic political actors act but because
it is the repository of the democratic values which underpin any

sustained democratic culture.”

3.4.2. Civil Society as acts of sociality

Notwithstanding, it is very difficult to pinpoint the exact meaning of
civil society. As a contingent political concept (Heywood, 2012) it is
marked by conceptual richness (Edwards, 2004) not being
susceptible to definition of any singular theory and hence acquires
many definitions within various axes of political thought (Cohen and
Arato, 1992). The ambiguity (Coldor, 2003), opaqueness and

elasticity (Ehrenberg, 1999) that the concept encloses stem from its
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position at the intersection between state, economy and associative
activities (Cohen and Arato, 1992: ix) but also from its historical
evolution (Ehrenberg,1999). Consequently, civil society is generally
purported to contain the tension between the institutions of state,
markets and associations (Gramsci, 1971; Young, 2000) and also to
exist as differentiated between norms, forms and spaces as Boyte
(2011) proposes. These nuances are reflected in Taylor’s (2006)
interpretation of civil society as simultaneously a minimalist and

strong concept.

In its “old-fashioned” or more traditionalist sense civil society
designates networks and the voluntary associations individuals
engage in. These represent “a complex of non-state
activities...economic and cultural production” (Keane, 1988: 14). In
Taylor’s (2006) observations this is a minimalist sense of the
concept pointing to the existence of “free associations not under the
tutelage of the state”. Civil society in the guise of voluntary
associations sheds light on a crucial aspect of the concept. It encloses
assumptions about social relations and the social bonds at the heart

of democratic culture. These can be rendered with the metaphor of

social capital. The concept has seen many interpretations in various

169



academic disciplines, which have been succinctly theorized by
Fukuyama into two main strands. The term as defined by Fukuyama
(1995; 2001) pertains to the cultural component in modern
societies. Social capital is important to the efficient functioning of
modern economies??, but also has significant political functions.
These are envisioned in its role in forming civil society, which in turn
has been seen as a necessary condition for modern liberal
democracy. Robert Putnam (1993) has argued the value of social
capital in terms of participation in social associations for
strengthening democratic institutions and culture. Given the critique
of his concept of associationalism his research demonstrates that
participation in voluntary associations enhances intrinsic social
values. Young (2000: 163) critiques his concept of civil society as
associational life for covering a great variety of groups and activities,
and thus not making distinction between what kind of associations

or “how some of them or all of them allegedly enhance democracy”.

Participation in social associations fosters social ties, in particular

trust (Fukuyama, 1995). Social capital was originally used to

29 An interpretation within market relations is offered by Lin (2001) who defines social capital
as individuals engaging in interaction in order to produce profits. Fukuyama (2001) emphasizes
the efficiency that social capital entails as preventing negative externalities. The importance of
social capital for both transition economies and developing nations have been stressed by
Stiglitz (1989,1999).
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demonstrate the importance of relationships in developing
responsible individuals in a society (Jacobs, 1961). It has been more
commonly understood as the “dense networks of norms of social
trust which enable participants to cooperate in the pursuit of shared
objectives” (Norris, 1996: 474). According to Fukuyama, social
capital emerges through instantiation of actual relationships. Co-
operation between individuals leads to actualization of the norms of
reciprocity. Fukuyama argues that all groups embodying social
capital have a certain “radius of trust”, that is the circle of people
among whom co-operative norms are operative” (Fukuyama, 2001:

8).

Civil society is a space which emerges as a result of nurturing social
relations. It is simultaneously a space for cultivating civic virtues and
civic knowledge. The connection between knowledge and civil
society is reciprocal, whereby they contribute to each other (Levine,
2011: 362). Becoming a member of civil society requires knowledge,
but also civil society generates knowledge. It is a learning process
(Eder, 2009: 31). Originated from de Tocqueville’s observations

about nineteenth century America, civic society in the form of
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associations has been considered the necessary seedbeds for

developing a virtuous citizen with a strong sense of solidarity.

The understanding of civil society as pertaining to acts of sociality
beyond rational interests has its roots in an intellectual tradition
dating back to the Enlightenment. It was originally developed in the
Scottish philosopher Adam Ferguson’s (1767) argument of social ties
established on the grounds of altruism, solidarity and generosity
rather than solely private interests. This line of thought has informed
theoretical positions in contemporary sociology examining civil
society as social relations. For example, Klaus Eder (2008) sees civil
society as the enactment of the social bonds of solidarity. According
to Edwards (2011, 2014) society refers to ‘the geometry of human
relations’ and becomes “a malleable framework through which to
examine the patterns of collective action and interaction by
providing frames and spaces in which agency and imagination of
individuals can be combined to address the issues of the day”
(Edwards, 2011: 14). Edwards sees the merit of a focus on social
relations to lie in that it encompasses many different interpretations

while calling attention to a set of core concepts and mechanisms.
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3.4.3. The political and social meanings of democratic participation

The view of civil society as individuals gathering in associations is
connected to political vocabulary. In Whitehead’s (2002: 67)
interpretation of democratization, social capital provides “a parallel
metaphor that may help structure the theatre of democratic politics”.
The author emphasizes that “an established ethos of social trust”
may help us structure and simplify our thinking about the complex
and untidy long-term changes involved in democratization. Keane
(1988: 14) argues that “even when stressing wider social life, the
term civil society “has no natural innocence” (Keane, 1988: 14). This
is because the notion contains strong political connotations as to the
nature of political reality and to individuals’ place and role in its
constitution and management. Putnam (1993) saw the fostering of
social ties as an essential contribution to citizen’s political

participation.

Identifying civil society with associational life and the civic bonds it
stimulates also potentially designates the patterns of socialization,
the process of communication and institutionalization of social
relations. These are related to notions of power. It is worth

mentioning that de Tocqueville’s idea about the value of voluntary
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associations is indebted to Montesquieu’s insights on free
associations as a tool against despotism3°. In Hannah Arendt’s
conceptualization of civil society as the public sphere, the notion
interlaces individuals’ agency with, or rather as, acts of politics.
According to her the birth of the political is in the public arena of the
man in action. While action, or rather interaction is constitutive of
the public arena, it is power that can keep it in existence (Cohen and
Arato, 1999: 178). Power is defined here as acting in concert and as
deriving from the structures of communication based on mutual

recognition and solidarity.

The contentious element of civil society is introduced with Gramsci’s
notion of hegemony. Gramsci (1971) theorizes this space as a
product of both advanced capitalism and a strong state, and
representative democracy in the West. Civil society is the terrain of
hegemonic struggles. Through its institutions civil society is
connected to the state, and, as such reflects its ideological position
for generating consent. Civil society plays an especially crucial role in
times of political crisis for it holds the potential to contain it. Political

or organic crises indicate the loss of ideological consent, whereby

30 Montesquieu (1748:261) in De L'espirt des lois observed that “on the state of nature, men are
born equal, but they do not know how to remain so. Society makes them loose equality and they
do not return to be equal other than by laws” (quoted in Przeworski, 2009:288)
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general masses no longer believe what they used to. In times of
political crisis, the institutions of civil society are the bedrock of
ideological consent for the reinvention of capitalism. According to
Gramsci (1971: 53) “Hegemony is won when the ruling class has
succeeded in eliminating the oppositional forces, and in winning the
active or passive consent of its allies, thereby managing to become a

state”.

Civil society contains a strong normative dimension (Cohen and
Arato, 1992; Ehrenberg, 1999). The observed features linked with
civic virtues cultivated in social relations and the dynamics of
redistribution of power are largely associated with democracy
(Cohen and Arato, 1992; Wagner,2006; Young, 2000). However it
still remains equivocal for it is subject to different interpretations of
democracy3!l Kohler - Koch and Berthold (2007: 14) emphasize that
there are different schools of thought, which place different
emphases on what is the necessary prerequisite of democracy and
what is the best way of achieving it; accordingly, they attribute

different roles to civil society. Consequently, within the different

31 David Held (1996) summarizes eight ‘models’ of democracy in his book “Models of
Democracy”.
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models of democracy civil society can acquire “many languages”

(Terrier and Wagner, 2006: 10).

Nevertheless, democratic thought stresses citizen participation as
the crucial component, which underpins the significance of civil
society for democracy as “good practice” (Alexander, 2006). Indeed,
since its “first vocabulary” (Hallberg and Wittrock, 2006) as laid
down in Aristotle’s Politics civil society denotes the idea of the
significance of active citizenship for good government. Later on,
democratic theorists have asserted that the level of civic engagement
is an indication of the health of a political system (Heywood, 2013:
444). It is believed that one of the key strengths of democratic rule is
that it offers wide opportunities for popular participation than other
forms of rule, ensuring not merely “a government for the people, but
also government by the people” (Pateman, 1989: 98). Democracy,
regardless of the various definitions it may assume, is realized when
citizens come to exercise control over the decision-makers who act
on their behalf.32 Thus, although civil society has assumed various
connotations individuals’ participation in public life is integral to the

concept. As Gill (2000: 7) states: “it is through civil society and its

32 This statement reflects Beetham’s (1999:1-31) argument on democracy as defined by two
principles, i.e. popular control and political equality
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institutions, including political parties and voluntary groups and
associations, that the network of popular participation and activism
which is at the heart of any notion of what democracy means is
established”. Likewise John Keane(1988) also stresses citizen
participation as a requirement of democracy “It is through civil
society and its institutions including political parties and voluntary
groups and associations that the network of popular participation
and activism which is at the heart of any notion of what democracy

means is established” Keane (1988: 7).

The democratic relevance of civil society lies in the mediating
function citizen participation assumes in the governance of the polis.
According to Gill (2000: 7) “civil society has been seen as important
for democracy because it mediates between the regime on the one
hand and the mass of the populace on the other”. Implicit in civil
society as intermediary is its political role. Civil society carries the
idea of placing restraints on government. Civil society is thus
fundamental for the functioning of an effective democracy because
through the associations and voluntary groups it represents the
interests of different social groups. These, however, can be

considered as constituting civil society only if they are realizing their
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interests with political means. The point that Gill and Keane make is
that the existence of networks of groups or voluntary associations
does not constitute civil society per se. Gill (2000: 6) emphasizes that
“political activism is a crucial condition for civil society”. Thus among
the groups of society only those who are politically oriented can
function as civil society (Keane, 1988: 6). Civil society comes only
through mobilization of political actors. It “can be achieved only
through the efforts of that society itself in pursuing democratic
change. Civil society cannot be created from above, but must
constitute itself through its own activity, and after all, this is the

essence of democracy” (Gill, 2000: 242).

A vigorous civil society then is one of the key features of liberal
democracy (Heywood, 2013: 272). This is presented in Earnest
Gellner’s (1994) phrase “no civil society, no democracy”. We can thus
borrow Seckingelgin’s (2002) expression of civil society as a
metaphor for western liberalism to denote the ‘liberal’ commitment
to limited government, which is blended with a democratic belief in
popular rule (Heywood, 2013: 272). A central idea embraced by
liberals is that the citizen should join many communities within civil

society. Therefore, civil society within a liberal nation, “comprises
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many different churches, educational institutions, cultural groups,
business organisations and other voluntary associations enabling the
citizen to pursue common interests with little oversight or
interference from national political institutions” (Schumaker, 2008:
210). Its democratic commitment lies in contributing to the exercise
of popular control in enabling people to define what are their

interests and realize the “public good”.

3.5. The EU Commission approach to civil society

Political conditionality as the main policy of the EU Eastern
enlargement traced the road to integrate CEE states into EU norms
and structures of democracy. The policy was aimed at their
infrastructural development and required satisfying economic and
political conditions. These were contained in the requirement to
adopt the entire acquis communautaire of the EU. This meant that the
oversight and monitoring of the process of implementation has
gradually become the primary concern of EU policy (O’Brennan,
2006: 74). It is at this point that civil society in the EU discourse of

democracy and the EU Commission intersect. The latter played a
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crucial role in the Eastern enlargement process33. As principal
interlocutor with the candidate states the Commission became
central to oversight and monitoring of the implementation of
conditionality. Within the formal rules and procedures that govern
the integration process, the Commission’s “agenda-shaping and
agenda-setting” ability had an important influence on both the
content and the shape of the process as it develops (O’Brennan,
2006: 76). Thus, although civil society issues fell within the
European Parliament’s (EP) fundamental concerns with and
vigilance over the safeguarding of the democratic foundations of the
EU, it was the Commission, which acted as the “key custodian” of the
Community’s norms and interests in the applicant countries. The EP
deep attachment to and employment of different variants of political
conditionality were enacted by the EU Commission, which played “a
functional-bureaucratic and normative political role in the course of

the eastern enlargement” (O’Brennan, 2006: 75; 101).

Civil society is an ambiguous, underdeveloped concept within

European political discourse. It is a floating signifier with positive

33 Although the Eastern Enlargement drew on the input of the three main institutions of the
Union (the Parliament, the Commission and the Council) the Commission had a significant role in
the external governance of the EU. It became a crucial actor in the decisions that marked the
process - based on its strategic organisational know-how and informational reach, which was
formally framed in Article 29.
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connotations (Kochler-Koch, 2009: 47). Within the EU discourse, the
ambiguity of ‘civil society’ emanates only partly from the contrasting
images and divergent roles (or strategic use) of the concept on the
part of EU institutions. It also stems from difficulties in disentangling
it from the moral, philosophical and ideological view of those who
advance them (Heywood, A, 2004: 3). Thus, as embedded in the
democratic ideals of liberalism, civil society is still a “notoriously

fissiparous” (O’Brennan, 2008) concept.

Within the EU political system, the normative stipulations of citizens’
participation is infused in the understanding of the EU liberal
democracy as participatory (Saurugger, 2010). The participatory
model of democracy maintains that “what makes for good leaders
also makes for good citizens” Cohen and Arato, 1992: 7). So, as a
principle, participation stands for “active participation (equal
representation) in ruling and being ruled for the decisive narrowing
of the gap to the point of its abolition” (Barber, 1984 in Saurugger,
2009: 1276). There is also functional understanding of participation
within this model of democracy. As a functional understanding the
focus is on the outcome of social participation both in terms of good

governance and efficiency (Kohler-Koch and Finke, 2007). The
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instrumental character of participation is based on the idea that
including all concerned actors will lead to system effectiveness and
will contribute to its overall level of legitimacy (Gbikpi and Grote,
2002; Heinelt, 2007). The view adopted in the European

Commission’s approach to civil society reflects the latter.

The Commission’s approach to civil society, its role, meanings and
functions vary a) with conceptions about the political nature of the
EU, and visions of its future, and b) is tailored to respond to
particular demands (K ochler-Koch 2009). In view of the
Commission’s institutional priorities, the EU is conceived as a system
of governance, as a “problem solving-entity” (Sjursen, 2006: 10).
Within this pragmatic image, civil society plays an instrumental role
in the “participatory engineering” underlying good governance
(Kochler-Koch, 2009: 53). Good governance results in a fusion of
governance tasks in policy-making and implementation, where
institutional actors and social actors increasingly rely upon each
other. It is based on the normative supposition that all who are
affected by a political regulation should have the right to participate
in the decision (Schmitter, 2002). Conceived as a partner in

governance, the positive role of civil society lies in its contribution to
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the efficiency of the system, hence in assuring citizen participation in

the decision-making system.

Additionally, civil society acquires a role within the Commission’s
visions of the EU’s future (Kochler-Koch, 2009: 53). Its role is
accordingly tailored in response to particular challenges. Finke
(2007) observes that the concept of civil society entered the debate
on EU governance relatively late, and largely as a result of the
perceived legitimacy crisis thrown up by the 1992 Maastricht treaty.
O’Brennan’s (2008) analysis of the role of civil society in the process
of European integration emphasizes the treaty as the “crucial anchor
point” for the entrance of civil society in the EU governance debate.
Maastricht initiated the deepening of political integration following
the deepening of the economic integration promoted by the Single
Act. Political participation was placed on public and political agendas
as strategies for strengthening the democratic process. Civil society
embodied these ideas and the possibilities they convey for
restructuring democracy; it was considered conducive tool to use in
the endeavours to rectify the EU's democratic deficit and as such was
a promise for the EU's democratic future (Kochler-Koch, 2012). As

the remedy to “the deficient democratic accountability of the Union”
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(Kochler-Koch, 2012: 810) civil society was linked with the idea of
citizenship and the view of ever-closer union, implying bringing
citizens into a direct relationship with EU institutions. It was
believed that the involvement of civil society would set off a
“virtuous circle” of improving both the input and output legitimacy
of the EU. Within the Commission’s democratic vision civil society
incorporated the idea of active citizenship as carrier of the political
constituency of the union, and as such bears the promise for a
foundation for the development of a European demos (Kohler-Koch,

2009).

In the Commission’s deliberative discourse on democracy the
democratic credentials of civil society rest with its capacity to
constitute a public sphere. The broad participation in decision-
making that participatory democracy calls for is envisioned through
the medium of deliberation. Accordingly, civil society acquires
practical connotations with its main role being to provide a societal
structure for public debate and deliberation. Habermas (1996)
developed the idea that civil society could act as a key facilitator of
public discourse. Civil society, situated within the public sphere, is

the institutional correlate of deliberative democracy (Benhabib,
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1994). Civil society in Habermas’ words, is the “social foundation of
an autonomous public” (1997: 288) which engages in a process of
informal opinion formation. Deliberative democracy is proceduralist,
argues Benhabib, by which she means that the institutions of
democracy emphasize first and foremost certain institutional
procedures and practices as essential for collective decision making
and forming institutions. With the emphasis on the deliberation of
participants, the notion of civil society then comprises civil society
organisations, which give citizens a voice. Civil society organisations
(CSOs) play a crucial role in constituting the public sphere, whilst
also acting as a top-down “transmission belt” (Kochler-Koch, 2012:
814). According to her, in “a bottom-up process they feed citizens'
preferences and in a top-down process they inform the public about
issues on the political agenda, about the stakes involved and possible
alternatives”. Thus, CSOs have a double function (Kochler - Koch,
2010: 106). On the one hand they have a ‘performative function’,
which works as the formation and reformation of civil society
‘through discourse and interaction in the public sphere’; and a
‘representative function’ on the other. The latter involves ‘making
civil society visible and giving societal interests a voice’. This way

CSOs convey demands and concerns from the grassroots to the

185



upper level of decision-making. CSOs in the EU discourse, argues
O’Brennan (2008) are contributing both to input and output
legitimacy. As mediators between the local level and the
supranational centre in Brussels, they echo local points of view and
policy concerns and bring a diversity of views to the policy-making

table.

The political connotations of the idea of the public are theorized on
the constitution of plurality via interaction based on verbal
communication. The notion of the public sphere originates in
Arendt’s understanding of the polis as “the organisation of the people
as it arises out of speaking and acting together” (Cohen and Arato,
1992: 179). It draws on theoritisation of subjectification indebted to
Kant’'s metaphysics. In the Arendtian political world, the political
subject comes into being through the medium of speech34. Speaking
presupposes an interlocutor, an Other, whose presence makes
possible self-disclosure and self-renewal. The Other sees and hears
and thus is capable of establishing the reality of subjective
expression. Political community therefore, according to Arendt

(1967), arises out of ‘people speaking and acting together’.

34and thus for Arendt the human right to speech precedes the human right to life as the
fundamental right to be defended and uphold (Parekh, 2004b)
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Habermas follows a similar theoretical reasoning. A prominent
defender of Kant, Habermas conceptualizes civil society as following
two distinctive patterns of reason: instrumental and communicative.
It is an arena for dialogue and debate where questions concerning
the common cause should be addressed. In Habermas’ words “by the
public sphere”, “we mean first of all the realm of our social life in
which something approaching public opinion can be formed” (1989:
27). So the public reasoning among a wide diversity of political views
is important because civil society’s influence has to be exerted
through the public sphere: not influence per se, but influence
transformed into communicative power legitimates political actions’
(Habermas, 1996: 371). The image of civil society as the public
sphere is one of the generating of influence through the life of

democratic associations and unconstrained discussion in the cultural

public sphere.

The Commission’s functionalist approach to civic society and its
theoretical premises have been widely criticized. Firstly, scholars
expose the limitations of deliberation as a vehicle to constitute civil
society. These will be examined in detail in Chapter VI where the

discussion centres on other modalities of agency as part of
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Europeanization, theorized as discursive process. At this moment it
is worth to introduce Boyte’s remark that “deliberation is useful but
modest attempt to create an enclave of agency in times of diminished
democracy, not sufficient for strong democracy” (Boyte, 2011: 631-
632). What Boyte suggests is that the implications for civic agency as
a crucial element of the public sphere comprise of activities as
conforming, aligning to the status quo, rather than challenging the
adopted vision of the social. As social action their function is to move
problems to the formal system of politics and law-making, thereby
reducing their political import to “influence”, rather than “power”. In
addition, the view of the citizen as discussant of the social word
presupposes the existence of the publicly oriented, hence politically
conscious citizen. A citizen who believes in the value and merits of
her/his opinion in the decision-making process and therefore is
looking for the possibility to make her/ his voice heard. But how
precisely to ensure critical participation of citizens is unclear. As
Habermas (1989) observed the role of the public sphere is only
possible in the context of existing political culture. Against the
background of historical apolitical culture, it is therefore a limited
model to create politically active citizens. Deliberation, therefore, as

a mode of agency will be an insufficient tool to stimulate engagement
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in the context of citizen shunning from participation because they
are disappointed with the actions of democratic institutions, and
don’t see how their decision would matter (Slavov et al, 2010).
Consequently, within deliberative democracy civil society refers to
distribution of political power rather than constitution of political

power (Boyte, 2011).

Secondly, scholars studying the application of the instrumentalist
logic of the Commission’s approach also expose its caveats. These are
voiced by sceptics of civil society as well as scholars studying the
impact of the Commission approach on building civil society in the
process of the EU eastern enlargement. The former, as observed by
Cullen (2010: 323) question the efficacy of civil society based on
evidence about its co-optation and, hence the inability to maintain
independence from EU policy imperatives. Also, many Commission
officials remain sceptical of NGO claims to represent the public
interest and rather view them as primarily lobbyists representing
narrow constituencies and as sources of expert or technical
information which can be fed into the policy process and - in output
terms - as ‘vehicles to sell EU policy to EU citizens’. O’'Brennan

(2008) argues that viewing civil society as one of ‘communicating
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Europe’ is not conducive to involve stakeholders in a meaningful and
robust way. Rather, civil society is conceived as ‘occasional
consultations and cheerleaders for European integration’. NGOs and
civil actors become vehicles for pronouncements on the positive

projects being overseen by Brussels.

The scholars studying the deployment of the Commission’s approach
in the process of the Eastern Enlargement directly relevant to
Bulgaria complement the critic by emphasizing its elitism or top-
down model. According to O’Brennan (2008) civil society support
has been part of the EU accession framework since the mid-1990s.
Its role, however, developed in quite specific ways as a result of
different but quite purposeful types of engagement on the part of
both EU and external factors. In particular, civil society assumed an
important function in the process as “providing an early legitimizing
rationale” for the EU east enlargement (Vahudova, 2000:x).
Consistent with the salience of functional understandings of
participation underpinning the EU mode of governance, the
Commission approach to civil society has been driven by legitimacy
as deriving from the input of non-state actors and groups. Therefore,

“although the EU has consistently held to a pluralist understanding
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of civil society, which includes voluntary organisations that give
voice to the concerns of citizens, the evidence from the integration
process suggests that this pluralism is a highly qualified and
narrowly interpreted one” (O’Brennan, 2008). In the ‘output’
legitimacy model of EU governance community matters play a
subordinate role. The EU support to a constitution of NGO sector has
been a top-down with weak links to grass root constituents.
Consequently, scholars stressed that the Commission has been very
selective with a preference to engage with state actors, and
hierarchical rather than horizontal modes of communication and
decision-making. O’Brennan (2006: 79) contends that “the
Commission’s discursive framing activities may only properly be
understood as part of an élite-centered social learning process”. Thus
the Commission’s approach to civil society has been at one and the
same time open and pluralist and yet deliberately constructed as
limited and utilitarian; it has been “accession driven rather than
society-oriented”. As a consequence it has led to detachment from
real society and thus couldn’t achieve its transformative social
potential (Dimitrova and Steunenberg, 2013). Moreover, there are
some highly critical positions, which demonstrate that the EU’s

efforts to strengthen NGOs in CEECs had the adverse effect of
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undermining them by usurping their agenda and divorcing them
from grassroot support and activism (Fagan, 2005 in Sedelmeier,

2011: 21).

3.6. Conclusion

This chapter situated the process of Europeanization with the
literature studying it with regard to the EU Eastern Enlargement.
The chapter developed the argument of the EU impact in the
Europeanization East as democratization premised on the
experience of communist regime that the CEE states share and the
EU important role in their post-communist history. Unlike Western
European states, which were democracies when they joined the EU,
the CEE states underwent the transition to democratic state regime
under the strong influence of the EU. This difference underpins the
asymmetric nature of the Europeanization of CEE states in
comparison to Europeanization West. It also determined the EU
choice for political conditionality as the main policy tool to transfer
its democratic norms and rules. Political conditionality stands for the
deep and wide but also unilateral adjustment of CEE states to

Europe. While the mechanism did ensure the successful transition to
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democracy and supported the establishment of the official
democratic institutions of these states, it felt short of reaching their
citizens. The chapter highlights its limitations as overreliance on
formal transposition of rules and policies and eluding the social
dimension of democracy. It underplayed the role of democratic
political culture and civil society for consolidation of democracy,

hence the current “facade of democracy” that CEE exhibit.

Against this background, the chapter also highlighted the
significance of civil society in the EU self-understanding as liberal
democracy. It began by highlighting the idea of civility as constitutive
of the political genealogy of Europe. The tension and conflict in
civility are translated into the intertwinement of social and political
dynamics in the idea of civil society. The idea of citizen participation
integrated into the democratic connotations of civil society
underpins its political implications. Within its liberal commitment,
civil society in the guise of various non-state activities and
organisations has a mediating function between those governing and
those being governed. Its association with democracy lies in the

popular control and legitimacy these organisations facilitate. Civil
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society is also the repository of democratic culture. As such it

contains social dynamics rendered with the notion of social capital.

In the EU Commission’s approach these theoretical considerations
are implicated in the participatory model of democracy. Within its
institutional priorities the political role of civil society is conceived of
as a partner in governance. The various NGOs forming civil society
serve to assure citizen participation in the decision-making. The
credentials of civil society then rest with organising the public
sphere via public debate and deliberation. A crucial point, which the
discussion stressed is the Commission’s favoured top-down
approach which revolved around engagement with state actors and

as “accession driven rather than society-oriented”.

The discussion touched on some significant limitations in the
Commission’s approach thereby precipitating ideas, which suggest
that “nurturing civil society is far more complex, way beyond the
usual agenda of organisational development and institutional
support for greater citizen participation” as argued by Edwards
(2011: 13). Referring to the exaggerated influence of various forms

of philanthropic aid and fund raisers after the fall of the Berlin wall,
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he suggests that “civil society may be nurtured most effectively when
donors do less, not more, step back to allow citizens themselves to
dictate the agenda and evolve a variety of civil societies to suit their
context and concerns “ In the context of Bulgaria, Slavov (2010)
envisages the only possible way to repair the social fragmentation to
be through active engagement of citizens in social life or as the
authors explicitly state through direct democracy. The next section
paves the way to considering these claims. It focuses on the domestic
socio-political factors as the other determinant factor behind the

emphasis on civil society in the process of democratization.
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Chapter IV: The Cultural Codes of
Europeanization: Bulgaria and the
Evasive Political Subjects

The chapters so far presented the conceptual underpinnings of
Europeanisation. They outlined a normative picture depicting what
Europeanisation ‘should do’ and democratisation ‘ought to be’ in the
political context of post-communist states to which Bulgaria’s
historical legacy fits in. The theoretical toolkit that this study
employs put forward the notion of discourse to point to the social
world constituted in meaning. Discourse asserts that meaning, as the
domain of understanding and intelligibility of social world, is not
located in the objects themselves, but in its relations; it is constituted
in interaction. Meaning thus, is not tied to structure, but has its own
interior logic - following language - which is tied to cultural
relativity. With this reminder, this chapter elaborates on the
specificities of the domestic context as the cultural codes of meaning

in Europeanisation.
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4.1. The ‘cultural’ aspects of democratisation3>

The definitions of Europeanisation by Olsen (2002) and Radaelli
(2003) explicitly highlight the national variations of the process and
the key role of domestic structures and national legacies as
determinants of EU impact. Thus, within the Eastern enlargement
process democratisation emerges as the main narrative of
Europeanisation in the political context of CEE states. The successful
transition to democracy and EU democratic norms involved the
entire reconstitution of political life in the candidate states. The
emphasis on compliance with political norms was the driving
element in the course of the enlargement process in Bulgaria.
O’Brennan (2006) states: “Respect for political criteria was crucial
for membership during the negotiations of Bulgaria and Romania.
Even if the Union was prepared to overlook deficiencies in the
economic preparedness of candidate states it would not do so with
respect to the norms of transparency of democratic institutions and
fundamental freedoms. These took precedence over those of market

capitalism in every case. It is also evident in the requirement of

35 [ borrowed this phrase from Dawson (2014). His usage has a slightly different meaning to the
one in the section of the present chapter. Dawson employs it as an opposite to the formal
definitions and measurements of democracy, and hence as referent to “citizens”. While this
signification is inferred in the way I use it, it also refers to the a) necessary cultural imprint in
meaning formation; and consequently to b) the local articulation of democracy and its
significance in determining EU impact.
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additional criteria by the Commission. Unlike previous rounds,
applicants now had to accept the entire Community system, the

acquis communautaire and the acquis politique as well as the finalité

politique of the Union. In a similar vein, the “accession perspective”,
as noted before, was a strong incentive for initiating the steps

towards democracy in Bulgaria.

The democratisation process was a success in the CEE countries.
Given the criticism of political conditionality addressed in Chapter
I1I, the demands of the mechanism worked as “a gravity model” of
the EU model of democracy, assuring anchoring for the countries in
transition in their voyage into the unknown (Emerson & Noucheva,
2005). In these states the democratic principles in state governance,
supremacy of the rule of law and the development of efficiently
functioning markets have been affirmed (Krastev, 2015). There are,
however, significant differences across countries and specific issue
areas, as empirical findings on Europeanisation demonstrate
conclusively (Sedelmeier, 2011; Cianetti et al, 2018). Chapter III, in
discussing the overlapping between democratisation and
Europeanisation, stressed the institutional focus of democratic

promotion with reference to the deterioration of the quality of
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democracy in CEE states. The evasive social dimension in the EU
strategy of democratisation contains difficult and tricky issues,
which, as current events in CEE states show, bounce back after their
successful transition to democracy.

The citizen dimension carries the blueprint of the cultural legacies in
the social and political history of these countries, and these have
been an important factor underlying their different response to
democracy. The impact that EU rules and norms triggered have been
interpreted through historically accumulated layers of meaning,
which unavoidably evoke modification of EU rules. Rather than a
political and cultural convergence of ex-communist societies with
Western Europe, the transition and democratisation of CEE was “a
plurality of modernising agents and creativity” (Blokker, 2005: 505).
Thus, the local context emerged behind the diversity of impact. The
cultural elements underpinning politics continue to present a
challenge to democracy in CEE states as Rupnik (2018) astutely
observes. He emphasises the need to study the relationship between
democracy and the market, “the confusion or collision of political
liberalism with economic liberalism”, in order to understand the
decoupling of liberalism from democracy and the current democratic

backsliding and anti-liberal turn in Central Europe that this entails.
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Krastev (2015) also stresses the importance of the cultural legacies
underpinning the current rise of populism as one tendency of
illiberal behaviour in CEE states. His analysis draws attention to the
constitution of CEE nations out of the ashes of multicultural empires
and the consequences of this rupture as a common trait of post-
communist countries. Thus, he explains the lack of tolerance
exhibited in the response to refugee migration on the continent with
their historical experience of “the dark sides of multiculturalism”. In
his own words: “while Western Europe’s attitudes toward the rest of
the world have been shaped by colonialism and its emotional legacy,
Central and Eastern Europe’s states were born from the
disintegration of empires and the outbreaks of ethnic cleansing that

went with it” Krastev (2015: 93).

The next section examines the legacies of the Communist and
Ottoman period with regard to their impact on citizens’
participation. These periods of Bulgarian history have left a
significant residue of cultural elements that continue to shape the
quality of democracy in Bulgaria. The section does not claim to
exhaust neither the meaning nor the significance of these periods of

Bulgarian history. It also acknowledges that a fuller and hence more
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accurate account of the impact of the historical legacies on
democratisation in Bulgaria is to be achieved through examination of
other periods in history and developments they entailed. Historians
will do more justice to their significance; moreover, such a scrutiny
falls beyond the scope of this study3¢. They are introduced because
they have been controversial nexuses in Bulgarian history to which
scholars of democratisation mostly refer to in their accounts of civic
agency. Thus, the argument presents some main points that bear on

contemporary debates on civic agency.

4.2. Bulgarian society and the missing political subject

4.2.1. The social legacy of Communism: fragmentation of social ties

With respect to Bulgaria’s post-1990 foreign policy, the most
important objective has been the ‘return to Europe’ (Dimitrov,
2001). Sociological research (Kabakachieva, 2009) on individuals’
attitudes towards integration in 2008 also point to approval of the
integration process by the average Bulgarian citizen and show that

trust in EU institutions has grown from 2.37% to 2.60% (from the

36 For example, scholars such as Baeva (2011), Spirova (2007; 2010), Ganev (2004, 2007)
integrate comprehensive historical analysis in their study of Europeanisation in Bulgaria.
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years 1999 to 2008). On the institutional level, European integration
has proceeded on two levels, as Dimitrov (2001: 93) argues. At the
multilateral level, Bulgaria has made serious efforts towards
securing membership in the Western political, economic and security
organisations. The second, bilateral level, has involved building
relationships with the established democracies of Western Europe
and North America. The multilateral level has proved to be the more
important, both because Bulgaria has not succeeded in establishing a
‘special relationship” with any individual Western country, and
because of the strengthening dynamics of integration within

Western Europe itself.

Bulgaria shares commonalities with other Central and Eastern
Europe countries (CEE) with regard to the experience of communist
rule3” after the Second World War. The ‘return to Europe’ was
strongly influenced by Bulgaria’s communist3® legacy as well as pre-

communist history. There is agreement among scholars that the

37 Communism was interpreted differently by Bulgarian social scientists, depending on the
variety of theoretical approaches, fields of interest and ideological standpoint. Some
conceptualisations include: a ‘pre-modern paternalism (Dimitrov, 1991; 1992), and on the other
end as a ‘hypermodern project’, a kind of political Dadaism (Todorov, 1999), as totalitarianism
was adopted by Daskalov (1991), and ‘state capitalism’ (Naidenov, 1991). Kabakchieva (2009)
defines it as “violently imposed social order with the aim of accelerated industrialization
realized by the full authority of the communist party”

38 Communism is usually interchangeable with socialism. The leading scholar on the communist
period in Bulgaria, Kabakchieva (2005) states that “what distinguishes “communism” from
“socialism” is the violent imposition of change - revolution; the accent is on the forceful
execution of political power, and not on the improvement of modern economic relations.
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communist regime (its nature and length) have been determining the
prospects of liberal democracy. Democratisation, as the initiation of
change in Bulgaria (and Romania), observed Pridham (1994: 17),
started “from within the outgoing regime”. Given the authoritarian
nature of the communist regime which succeeded in “suppression of
dissent that ranged from a system of concentration camps and the
wide abuse of minority human rights to the largely successful co-
option of most critical intellectuals into organisations controlled by
the state” (Pedersen and Johannsen, 2011: 82), the prospects of
liberal democracy were not very auspicious in the 1990s (Dawson,
2014: 165). Same scholars observe that even when the regime
weakened the opposition was small, divided and generally lacking in
its capacity to mobilise public support for pro-democratic reform.
Following the complete withdrawal of the USSR, “its legacy continues
to have a substantial impact on the character of domestic politics”
(Higley and Gunter, 1992: 346-7 in Pridham et al.,, 1996: 8). Ganev
(2007) argues that the period until 1997 was politically dominated
by an ex-communist Bulgarian socialist party. Dawson’s (2014: 82)
research on contemporary public culture in Bulgaria claims that the

lack of civic liberalism in the contemporary Bulgarian political arena
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has its preliminary roots “in the tight authoritarian control of the

Zhivkov era”.

Bulgaria’s social environment exhibits the common trait of a passive
political culture attributed to post-communist politics. Scholars who
evaluate civil society in Central and Eastern Europe countries (CEEs)
characterise it as “weak,” whereby citizens tend to have lower levels
of participation than those of Western Europe (Howard, 2003, 2011;
Wallace et al,2012). There is a general low level of civic participation
in these societies. Howard’s (2011: 139-141) analysis identifies
three factors that are common to societies in post-communist
Europe that account for peoples’ withdrawal from political and social
activities and the general weakness of civil society. These are: 1) the
legacy of mistrust instilled by communist organisations; 2) the
persistence of friendship (kinship) networks; and 3) post-communist
disappointment. The common historical, economic and political
characteristics of these countries are among the main macro factors
behind the lower level of citizen participation in Eastern Europe

compared to those of Western Europe (Barrett & Brunton, 2014).
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Communism, as an ideological project, had its own social imaginary
(Castoriadis, 1987). As ‘an alternative modernity’ (Kabakchieva,
2015) the project contained a vision for modernization, building on
the hybridisation of two modernisation projects, i.e.,, the Marxist
western one and its Leninist translation into Soviet-type
modernisation. It was enforced by the presence of the Red Army (the
military force of the Communist regime) in various different stages
of modernization. This conflation between a vision and the ultimate
submission of the individual it requires has led to a paradox.
Communism encouraged sociality and collectivism and yet deprived
the citizens of any real meaningful participation in civil life. Gill
(2000: 229) explains this paradox by the co-existence of the
economic and social changes communism encouraged, i.e,
industrialisation, urbanisation, education and strong political
control. These elements of communist modernisation created the
preconditions for a growing middle class in the CEE countries. They
were also conjoint with a societal vision of “intense sites of
sociability” which represented a rich fabric of social exchange
(Goldfarb, 1989: 27). These included a vast array of social activities
and organisations, especially in the sphere of sport and leisure with

prominence given to associations celebrating folk heritage, animal
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protection societies, and more rarely, organisations engaged with
protection of the environment. Thus, strong citizen interaction in
associations, together with the developing middle class were
conducive to the emergence of a common consciousness of shared

interests and social ties to constitute a fully-fledged civil society.

The control of society by the regime, however, prevented the
transformation of the potential for civil society from being realised
effectively. These activities operated under official ideology and the
commitment of the communist regime to transform society (Gill,
2000)37. As the official tools of the ideology the organisations were
“aimed at reinforcing the state’s efforts to develop socialist citizens”
(Schumaker, 2008: 323)40, Hence, as Howard remarks, it was
obligatory for many people to be a member of a state-controlled
organisation. The disciplinary power of socialism (Hristiov,2009)
functioned through the intertwinement of the state with the
Communist party. It worked to demobilise society in different ways.

Ivan Krastev (2012) stresses that communism had eroded the

39 This involved significant social and economic restrictions. The latter implied destruction of the
private economy and replacement by an economic system organised along collectivist lines. The
former involved a cultural revolution aimed at wiping out the bourgeois culture of capitalism
(Gill, 2000:224).

40 The totalitarian aspect of the communist regime points to “a cultural penetration of all aspects
of social life, where that social life maintains an interaction with its totalitarian definition”
(Goldfarb, 1989:26)
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capacity for collective action along class lines. Other scholars
emphasise the destruction of social networks and the undermining
of social identities and values (Jay and Zimmerman in Jensen and
Miszlivetz, 2006: 133) as the most effective means of demobilisation.
This was achieved through instilling mistrust as an implicit and
potent social regulator. Thus, while civic agency was mushrooming
and manifold during the Communist period, scholars have stressed
that the foundations of associational life in these societies were
based on “particularized” trust, and the pervasive relationship

between trust and corruption (Uslaner and Badescu, 2003).

Mistrust annihilates individuality and, as Balibar (1994) argues, the
mythical figure of ‘totalitarianism’ was capable of imposing an
absolutist uniformity on individuals. In this way the multitude was
unified with solitude without leaving any space for ‘the human’.
Arendt’s insightful analysis of totalitarian regimes also offers an
account of the implications it had for society. She contends that the
totalitarian order fostered a model of society that aspired to the
‘liquidation of all spontaneity,” and a model of the citizen as a “human
specimen reduced to the most elementary reactions.” This has led to

a deep entrenchment of scepticism, and the ensuing corruption of
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human solidarity (Arendt, 1951: 583). Thus, Cury’s (1995)
reflections on the sociological legacies of communism emphasise
that while communism did not succeed in creating a model of
“socialist men” in a homogenous society, it did create a population
that was highly educated and mobilised with a sense of “rightful
power”. The social base of the ideology was impregnated with the
values, expectations, behaviour and patterns of social interaction,
which were quite different from those of citizens in the West, and
different again from populations in other states that have gone from
being authoritarian to democratic (e.g. Latin America and Southern

Europe).

Communism depreciated the role of civil society in structuring
society; it regarded voluntary associations with suspicion and
hostility (Schumaker, 2008: 270). Thus, civil society organisations,
such as “trade unions, leisure clubs, even churches all had to be
permeated and made into ‘transmission belts’ of the party’s
purposes” (Taylor, 2006: 88). These were not political societies
(Bafoil, 2009), for they were missing a crucial element of civil

society, namely its connotations of opposition and dissent*l. The

“1To some scholars (Smilova, 2017) the appearance of forms of resistance, such as the
organisations of the intelligentsia, or of members of the ethnic Turkish minority represented
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destiny of dissidents and people vocalising other opinions than the
one upheld by the party is clear. They ended up in the labour camps.
Therefore civil society did not exist in the sense in which liberalism
understands it in the wake of Locke, Montesquieu or de Toqueville.
Hence, scholars emphasise the lower levels of participation in CEEs
than those of Western Europe in their study of the civil society
experience in post-communist countries (Howard, 2003, 2011;
Wallace et al,, 2012, Barrett and Brunton, 2014). The instilment of
mistrust during Communism “constituted significant problems that
countries in transition from socialism faced in developing habits of
trust and honesty” as Rothstein highlights (2004: 13). In his research
he observes the persistence of the communist legacy: “trusting
relationships extended little beyond the circle of family and close
friends”. Gazing on the shadows of communism carries important
implications in analysing democratisation. It is particularly helpful in
shedding light on social relations and the challenges they contain for
the constitution of the social base of democracy. Cury (1995: 56)
identifies the need to consider the strength and nature of social ties,

traditions, learned behaviour and attitudes forged under

“informal” CSOs. These were developments that took place in the 1980s during the last period of
communist rule, when it started to slowly disintegrate. They were precipitated by the
developments in the Soviet Union under Gorbachev and his “perestroika” on the one hand, and
by the dissident movements in Central European communist states on the other.
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communism. None of these are the same as those that underlie the
birth and survival of democracies elsewhere. In addition, another
important social legacy of communism is the “second society
shadow”. What Cury means by this term is the presence of a black-
market trade (or “grey economy”), an opposition media and fiercely

held traditions in Eastern European Countries.

4.2.2. Ottoman legacy: Freedom without independence

The civil society axis represents a combination of the pre-communist
history of civil society and the strength of civil society during the
Communist period (Gill, 2000: 228). As discussed above, Bulgaria
shares commonalities with other CEE countries with regard to the
legacy of communist rule. There are, however, crucial differences
between those countries too (Gill, 2000: 189-217). Bafoil’s (2009)
study of civil society in CEE countries differentiates between two
types of civil society. The first type contains rebellious social ties
supporting political opposition, while the other exhibited “a social
consensus developed in a sphere removed from political opposition”.
Both authors agree that these peculiarities stemmed from the pre-

communist experiences of the countries (Bafoil, 2009; Gill, 2000).
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Gill (2000: 228) compares countries on the basis of the existence of
strong elements of a civil society in the pre-communist period with
autonomous social activity during the communist period, and argues
that in Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia and GDR (the Democratic
Republic of Germany) civil society was sufficiently robust to be able
to withstand the regime. These countries, prior to the advent of
communism, had developed patterns of organised social activity
which in the form of various organisations was able to cultivate
interests, generate discussion of issues and promote a sense of civic

responsibility.

In the categorization of the different eastern communist countries
that Bafoil (2010) proposes, there are differences between different
totalitarian regimes. Thus, he identifies “sultanist regimes” (the
Balkan countries), “the bureaucratic regimes”, which characterized
GDR and Czechoslovakia, and “the mature post-totalitarian regimes”
of Poland and Hungary. In these CEE countries, the mass-
mobilization and civil participation that overthrew the former
communist regimes was possible because “while the party still
prevailed as the dominant force, it abandoned a lot of its former

attributes, particularly ideology, leaving space for some civil
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societies”(Bafoil.2010: 10). The most outstanding model of social
self-reliance and political resistance was perhaps Solidarnost
(Solidarity) in Poland, whose “primary goal was to uncouple civil
society from totalitarian culture” (Goldfarb, 1989: 21-30).
Consequently, in the literature it is usually explained that the social
movements of the 1980s brought the rejuvenation of the concept of
civil society. The ‘revival’ or ‘rebirth’ of the concept came to the point
of “overt crisis” as evidence of the existence of societies massively
opposed to the political order (Howard, 2003; Cohen and Arato,

1992; Edwards, 2004).

In Gill's (2000: 216) classification of CEE states under the
Communist period, Bulgaria is in the second category, reflecting
“limited autonomous group activity”42. Following Almond and
Verba’s classification, by 1989 Bulgarian society exhibited a
“subjected political culture with strong patriarchal overtones”
(Gruev, 2015: 25). In Bafoil’s definition, Bulgaria had a political
culture disconnected from the rebellious element of mass
mobilisation implied in civil society. Civil society in Bulgaria under

communism thus exhibited a social consensus that developed in a

42 Together with Romania and Albania
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sphere removed from political opposition movements. It included a
proliferation of burgeoning activities with ties of sociability, yet
there was an evasion and circumvention of any political momentum

or challenge to the party /state.

By contrast, the political culture of participation - that which we call
civic culture, characterized by citizen engagement - in the social
environment of Bulgaria was marked by an enormous deficit. The
status quo of this period was established in a relationship of top-
down passivity between the governing and the governed, thus
eliminating the possibility of any substantive change in the existing
order. The governed were distanced and had a very vague
perception about the functioning of the political system
(Gruev,2015). The political system under Todor Zhivkov (the leader
of the Communist party and of the People’s Republic of Bulgaria
between 4 March 1954 - 10 November 1989) was entirely
subservient to the Soviet Union (USSR). The strong identification of
Bulgaria with the USSR has been expressed by Lasota (1985: 31
quoted in Bankowicz,1994: 230) who asserts that Bulgaria and the
Soviet Union share “the same lungs, the same circulatory system and

the same heart”. Hassner (1984: 311 quoted in Bakowicz, 1994: 230)
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argues that Zhivkov “turned Bulgaria into an instrument of Soviet
policy interest in the Balkans, and never missed an opportunity to

emphasise its symbiosis with the Soviet Union”.

Communist rule was conducive to a general passivity of society, and
the latter facilitated the former. Thus, although discontent and
opposition had been episodic during 50 years of Communist
domination in Bulgaria, there were no risings sufficient to voice real
dissent (Bankowicz, 1994). Civil society took its first steps in
Bulgaria in 1989 with the protest on 14 December asking for the
immediate cancellation of Article 1 of the Constitution of the People’s
Republic of Bulgaria, which guaranteed the leading role of the
Bulgarian Communist Party. Citizen organisations appeared around
1989 and were classified as “pseudo citizen” (Kirilova, 2001). What
Kiriova suggests is that all citizen movements, regardless of their
officially stated goal, were connected with political structures. Thus,
if they were preparing for the change of the regime, they were
representing a weaker oppositional stance than the opposition elite

(Gill, 2000: 230-231)43.

43 Zhivkov himself introduced the Soviet reform package of communism of 1985. While it did not
get accepted by his followers, this step contributed to his own downfall. Bankowicz (1994:231)
suggests that his party fellows “were not willing to face up to the consequences of far-reaching
political and economic reform. As a result the old guard lost the initiative and paved the way for
its own demise.”
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Unlike other CEE countries where individuals’ self-mobilization in
the movements of the 1980s demonstrated Havel's ‘power of the
powerless’ and brought down authoritarian regimes, the demise of
communism in Bulgaria was administrated from ‘above’. In Bulgaria,
which was “the most faithful (loyal) and obedient satellite of the
USSR” (Baeva, 2010) resistance had been passive, driven by
intellectuals via a limited number of publications and carried out
through mutual agreement between Moscow and the Bulgarian
government of that time. The fall of the communist regime, while
inspired by the peaceful revolutions throughout Eastern Europe, was
primarily executed from the top by communist party leaders with
some assistance from intellectuals such as Prof. Zhelev (the leader of
the Union of Democratic Forces, UDF) and organisations they
created*4, rather than any wider popular support. Thus, Bulgaria’s
transition to democracy began not as a result of an internal evolution
but rather as a part of an attempt by some of Zhivkov’s colleagues to
preserve their power at a time when the communist bloc was
collapsing around them. The Bulgarian “gentle” (Kabakchieva, 2012)

transition to democracy after 1989 had indirect influence (Baeva,

44 Such as the pro-environmental ecological movement Eko-Glasnot inspired by Solidarity trade
union Podkrepa (Support)
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2010). “It was slow to get off the ground, has been dominated by
small and often unaccountable elites and has been subject to sudden

reverses” as Dimitrov (2001: 35) puts it.

While communism significantly subdued the civic agency of
Bulgarians, scholars also emphasise a pre-communist context of
Bulgarian passivity and social and political estrangement. These
lineaments are traced back to the centuries of Ottoman rule. In
Bafoil’s work (2010: 10), Bulgaria as a Balkan country falls into “the
sultanistic” regimes that were characteristic of these countries. They
displayed “agrarian societies, some weak infrastructure, lack of state
autonomy, a lack of civil society and a very brutal regime”.
Kabakchieva (2015) also acknowledges that the Marxist-Leninst
communist project in Bulgaria was implemented against the
background of centuries of Ottoman rule and low socio-economic
development. According to Bafoil, the reason behind the absence of
political dynamics in agrarian societies lies in the repression and
near-elimination of the bourgeoisie during Ottoman rule. Bafoil
stresses that this class barely existed in Bulgaria before the 19th
century. Under the Ottomans, Bulgarians had been confined to an

almost exclusively rural system. The land-owing nobility were
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Ottomans, and when the Turkish armies were defeated by the
Russians in 1877, they left behind a country with hardly any

powerful urban social groups.

Bafoil’'s argument, that the lack of a middle class as the central
agency to channel the discontent of the mostly peasant population,
while highly insightful, is to be taken with a pinch of salt. Ottoman
rule is highly controversial still and has been approached through an
emotional lens in Bulgarian historiography, being usually referred to
as the “Ottoman yoke”. Its impact on Bulgarian social constituency is
a matter of broad and extremely sensitive debate, which is beyond
the scope of this dissertation. Yet, two points can be made. First, that
the population of Bulgaria was agrarian until very recently is not in
dispute; it was not, however, the lack of a middle class that
prevented its political organisation. It was, rather, the social and
economic position of the middle class that prevented them from
becoming actively involved in national movements directed against
the Ottoman order. Kemal Karpat’s (2002) extensive research on the
Balkan states under Ottoman rule points out that “Bulgarians had
developed during Ottoman rule the largest middle class, residing in

towns”. Karpat (2002: 427-438) argues that the Bulgarians were the
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first to benefit from the urbanisation that occurred in the Ottoman
state that started in the late 15t century. By year 1772, sultan
Mustafa IIl allowed the establishment of Bulgarian guilds and
granted them autonomy in administration. There is also enough
evidence to demonstrate that by the end of 18t century there were
established modern factories. Further, more than any other part of
the Ottoman state, the Bulgarians benefited most from the reforms
introduced by Mithat Pasha in banking, agriculture and industry.
According to Karpat, in the 1890s Bulgaria was the most developed
state in the Balkans, both with respect to state institutions and
national consciousness. The latter was heavily influenced by

Russia%>.

These developments under Ottomon rule facilitated the
establishment of a national, in fact-one may say - quite nationalistic
state among the Bulgarian population. Yet, the revolts of the
peasants (in the 1820s) did not yield immediate political results
because they lacked proper leadership on the part of the middle
classes. In addition, at the time of the revolts and the creation of the

Bulgarian state in 1878, the peasants were not nation conscious.

45 For instance, in 1856-1876 some 500 Bulgarian students received scholarships to study in
Russia (Karpat, 2002).
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They were not very aware of belonging to a national community#®,
and the nascent Bulgarian intelligentsia during this period had
strong difficulties enlisting the support of the middle class and of the
peasantry towards its national goals. Gill (2000: 222)’s argument on
pre-communist conditions for the role of civil society during
communism also highlights the existence of a middle class. His
account acknowledges the existence of a middle class in the country.
It was weak, which according to him was partly because of its
dispersed nature, and consisted of military men, small town
shopkeepers, artisans and rich peasants. Therefore, the pattern of
social relations and the nexus of interconnections necessary for the
development of the middle class as a prerequisite for the appearance
of civil society were in place. They did not cohere and solidify

sufficiently due to the social developments advanced by communism.

With these brief remarks in mind, there is still strong analytical value

in reverting to the Ottoman period to trace the roots of a Bulgarian

46 Most Balkan historians would question the truth of this statement, maintaining that the
establishment of the sovereign Bulgarian state was the consequence of national movements, of
the people's own efforts. Following Gellner (1983) and Anderson (1983) Bozeva - Abazi's PhD
research (2003) sheds light on the creation of a Bulgarian national state whereby the peasantry
needed to be educated (with the crucial role of the Christian Orthodox Church) and socialised in
nationalism in order to comprehend what a national identity was. This was gradually achieved
for purely pragmatic reasons, such as the defence of the state.
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lack of political dynamic and civil activity. Toni Nikolov47 (2014), in
an article in Capital newspaper called “Our Independence”, analyses
social apathy and inertia and considers the interruption in the
connection between the concepts of freedom and independence.
According to him, the unwillingness to engage in social and political
life was gradually, yet firmly instilled during the centuries of
Ottoman rule and replaced by a feeling of dependency. In the
Ottoman administrative system the Bulgarians were living under the
status of ‘raya’ (slave). Nikolov quotes Sofronii Vrachanski (1739-
1813)48: “we are raya, people always frightened like rabbits” and
argues that is still very much relevant to contemporary Bulgarian

society and state-society relations.

Nikolov’s argument points to the slim difference between the
concepts of freedom and independence. While freedom and
independence overlap on the common premise of “non-slave”

connotations, freedom from a political philosophy perspective can be

47 Toni Nikolov, philosopher in academic training, is the chief editor of the Culture Section of
Capital, Bulgaria’s most important newspaper.

48 Saint Sophronius of Vratsa was a monk who had been consecrated bishop under the Ottoman
rule (one of the few) and is famous for the hand-written copies of “Slav-Bulgarian history”
(1776) written by another monk, Paisii Hilendarski (1722-73) and for his own writings “Life and
Suffering of Sinful Sofronii”. Both works had strong influence on forming of Bulgarian national
consciousness.
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seen dually as a negative and positive concept*. Broadly, as a
negative concept, it entails the absence of external constraints; as
Nikolov defines it, it is “de facto freedom”. In its positive
connotations, as defined by Berlin, it posits the individual as an
executor of her proper will regardless of external constraints. From
this position freedom is self-determination. It is a privilege that
comes only when independent. Nikolov contends that independence

is “realised or enacted freedom”

Nikolov’s insights allow us to reflect upon the enactment of freedom
and whether or not it is present in the Bulgarian space after 1989. If
freedom has become a reality, how it is represented? Alternatively, if
not, what are the impediments that we can identify? They are also
guideposts that aid in understanding Dimitrova’s (2002) assertion
that Bulgaria represents a “democratic paradox” (Dimitrova, 2002:
206). Bulgaria is a country which has a long state tradition of
democratic rule conjoined with its citizens’ unwillingness to engage
in political matters. Democratic principles were integrated in the
first (Turnovo) constitution of the country after its independence in

1876; they were well established in the structure of the state and

49 Jsaiah Berlin (1958/1969:328) in his “Two concepts of Liberty” distinguished between a
‘negative’ theory of liberty and a ‘positive’ one (in Heywood, 1992:30-31)
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society, respectively. Also, as research on political culture in Bulgaria
has shown, citizens express a general interest in political issues and
support for democracy (Dimitrova, 2002; Slavov et al.,, 2010; OS],
2011; BTI, 2016). Simultaneously however, as Dimitrova (2002: 206)
argues, “although there is a commitment to both liberal and
democratic principles, Bulgarian people are not up to the task of
taking responsibility and power and thereby becoming the active
citizenry that democracy requires”. She further contends that there
exists a “chronic lack of self-confidence” among Bulgarian citizens. In
Nikolov’s argument on freedom without independence, the
syndrome of “freedom being given” is still pertaining 25 years after
the collapse of communism. This type of freedom does not require
independence. The latter presupposes action, efforts, a price to be
paid. Bulgarian social consciousness still resonates with self-pity,
with feeling poor or impoverished in comparison to other EU
countries. It is a mentality that tends to ignore the efforts that have

been dedicated to attaining wellbeing in wealthy European states.

These observations find resonance and gain further relevance when
aligned with evidence suggesting that, the democratisation efforts of

the EU had limited impact in creating active citizens. The outcome
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has been depicted as one of “participation without engagement”, and
as one that continues to pervade the Bulgarian social fabric. It is
summed up by the expression “Bulgarians beyond society”, which
was employed in recent sociological research (Slavov et. al., 2010) to
account for current state of Bulgarian society. I elaborate on both in

the next section.

4.3. The Social impact of Europeanisation

4.3.1. Participation without engagement

As a leading agent in the implementation of the EU’s normative
agenda, and the EU institutional actor closest to the candidate states,
the EU Commission played an important role in the transposition of
EU norms in these states. The promotion of civil society featured
strongly in the Commission’s rhetoric about the transformative
potential of the EU for the Balkans. To this end, the Commission used
a varied range of instruments in Bulgaria. These carried a strong
focus on policy in its “insistence on full and unconditional

implementation of the acquis” (O’'Brennan, 2006: 94; Dimitrova,
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2009; 2014; Toshkov, 2012) and had strong effects on economic

development.

Europeanisation research suggests that the economic effects of
integration have been more far-reaching than its political effects
(Epstein and Jackoby, 2014)59. Research shows the successful
application of the neo-liberal model in the transition to free market
relations (Slavenkov, 2015), with economic liberalism as the only
liberal discourse that has taken firm roots in the country (Dawson,
2014). In fact Dawson argues that the claim of consolidation of
liberal democracy in Bulgaria is based on the prevalence of a
“narrower, economically-loaded conception of liberalism that
resonates beyond academia” (ibid: 135). Dawson (2014: 136)
stresses the focus of Bulgarian scholars who argue in favour of
democratic credentials as “grounded in an economically-loaded
conception of liberalism, the pursuit of fiscal discipline and the
continued alignment of policies with the West (not only the EU but
also NATO)”. These benchmarks reflect the economic and anti-

communist character of the liberal movement in Bulgaria, while

50 According to the World Bank (2017) report Bulgaria, although still the poorest of the EU
member states with an income per capita only 47% of the EU average, i.e. the lowest in the EU,
has been experiencing a decade of exceptionally high economic growth and improved living
standards. Prospects for 2017 projected GDP to grow at 3.8%, with expectations to pick up to
4% in 2019.
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ignoring the liberal democratic values such as liberty, equality, civic
tolerance, inclusivity etc. Thus the Bulgarian public have been
presented with some liberal ideas, which were the product of “the
intellectual neglect of democratic pluralism” (Dawson, 2014: 170).

The sociologist Aleksei Pamporov (2016) in an interview for Capital
newspaper expresses the stark opinion that social liberalism is
missing in the Bulgarian political space. Dawson and Pamporov both
conclude that the social platform necessary to support liberal
democracy is still missing. Economic liberalism is accompanied by a
strong nationalist narrative, which girds political competition. The
conflation between a materialist discourse and a nationalist drive is
seen as promoting strong challenges to the social system, such as
ethnic exclusivism. Several recent international reports on political
governance and democratic institutions in Bulgaria are also voicing
concern over disquieting tendencies towards illiberalism. They point
to the spread of racism and xenophobic rhetoric and practices,
deterioration of the media environment (NiT, 2018; BTI, 2016,
2018), and widening social distances (Pamporov, 2009). In the
Bulgarian public space, public intellectuals (such as the political
journalist Karbovski, and the theatre director Morfov among others)

involved in culture and media production have articulated the view
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that democracy has not taken root yet. In the words of Karbovski
(2018) “democracy is not working. There is a religion of human
rights, but not regulations. We have no democracy, but exclusion of

citizens. Democracy is excluding each of us.”

Notwithstanding this, Bulgaria has a growing non-governmental
sector including various organisations. Empirical data on civil society
in Bulgaria (OS], 2010; BTI, 2016,2018) stresses the mushrooming of
civil society organisations (CVS) and the existence of an increasingly
strong NGO sector in the country. Reports also notice that while, in
2018, Bulgaria has about 30,000 registered NGOs, only a small
number of them (up to 1,000) are really active (BTI, 2018: 7). The
Open Society Institute’s (2011) first study of civil society after
Bulgaria’s accession to the EU in 2007 acknowledges its important
role as a driver of reform in the pre-accession period. It also
highlights that it was a “by-product of the financial, institutional and
administrative assistance of foreign donors and international
organisations (predominantly from the United States) since the

beginning of the 1990s” (OS], 2011: 14).
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Among the conclusions of the OSI (2011) report, unambiguously
called “Participation without Engagement” (OSI, 2011: 14) are: the
persistence of low civic engagement in Bulgaria, a lack of willingness
to get involved, and a low level of trust and ‘encapsulation’ within
the family, limiting the potential for building a community. Citizens’
low level of participation in CSOs is also among the main findings of
the BTI 2016 report, which stresses the weakness and
unsustainability of social links among citizens, as well as low trust in
public institutions and in CSOs. These trends result in apathy among
citizens concerning CSO activities. They resonate with Dawson’s
(2014: 133) claim that “the public sphere is Bulgaria is hard to locate
in everyday life on the basis that conversations rarely involved the
linking of one’s personal concerns to the broader political context”.
Citizen apathy reverberates in the broader social body, observed by
critical Bulgarian social media such as Politico (2018), which claims

that “all social systems in the state have gone onto autopilot”.

Kabakchieva’s (2009) research on Bulgarians’ understanding of

national identity, while confirming the findings of these reports,

sheds light on the above trends. The study, drawing on Benedict
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Anderson (1983)’s definition of “nation”>! inquires into the ethnic
and political dimensions of Bulgarian national identity. Political
identification is taken as a benchmark of EU citizenship against
which the Bulgarians’ identification with the values of the EU as a
political community is questioned. The study establishes the
specificities of Bulgarian political culture as: weak political and
citizen participation (81.5% of all Bulgarians have not participated in
any organisation, and 86.9% of them have not participated in any
volunteer activities), very low interpersonal trust and trust in state
institutions (80% of people report being suspicious of other people)
and a very low level of horizontal solidarity (59% of Bulgarians
report caring only about themselves). Thus, although people value
and trust the EU, and want to be part of the supra-national space
rather than merely their own, national identification is somehow
beyond the consciousness of belonging to a political community.
Following Habermas (1999), Kabakchieva asserts political
identification as one of the key achievements of European modernity
and describes it as open and active. It is open because by

presumption all people are equal in dignity and in front of the law,

51 Anderson (1983:16) defines nation as collectively imagined and as interlacing cultural and
political elements. The cultural identification in national identity can be thought of in ethnic
terms, hence it is consolidating around common myths of genesis, history. Nation is also “a deep
horizontal comradeship”, it is sovereign, i.e. political. The markers of belonging to political
community are citizenship as identification with the state and its norms and institutions.
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with equal duties and rights. It is active because it requires the actual
practice of democratic liberties. On these grounds, Kabakchieva
contends the absence of civic consciousness and citizen identity
among Bulgarians. EU membership is regarded with hopes for the
development of civic culture. For Znepolski (2015: 57), in order for
the EU to have an impact the transition that needs to take place is in
the Bulgarian mindset. This civilizational aspect of democratisation
requires “interiorization of the temporality of the changes”. The
subjective changes consist in realising that “it is us who need to
enact the transition and thus to overcome the predominant
understanding of the transition as something that is happening to

us”. This hasn’t happened yet.

There are also scholars who demonstrate the constraints of the
domestic context for integration into the EU at a structural level. For
instance, Kurjelovski’s (2011) study stresses the persistence of
communist organisational culture in institutional behaviour and its
impact on the process of integration into the EU. Kurjelovski’s study
of the application of the principle of partnership identifies the
following informal constraints during the country’s accession and

integration into the EU: ‘encapsulation of the institutional
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structures’; ‘feudalisation of the directorates’; ‘a lack of horizontal
linkages and communication in the administration and personalized
bureaucracy; ‘a lack of taking responsibility’; ‘problems with
professionalism’; ‘a lack of institutional memory and continuity’; ‘a
lack of predictability’ (Dimitrov, 2004; Dimitrov, Danchev &
Karamfilova, 2008). Other factors include over-centralisation of
policy and decision making; a lack of predictability of the policy
process; a formalistic approach to CSO-government partnership (i.e.,
lack of civil society actors and sustainable civil society-government
dialogue that leaves the policy process dependent on the ‘good will’
of the administration (Bulgarian Centre for Non-profit Law (BCNL),
2009). Based on this account of domestic constraints, Kurjelovski
concludes that instead of transformation, the institutions and the
respective procedures were merely mimicking change and

predominantly applying requirements only formally.

EU conditionality after accession seems to be even less
transformative and more conditioned by domestic factors. The
limited and temporal influence of the EU, and the crucial role of
internal actors for EU impact has also been argued by Spasova and

Tomini (2013). In their research on the evolution of institutions of
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social dialogue and actors’ perceptions in Bulgaria within the context
of Europeanisation, they conclude that EU conditionality became the
main source of change in the area of social dialogue at the national
level through technical assistance and disseminations of ideas and
‘best practice’, but the role of the EU was limited to the time of
negotiations. This view was presented in chapter III with Mungiu-
Pippidi (2007)’s expression about the ‘anaesthetic’ properties of EU
conditionality. Also, in the context of the post-accession period in
Bulgaria, outlined in Chapter I, the mimicking in implementing EU
rules resulted in what scholars refer to as the “transposition-
implementation gap”. Dimitrova and Steunenberg (2013)
emphasised the difference between the official transposition of
policies and the actual implementation in Bulgaria. In their analysis
on the implementation of EU rules regarding cultural heritage in
Bulgaria, the authors found that different implementation outcomes
stemmed from the same policy. They explain this ‘gap” with the
broad discretion the implementing actors have. Accordingly,
implementing players have followed their normative orientations to
apply different policies as if they live in “parallel universes” of
implementation. The observed discrepancies point to problems in

governance, and to the conclusion that Europeanisation and the
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transformations it is supposed to engender are isolated changes
(Lessenski, 2012). The Balkan countries are still grappling with
implementing changes in governance and remain at the bottom of
the European Catch-Up Index (OSI, 2013). The Catch-Up Index was
initially designed to capture the progress of the EU10 countries - the
EU members from Central and Eastern Europe - in catching up with
the rest of the EU by measuring their overall performance across
four categories: Economy, Quality of Life, Democracy and
Governance. Bulgaria and Romania are singled out in the OSI (2013)
report as the “laggards” of the newcomer groups and have problems

across the board in nearly every indicator of the index.

4.3.2. “Bulgarians beyond Society”

Sociological accounts complement the institutionalist analysis. They
establish poverty and deprivation as the main reason behind the
limited impact of Europeanisation. Although the OSI 2015 survey
demonstrates that 75% of Bulgarians live above the poverty line5Z,
sociologists identify poverty as “the greatest social problem in

Bulgaria” (Bojadjieva and Kabakchieva, 2015: 8). Poverty is

52 The line of poverty is considered a monthly income of BGN 240 (x€120) calculated as the
median of 60% of the income.
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widespread and “diffuse.” Its ubiquity transforms poverty “from an
individual or social group trait into a national trait” (Zhelyazkova,
1997: 34). The prevalent sociological understanding of poverty is
that it is not about the inability to possess one thing or another, but
is “a way of life ... manifested by the inability to satisfy the basic
needs of life” (Kostov et al, 1993: 2; Kabakchieva et al., 2002;

Katsarski, 2011)

The conclusion regarding the absence of a civic consciousness in
Bulgaria is analysed as a function of the absence of a propitious
social base on which to evolve. Poverty contributes to rising social
inequality =~ which  sociologists have termed  “Bulgarian
exceptionality”. In the multiple studies done by Tilkidjiev in 1993
and 1994 on people’s self-assessment through open-ended
interviews and national surveys, sociologists have observed that
poverty/wealth has become the main demarcation line on social
stratification. There has been “a very defined shift” in the perception
of cleavages, whereby wealth/poverty becomes the key divide. It
supersedes social and professional differentiation. These results

have been confirmed in subsequent studies in 2002, 2004 and 2007.
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The deepening of social stratification is also documented in the OSI

2015 report.

Growing income disparities have led to growing social divisions. The
influence of poverty on social structuration is multidimensional.
Sociological studies have demonstrated the growing influence of
occupation, ethnicity, gender, and education on inequality. In
particular, they highlighted the strong relationship between
ethnicity and inequality. In research done for OSI, Akekesi Pamporov
(2009), measuring the social distances in Bulgarian society, shows
the particularly strong social distance among ethnic groups. The
most vulnerable ethnic group is undoubtedly the Roma, who are also
subjected to spatial (physical) distancing or ghettoization. They are
followed by new immigrants from Africa, Southeast Asia and the
Muslim countries®3. The “deep” social distances are undermined by
significant ethnic, religious and racial prejudices by the majority of
the Bulgarian population against Roma, Muslim and black
immigrants respectively. The existence of prejudices entails a lack of

solidarity with the vulnerable groups and leads to social exclusion.

53 Pamporov (2009) argues that migration to Bulgaria is a social fact, which is a trend likely to
increase in the future. According to him, as a member of the EU, Bulgaria- in line with other EU
countries-has become an attractive destination for labour immigrants from the Third World and
is experiencing a growing number of asylum seekers. The National Statist Institute’s (NSI) 2017
data on migration captures these tendencies. The data shows an internal legal immigration of
25,597 people into the country and an external migration of 31,586 people.
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The analysis concludes that xenophobic tendencies have a strong

economic foundation.

Widening social distances are not observable solely on ethnic
grounds. Sociologists have coined the expression “Bulgarians beyond
society” in order to account for an atomised and individualised
society suffering from a lack of social solidarity. This is a society
where individuals mistrust each other, consider their compatriots as
a potential threat and overtly state that each person is mainly and
solely concerned for her own good. Altruism is thus largely absent
among Bulgarians. The data in the Slavov et al. (2010) study shows
that almost 84% of the people interviewed think that “above all,

» «

individuals care only about themselves.” “Bulgarians beyond society”
is impregnated with the potential for the total collapse of social
relations due to “an inability to create a community because of the
lack of sustainable social connections among individuals, as well as

the limitation of social contact to the sphere of family and friends”

(Slavov, 2012 quoted in Bezev, 2014).

Against this background, sociologists have addressed the puzzling

question of why people don’t get organised to protest against the
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social condition of pervading poverty. Kabakchieva, in earlier
research (2009) suggests that existing “closed individualism” and a
lack of empathy towards the ‘other’ are perhaps explicable by the
ordinary citizen’s hostile perception towards their social milieu.
Moreover, poverty instils powerlessness. It prevents participation as
a response to social injustices. Poverty leads to the shrinking of
social networks, reducing them to the closed circles of relatives and
neighbours. This anthropological argument, developed by Iliya lliev,
has been adopted by Ivan Krastev (2002) as the explanation for the
lack of inclination to protest by “ordinary” citizens, even though they
are the losers of the transition. In Bulgaria, argued Krastev, “social
shrinking assumes the character of falling out of society in general”.
The lack of social networks makes collective action and political
protest impossible. If people do protest, they are likely to do so
“through criminal forms of action, and/or by voting for the

”

opposition - whoever that opposition is”. Further, the sharp
polarisation between the extremely rich and extremely poor
measured by sociologists is well established in the public
consciousness. This feeling of despair expressed by the dichotomy

between “rich corrupt politicians” and “poor ordinary people” has

detrimental consequences for collective action. As Stoychev explains
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it, this dynamic “creates an acute sense of sensibility preventing
collective solidarity or a willingness to support the protests of
others. If a particular group goes on strike, the majority of the
population appears convinced that if that group wins higher pay, this
will be at the cost of others” (Stoychev, 2008: 232-236).
Consequently, the sharp polarisation prevents the constitution of a
middle class (Bezev, 2014). Penchev’s (2013) measuring of middle-
class income shows the thin line between Bulgarians living with low
income (43.4%) and the middle class (46,9%); those living with a
high income constitute 9.7%. the author argues that the close
percentage between low income and middle income fosters
exclusion and thereby hampers the exercise of civic and political

rights.

4.4. Conclusion

This chapter focused on the cultural tropes of Europeanization
conveyed by the domestic context of Bulgaria. The discussion
examined civil society as realised in the Bulgarian socio-political
context. The historical overview presented a social environment in

which the genealogy of social relations for the development of the
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middle class as a prerequisite for civil society could not prosper. This
was mainly due to communist social engineering. Bulgaria, like the
rest of the CEE countries, exhibited a tenuous civil society
characterised by weak social ties and a low level of citizen
participation. Unlike peer states, however, Bulgarian civil society did
not manifest political mobilization to bring down the communist
régime. The strong grip of Communism in Bulgaria de-mobilized the
political element of citizens interaction and entailed the withdrawal
of citizens in the private domain. The lingering of the Ottoman legacy
behind the deficit of ‘citizen politics’ can be traced in the instillment
of dependency in Bulgarian civic consciousness. Burdened with the
status of a ‘slave mentality’ during the centuries of Ottoman rule,
Bulgarians internalised a fatalistic passivity, and thence an inability

and incapacity to enact autonomy.

Contemporary post-communist Bulgarian society, while democratic
in form, still lacks a social constituency. The ideational and financial
contribution of the EU Commission has resulted in the development
of a strong NGO sector. This proliferation of organisations is conjunct
with low citizen participation in voluntary associations and a low

level of trust among citizens, expressed by the phrase “participation
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without engagement”. The situation is complicated, or rather
enabled, by the ubiquitous poverty of the ordinary Bulgarian citizen.
Poverty is disabling, as it leads to polarisation and social exclusion. It

is summed up by the formulation “Bulgarians beyond society”.

Approaching democratisation as a normative project and its
implementation in the specific context of Bulgaria allows us to draw
the following conclusion. The process is taking shape as a
hybridisation between overlapping layers of cultural strata% The
norms to be integrated in the domestic social space are inevitably
influenced or transposed through the prism of the communist and
Ottoman legacies, which have both imprinted a cultural texture into
the fabric of Bulgarian social consciousness. This means that
democratic impact is happening as overlapping diachronic
modernising projects. It thus requires a dismissal of its
implementation as ipso facto, i.e. or following a model, but rather
considering of theoretical as well as practical sui generis mode of

democratisation.

54] owe the idea of hybridity to Kabakchieva’'s (2016) thesis on hybridity of Bulgarian society.
She develops her sociological analysis on post-communism by drawing parallels between
colonialism and communism as diversifications of the Enlightenment project. They were meant
to alter the societies in which they were deployed as realisations of different substances
incorporated in the European Enlightenment. Thus, colonialism carried the incumbent mission
of civilising, whereas communism was cast in modernising terms.
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Based on the above points, this project proposes to delve into the EU
impact on civil society development by focusing on Bulgarian civic
initiatives. It addresses the social vacuum in the Commission’s
approach to civil society. The institutional focus of the Commission
could not reach the ordinary citizen because it was cast in discursive
tropes that did not resonate with the Bulgarian social milieu.
Endeavours to set up NGOs as spaces of deliberating citizenry
presupposed already politically-conscious individuals. In Bulgaria, it
is posited that the constitution of civility as paving the way to the
politically active citizen needs to be highlighted. Hence the question
of sociality coming to the fore. Civic initiatives are then regarded as
nodes of social relations and interrogated in terms of the change that
social interaction enables. Together with being constitutive, as social
practices, they are also constituted by virtue of the symbolic nature
of the social world. This reflexive causality is to be explored in the
chapters that follow. It starts off by laying down the ontological and
epistemological premises of discourse as the research framework.
Chapter VI then extends the theoretical premises of discourse to
Europeanisation. Subsequently, the theoretical assumptions will be

allied with the empirical chapters and the analysis of data.
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Chapter V: Discourse as Constituted
and Constitutive of the Social World

This chapter introduces the conceptual framework around which the
study is organised. It outlines the ontological and epistemological
assumptions of the research vested in the concept of discourse that
shapes the research design; it presents its bias, logic and criteria
(Crotty, 1998: 66). It thus addresses the question of social theory or
the second order question as suggested by Alexander Wendt (1995)
implied in the inquiry. The propositions about the nature of the
social world and the dynamics through which it can be known are of
paramount importance for studying the process of international

politics and for scrutinising their connection to social phenomena.

Approaching Europeanization sociologically allows for a
‘kaleidoscopic’ view of the process. Although predominantly
constructivist in their philosophical assumptions, sociological
approaches are also heterogeneous in that they allow for multiple
theoretical explanations, including critical and post-positivist
epistemologies (Saurugger, 2009). Consequently, within each of
them a different lens on the process will emerge. The discussion that

follows then aims to refine the sociological focus of Europeanization
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through the prism of discourse as conceptualized within political
discourse theory (PDT). The philosophical premises embedded in
discourse provide a lens to look at and study the phenomena of
social reality. To justify the methodological and analytical choices
involved in the study, questions of ontology and epistemology are

also explored>>.

5.1. Discourse within Interpretative Hermeneutics

5.1.1. The common grounds of discourse

This section focuses on the common grounds of discourse. The
notion of discourse is ‘marked by lack of clear and simple meaning’
as its meaning varies across disciplines, users and contexts”
(Mills,2004: 7). Nevertheless, there are points of convergence among
the different definitions of discourse, which centre on the ontological
and epistemological premises of interpretivism, to which they
subscribe. The discussion then focuses on the relativist ontology and

the constructivist epistemology of philosophical interpretivism

55 Connolly (2008 in Griggs and Howarth, 2011:224) argues that every interpretation in political
analysis is an ‘ontopolitical interpretation’, it not only presupposes a particular (and
contestable) ontological perspective, it also involves the projection of certain ideals into our
objects of investigation.
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implied in the notion. The aim is to explore the first line of inquiry,
which drives the research question, and hence to explain human
experience (social action) as constituted by and constitutive of the
social world. Interpretivism considers both, human agency and the

social world as constituted in meaning.

Implicit in discourse is the interpretivist position of social reality as
emerging as structures of ideas. As a philosophical premise,
interpretivism rejects the positivist claim of an objective reality that
can be grasped by rational human thought. Instead, it posits a
nominalist status to social phenomena as a “product of names,
concepts labels, etc. having no independent existence only as names”
(Blaike, 2007: 13-17). Interpretivism as a theoretical perspective
(Crotty, 1998: 6), paradigm (Blaike, 2007: 12) or model (Silverman,
2010: 103) has its roots in the work of Max Weber and his concerns
with Verstehen (understanding) of social life>¢ (Crotty, 1998: 67). It
emphasizes meaningful social action, “socially constructed meaning
and value relativism” (Neuman, 2011: 87). At the Kkernel of
interpretivism is the claim that there are fundamental differences

between natural and social phenomena. As Wendt (1999) phrases it,

56 It is also associated with the work of Wilhelm Dilthey (1833- 1911) and the neo-Kantian
philosophers Wilhelm Windelband (1848-1915) and Heinrich Rickert (1863-1936) in
Sarantakos (2005: 40).
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humankinds are different from natural kinds. The difference is that
humans (unlike things in nature) have culture and live in a world of
the shared interpretation. Interpretivism upholds this vision of
human subjects as self-conscious agents, capable of cognition and of
acting agentively from it. Consequently, they engage in activities
creatively and intentionally, to which they attach meaning derived
from their values, beliefs, ideas, motives etc. This view departs from
the conception of human subjectivity within the Newtonian
mechanical model, according to which all action can be said to be
causal in nature and that cases can be exhaustively traced to forces
acting externally upon “actors” (Crotty,1998: 28). Further, within
interpretivism, discourse adheres to the hermeneutical tradition
cleaved to by thinkers such as Dilthey, Heidegger, Gadamer and
Ricoeur who assert Man’s general Being-in-the-world as an agent of
language (Kearney, 1991: 277 in Crotty, 1998: 87)>7. The central
point of this approach is about how understanding is achieved rather
than what understanding entails. Hermeneutics stresses human
experience as mediated through language. In focusing on text

interpretation, which includes both grammatical as well as

57 Hermeneutics’ basic premises can be expressed in Ricoeur’s famous phrase ‘the symbol gives
rise to thought’ meaning that “the symbols of myth, religion, art and ideology carry messages
which constitute our situations, events, practices and meanings in language and may be
uncovered by philosophical interpretation (Crotty,1998: 87-88).

244



psychological interpretation, the purpose is to make authors’

intentions and meanings explicit (Sarantakos, 2005).

These views on human nature and social phenomena bear on the
organisation of scientific episteme as embraced by social
constructionism (Blaike, 2007). In contending the constructed
nature of social reality, constructivist premises challenge the
philosophical view known as “foundationalism”. The latter, a
dominant position on knowledge in the social sciences until the
nineteenth century, implies the existence of existential truths, which
ground our systems of knowledge (Hughes & Sharrock,1997; Gergen,
2001). Constructivism as deployed by Berger and Luckmann in their
seminal work The Social Construction of Reality (1966) entails the
rejection of knowledge as built upon a sound foundation; they argue
that there are no permanent, unvarying criteria for proposing a
given knowledge to be regarded as truth, as there are no absolute

truths. Hence, they are anti-foundationalist.

Discourse resonates with the social constructivist anti-
foundationalist presumption of social reality as constituted by the

meanings and interpretations of social actors. Associated with
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language as a process of signification (Saussure, 1915; Barthes,
1964) discourse points to investigations of meaning production. This
common point between approaches to discourse is emphasized by
Newman (2007) who emphasizes that “what all discursive
approaches share ... is an overriding concern with questions of
meaning and the centrality attributed to subjects in the construction
and apprehension of meaning” (Newman 2007: 33). Nonetheless,
implicit in discourse is the structural linguistic differentiation
between speech and language®8, and the extension of language to the
wider social world (Barthes,1972; Searle, 1995), which allows for

many different definitions and hence, different uses of the concept.

5.2.2. The various worlds of discourse

Within the premises of interpretivism, discourse assumes different

definitions®?. Discourse is a fluid term. It designates a concept which

58 Saussure’s in his Course on General Linguistics (1916) establishes the difference between
speech (parole) and language (langue). Barthes extends this distinction to its social aspect: he
argues “in contrast to the language, which is both an institution and a system, speech is
essentially an individual act of selection and actualization “. Speech then covers the purely
individual part of language (in Elliott, 1999: 48)

59 Similarly, discourse assumes different connotations within positivist (empiricist) and realist
accounts. The former view discourses as “frames” or “cognitive schemata” (McAdam et al,1996:
6 in Howarth,2000:3) which are “instrumental devices that can foster common perceptions and
understanding for specific purposes”; the latter see discourse as part of a social ontology
consisting of independently existing objects with “inherent properties and intrinsic causal
powers”. Discourses are, therefore, viewed as “particular objects with their own properties and
powers. While for the empiricist the task of discourse analysis is “to measure how effective they
(discourses) are to bring about certain ends (Snow and Benford, 1988), for the realist analysing
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covers concerns about the production and communication of
meaning as well as questions about the constitution and
reproduction of the wider social world. Howarth (2000: 2)
summarizes this wide spectrum of meanings of discourse: “for some,
discourse is a very narrow enterprise that concentrates on a single
utterance, or at most a conversation between two people, while
others see it as synonymous with the entire social system, in which
discourse literally constitutes the social and the political world.” A
specific definition of discourse within this broad scope is tightly
connected with the particular theoretical stance within which it is
proposed. As Connolly stresses “as with other complex and contested
concepts in the social sciences, the meaning, scope and application of
discourse is relative to the different theoretical systems in which it is
embedded (Connolly, 1993: 10-44 in Howarth, 2000: 3). Mills (2004:
6) suggests “discourse cannot be pinned down to one meaning, since
it has had a complex history and it is used in a range of different
ways by different theorists, and sometimes even by the same
theorist”. Discourse then, is a concept intrinsically connected with
that of meaning, and its definitions vary in accordance with the

different theoretical interpretations of meaning. Three phases can be

discourse involves placing them in relation to other social objects, such as the state, economy,
etc. in order to reveal the causal connection. Thus they aim to “unravel the ‘conceptual elisions
and confusions by which language enjoys its power’ “(Parker, 1992:28 in Howarth, 2000:3).
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presented in the genealogy of discourse theory (Torfing, 1999;

Howarth, 2000).

Discourse is first and foremost associated with language in use and
the analysis of “talk and text in context” (van Dijk, 1977: 3 in
Howarth, 2000: 6). The linguistic focus of discourse is a rather
narrow view construed by sociolinguistics (Downes, 1984). It is
defined as a textual unit that is larger than a sentence and focuses on
the semantic aspects of spoken and written language. Within this
theoretical focus which draws on ethnomethodology “discourse can
be a contingent product of participants in ordinary conversation; or it
can be designed product of a form of talk-in-interaction, which is
some systematic variant or transformation of ordinary conversation”
Schegloff (2002: 231). Schegloff’'s definition points to the use of
discourse as conversation analysis in the organisation of linguistic
interaction, e.g., the rules governing initiation and conclusion of
conversations, turn taking, choice and change of topics, and the
sequence of sentence. Analytical philosophers such as Austin (1975)
and Searle (1969) regard language as speech acts. The speech act
theorist focuses on the fact that by saying something we are actually

doing something. They stress the performative function of language
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indicating that “the issuing of the utterance is the performing of an

action”®% (Jaworski and Coupland, 2006: 13).

The next generation of discourse theory (Torfing, 2005; Howarth,
2000) emphasized the social aspect of language. Roland Barthes was
a foremost exponent of this view. It is further extended to carry
ideological connotations implicated in Norman Fairclough (1992,
1995) Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and theoretically developed

by Michael Foucault (1972).

Barthes (1957/1972) introduced the ideological connotations of
language. His work builds on the distinction between language and
speech conceptualized by Saussure and elaborates on the cultural
aspect of language developed in detail by Claude Lévi-Strauss
(1960). The investigations of myth, which Lévi-Strauss did,
suggested the existence of a prototype deep structure that lies
behind the various mythical narratives that are found at the surface
of social life. In particular, Levi-Strauss’ structuralist method
revealed that cultural forms of social life involved the use of specific

cultural codes (Scott, 2012: 207). The insight into systems of signs

60 The example Austin gives is this of marriage: “when I say, before the registrar of the altar ‘1 do’,
[ am not reporting a marriage: [ am indulging in it (Austin, 1962 in Jaworski and Coupland, 2006:
56)
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whose relations structure human activities is further developed in
Barthes’ (1972: 105 in Jaworski and Coupland, 2006: 108) argument
about myth as a type of speech. In his analysis of the sign (the word)
Barthes distinguished between the first level of signification, i.e.,
denotation, when the word refers to something concrete (the
signifier), and a second level of signification, i.e., connotation, when
the word gains associative or symbolic meaning. The signs (words)
therefore are made of signifiers (meaningful forms) and signified
(things referred to). The myth resides in the process of the second
signification (connotation) when “signs are becoming signifiers for

other signifieds” (Jaworski and Coupland, 2006: 46-47).

Language for Barthes then is primarily a social institution and at one
and the same time a system of values. It is the social part of language,
“which the individual cannot by himself create or modify; it is
essentially a collective contract which one must accept in its entirety
if one wishes to communicate ... it is a system of contractual values”
(Barthes in Elliott, 1999: 48). Thus “as a social institution, it is by no
means an act, and it is not subject to any premediation”. The semiotic
approach outlined above is Barthes’ contribution to understanding

what society reveals about itself through the signs it produces. Social
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life for Barthes is “a complex system of signs, a relation of relations”
(Barthes in Elliott, 1999: 49).

This extension of language to society and its ideological dimensions
has been most consistently developed in the work of Fairclough'’s
(1989) critical discourse analysis (CDA)®1. Discourse is not restricted
to spoken and written language but is defined as “an empirical
collection of practices that qualify as discursive insofar as they
contain a semiotic element” (Torfing,2005: 7). It includes all kinds of
linguistically mediated practices in terms of speech, writing, images
and gestures that social actors draw upon in their production and
interpretation of meaning. Fairclough uses Giddens’ structuration
theory - the theme of ‘duality of social structure and human agency’ -
to account for the mutually constituting relationship between

discourses and the social system in which they function.

Moreover, the emphasis on linguistic practice that CDA stresses is
linked with ideological assumptions of language and their
functioning to establish power relations through discourse (Wodak,

2001). This focus on discourse as social practices and their

61 CDA integrated of range of sociological and philosophical positions, such as Gramsci, Bakhtin,
Althusser, Foucault, Giddens and Habermas (Fairclough, 1989; Wodak, 1996; Fairclough and
Wodak, 1997). In the words of Wodak (2001: 9) critical means “having distance to the data,
embedding the data in the social, taking a political stance explicitly, a focus on self-reflexion as
scholars doing research”
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ideological connotations is inspired by the post-Marxist tradition of
viewing discourses “as ideological systems of meaning that obfuscate
and naturalize uneven distributions of power and resources”
(Howarth, 2000: 4). Althusser’s explanation of discourses with
respect to ideological state apparatuses- as economic and political
processes permeating social formations has been furthered by
Foucault’s (1985) concerns about the rules governing the production
of statements and practices. Foucault, who rejected Althusser’s
materialist determinism,®? developed a genealogical method for
discourse, as a way to “dig deeper and to uncover the structures that
underline discourse and to discover the ways in which one discourse
gives way to another” (Scott, 2012: 210). Thus against empiricist,
realist and Marxist conceptions in which “the nature of the objective
world determines the character and veracity of discourse, Foucault
argues that certain discursive rules enable subjects to produce
objects, statements, concepts and strategies, which together
constitute discourses” (Howarth, 2000: 7). For Foucault, practices

are discursive in the sense that they are shaped by discursive rules of

62 Althusser moved away from the idea of a holistic, monolithic view of society, according to
which “societies were seen as structured by integrated systems of signs that give them unity” (as
in Levi-Strauss, but also Parsons’ structural functionalism). He also argued that Marxism carried
a similar view and hence had a strong tendency towards essentialism. Instead he recognized the
existence of the ideological level as de-centered, comprising a diversity of agencies and
organisation. Nevertheless he retained the functional explanation of ideological state
apparatuses. (Scott, 2012:209)
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formation that vary in time. In addition, discursive practices are said
to be ideological as long as they contribute to the naturalization of

contingently constructed meanings.

Foucault’s position on the discursive nature of social practices is
further developed by a third intellectual current of discourse.
Political Discourse Theory (PDT) extends the notion of discourse to
cover all social phenomena. Discourse in this tradition no longer
refers to a particular part of the overall social system, but it is taken
to be coterminous with the social. This perspective reflects the cross-
disciplinary attempt of PDT to integrate central insights from
linguistics and hermeneutics with key ideas from social and political
science. It draws on resources from post-Marxism, post
structuralism, neo-pragmatism, rhetoric and post analytical
philosophy, among others (Torfing, 1999; 2005: 12). This is the
understanding of discourse that the present study adopts. The
discussion that follows addresses the philosophical premises of
discourse within PDT with the aim of clarifying the claim of
discourse as being constitutive of the social world, and to show what

the implications are for studying this social world.

253



5.2. Discourse as Language games: the social world as discursive

5.2.1. In search of meaning: the differential logic of language

Within the political discourse theory approach, discourse is
understood broadly as that which Wittgenstein (1953) calls
‘language games’®3. Glyson et al. (2009: 7) assert that “in a
microcosmic form, what Wittgenstein calls a ‘language game’ more
or less corresponds to what we call a ‘discourse’ or a ‘discursive
structure’. This abstract notion includes Laclau and Mouffe (1988)’s
contribution to the theoretization of discourse as “a differential
ensemble of signifying sequences in which meaning is negotiated”
(Glyson et al, 2009: 85) and Derrida’s (1978) view of discourse as ‘a
system of differences’ whose elements are in a state of constant
shifting relations. Central to this definition is the post-structuralist

focus on language®* and the attempt to conceptualize social and

63 According to Schatzki (1996: 51-52) language games refers to Wittgenstein’s (1953) idea
about the lack of rules governing language use. Schatzki states that “the fact that language use
lacks ‘cognitive’ tracks provides one interpretation of Wittgenstein assertion that “the new
(spontaneous, ‘specific’) is a language game”. Schatzki sheds light on Wittgenstein’s idea by
explaining that “mastering a language is not a matter of following rules and meanings but of
being able to go on using worlds intelligibly (i.e. making sense) to others ... Language use is a
reaction to the world not pinned down by rules, meanings, past usages, ideas or anything else.”
This claim reflects a perspective of Wittgenstein’s philosophy, whereby “all human action and
thought is underwritten by a repertoire of non-cognitive (in the sense of pre-determined)
abilities to carry out bodily performances. It is thus what we do, how we go on that determines
the rule, not vice versa.

64 The term post structuralism does not have a fixed meaning, and is generally applied to a range
of theoretical positions developed in and from the work of Derrida (1973, 1976), Lacan (1977),
Kristeva (1974, 1981, 1986), Althusser (1971) and Foucault (1978, 1981, 1986).
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political meaning through language (Weedon, 2001; Newman, 2005;
2007). The understanding of discourse is then imbricated with
language as the ultimate site of the construction and contestation of
meaning. Further, the principle of ‘meaning is use’ as developed by
Wittgenstein in Philosophical Investigations (I, sec. 43) applies to
discourse as spatio-temporal phenomenon, wherein the meanings of
words arises in their use. This is explicitly stated by Newman (2007)
who says that “post structuralism addresses discourse from the
standpoint of meaning”.

The post-structural ‘ludic’ dimension of discourse, referred to as
such by Denizin and Lincoln (2013), is taken up by Howarth and

Torfing (2005: 4):

“Meaning itself is necessary since without the ability to confer meaning
on social phenomena and political events we would not be able to
orient ourselves and act upon our orientations. However, at the same
time, meaning is also impossible because it is constructed within
relational ensembles that are subject to endless displacements and

constant disruptions”
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The post-structural focus on language and the investigation of
meaning draws attention to two important claims informing the
definition of discourse as language games. These are firstly the
relational nature of language and second the impossibility of

complete closure of meaning.

Within post structuralism, discourse is homologous with the notion
of language in the linguistic tradition of Ferdinand de Saussure
(1967). Rather than seeing language as simply expressive,
transparent, a vehicle for communication or as a form of
representation, poststructuralists saw language as a system with its
own rules and constraints, and with its own determining effect on
the way that individuals think and express themselves.
Poststructuralist ideas on language follow from structuralism via the
latter’s emphasis on the differential logic of language. Saussure saw
language as “a system of signs that expressed ideas” (Saussure,
1916/1967). Meaning in Saussurean linguistics is not located in the
objects themselves, but its relations. Meaning “depends on relations
between different elements of a system” (Howarth, 2000: 10); and

particularly as an effect of the conceptual opposition of binary pairs.
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Language is perceived as a system of signifiers in which the identity
of each element depends on its differences with others. Thus ‘father’
gains meaning through differentiation with mother, or speech via
writing. Difference therefore is a central organising concept of
meaning formation. Difference discloses the importance of an
external element for determining identity and thus precludes
structuralism grounding the experience in an objective, ‘intelligible’
substance or ‘reality’ that is not internal to it (Newman, 2007).
Reflected in the poststructuralist definition of discourse is this idea
of structuralism that signs ultimately derive their meaning not
through their relation to reality but through the internal relations

within the network of signs.

In addition, while recognizing the validity of the structuralist
semiological principle of difference for meaning construction, post-
structuralists part company with structuralism on the determining
role of structure. Difference for structuralism operates with a strong
emphasis on structure. It is premised on the existence of a centre
that organises the metaphysical oppositions relying on assumptions
of presence. Presence as a philosophical category refers to the search

for foundations, principles or logos as the origin of truth and is

257



associated with Aristotle’s metaphysics (Howarth, 2000: 41).
Difference then, while essential for the meaning of each element in
the binary pair, is associated with longing for a centre

(logocentrism).

Post structuralism problematizes structure because “the concept of
structure involves bracketing its figurative connotation of a self-
contained space unified by a fixed centre” (Torfing,1999: 85). Post
structuralism’s anti-authoritarian spirit (Gashe, 1986) suggests the
centre is problematic for it spawns binary opposites, with one term
central and the other marginal. It thus establishes a hierarchical
relationship between the two elements where the first term is more
highly valued than the second and conveys an implicit value
judgment. Furthermore, centres want to fix, or freeze the play of
binary opposites. For example, the opposition Man/Woman is just
one binary opposite. In this way structure in structuralism assumes
totalizing and determining qualities, which for poststructuralists

constituted a lapse into the essentialisation of structure.

Derrida (1978, 1981, 1982) reversed the authoritarian structure of

binary oppositions through the exercise of deconstruction and
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argued that the strategy of deconstruction traces a path of
undecidability®> between the two positions, disrupting the identities
of both terms. Without the possibility of difference, says Derrida
(1974: 143) “the desire of presence as such would not find its
breathing space.” Difference, however, does not have a stable or
autonomous identity, nor is it governed by an ordering principle or
central authority. Instead, it is characterized by its very inability to
constitute an identity, to inhabit a stable place. As Derrida says:
“there is no essence of the difference; not only can it not allow itself
to be taken up into as such of its name or its appearing, but it
threatens the authority of the as such in general, the thing’s presence
in its essence” (Derrida, 1973: 158). The point of Derrida’s
deconstruction of structure as a closed and centered totality is not to
reverse the established order in order to create a new one, as
difference would become an identity and absence a new presence.
The point is rather to decentre, i.e., to expose the contradictions of
the logocentric®® way of thinking, which led “to closure of the

philosophical discourse though suppressing the play of meaning by a

65 Rather than uncertainty or chaos, undecidability, which penetrates every discourse involves a
determined oscillation between pragmatically determined possibilities” (Torfing, 1999: 64; 95-
96)

66 Logocentrism refers to the foundationalist logic of western thought, which has been
dominated by the search for a universalizing principle of order - the ‘logos’ - which requires an
‘origin’. Derrida’s work is concerned with pointing out certain contradictions within this
logocentric way of thinking (Delanty, 1999:103).
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privileged centre which is beyond play” (Derrida, 1978: 278). For
example, in the speech- writing binary, speech claims to be self-
present, i.e., that it is immediate and authentic to itself, whereas
writing is seen as that which diminishes its presence. Newman
observes how Derrida shows that Plato cannot represent speech
except through the metaphor of writing: “it is not any less
remarkable here than the so-called living discourse should suddenly
be described by a metaphor borrowed from the order of the very
thing one is trying to exclude from it” (Derrida, 1982: 148 in
Newman, 2005: 85). Derrida thus emphasizes the logic of
supplementarity between the two elements, which considers their
mutual interdependence. Difference qua relationality indicates the
impossibility of complete closure of meaning. Due to the absence of a
transcendental centre the play of signification is extended

infinitely®7.

This way - in building on the hermeneutical tradition of inquiry, and
on the structuralist tradition of thought - post-structuralism arrives

at the broader notion of discourse expressed ‘as language games’. In

67 This is further explained with Derrida’s concept of iterability. The idea is that language both
presupposes the repeatability and alterability of signs. “The logic of iterability implies neither
the pure repetition of meaning, which could render us insensitive to the differences of particular
contexts, nor pure alteration, which would undermine the recognition of the sign in different
situations in which it is articulated” (Howarth, 2000: 41)

260



highlighting the relational logic of language, it exposes the fact that
signs derive their meaning within network of signs, and not from
reality. Conjointly, through identifying the weakness of structuralist
logic, post-structuralism points out the impossibility of closure of
meaning by decentring the concept of structure. Moreover, these
reflections are extended to social life. The analogy between the
linguistic and social system, as premised on the relational nature of

meaning formation (and identity), is discussed in the next section.

5.2.2. Difference as the Ontological Commitment of Post
structuralism

The linguistic engagement of poststructuralists with structure were
driven by philosophical inquiries about the logocentric logic that
underpins the category. Deconstruction was an attempt to challenge
the determinism and essentialist impulses that structure creates. In
asserting difference, logocentric calls for an ultimate centre capable
of determining and ultimately fixing social meaning and identities
within a stable and totalizing structure, were counteracted. This
enabled the understanding of the whole social field as representing
“webs of processes in which meaning is created” (Jorgensen and

Philips, 2002: 25). Discourse denotes both the lack of principle that
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grounds social life and the meaning and identities that are produced
through interaction. Considering discourse as part of reality means
that the social world is not organised according to some extra-
discursive principle, but is fundamentally discursive (Laclau and
Mouffe, 1985). It doesn’t come into being through causally related
phenomena but emerges out of meaning. Discourse then assumes the
function of ontological horizon (Torfing, 1999, 2005; Howarth, 2005,
Glyson et al., 2009), which is implied in Derrida’s statement “in the
absence of a centre of origin everything becomes discourse”

(Derrida, 1978: 280).

Speech-act theorists assert language as constitutive of social reality
in his book The Making of the Social World Searle (2009: 63) posits
the primacy of language in constructing and understanding the social

«

world. He argues that “we are essentially language beings” for
language is the “natural biological phenomena as the only medium to
experience social reality”. He continues, “You can have a society that
has language but does not have governments, or private property, or
money. But you cannot have a society that has government, private

property or money but does not have language ...all human social

institutions are brought into existence and continue in their
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existence by a single socio-linguistic operation that can be applied
over and over again” (Searle, 2009: 62).

Implicit in Searle’s understanding is the performative nature of
language as developed in the theory of ‘speech acts’ by his teacher
Austin (1974). The latter was preoccupied with language not as
“constative” and hence with the act of speaking as a ‘locutory act’ but
with the f‘illocutionary” force of language. Austin conceived of
language as an instrument of will and intention and is expressed in
Searle’s saying: “Language doesn’t just describe; it creates, and
partially constitutes, what it both describes and creates”. Following
on this Searle argued that an “account of language enables an
adequate account of social ontology”. Searle’s argument on the
performative nature of language was deployed in his search for an
explanation of social institutions. The post-structural tradition came
up with the constitutive role of language for social life with Derrida’s
radical claim that “there is nothing beyond text” (Derrida, 1986:
167). The concept of language beyond rhetoric as ontology in
succinctly expressed in Wittgenstein’s (1991: 30) phrase: “the
sentence is a model of reality as we imagine it”. The implicit ‘textual’
nature of our understanding of the world, of associated forms of

knowledge and their respective social and political contexts suggests
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the extension of discourse to cover all social phenomena. This move
does not reduce the social world to language understood narrowly as
text or speech®8; rather, it constitutes a proposition for a logic to

conceptualize and hence analyse social and political events.

The assertion of discourse as a fully constitutive of our world
(Jorgensen and Philips, 2002) inheres connotations about “the
nature of the social world, the character of objectivity and social
relations” (Glyson et al, 2009: 8). First of all, the main argument here
is the assertion of an anti-essentialist ontology. In less abstract
terms, this means that social reality is discursively produced.
Rejecting the non-discursive nature of social reality does not deny
the existence of a physical world. It only asserts the impossibility of
grounding social life in some extra-discursive logic®. Torfing (2005:
18) explains that:

“Discourse theory does not dispute the materialist assertion that
matter exists independently of our consciousness, thoughts and
language. The contention is merely that nothing follows from the

bare existence of matter. Matter does not carry the means of its own

68 which has been a common critique to post-structuralism. As Howarth (2000”13) shows these
attacks have been directed at the ontic rather than ontological levels of analysis.

69 such as for example the Marxist claims on the primacy of economic relations for structuring
social life.
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representation. ...Intelligible social forms are constructed in and
through different discourses. Hence, a particular piece of land can be
constructed as habitat for an endangered species by a group of
biologists, a recreational facility by the urban population, fertile
farmland by the local farmers, or a business opportunity by urban

developers.” (Torfing, 2005: 18)

What is suggested here is that the existence of natural, physical and
cultural objects are clearly acknowledged to exist; but their meaning
and significance for situated objects - and how they are engaged with
- depends on, and hence is acquired, through discourses.
Consequently, they are discursively constructed (Laclau and Mouffe,
1985: 108). As Heidegger and Merleau - Ponty stated ‘the world is
always there’ but in themselves these objects are meaningless (in
Crotty, 1988: 44). Thus, the first implication of a non-essentialist
ontology of discourse is captured in Laclau and Mouffe’s idea that “all
objects and actions are meaningful, and that their meaning is
conferred by particular systems of significant differences” (Howarth,

2000:101)
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Following from this is the second assertion that social meanings,
human subjects and objects have no fixed essences which determine
their identities (Lacalu and Mouffe, 1984). Abandoning the belief in
essential subjectivity is the kernel of discourse as non-essentialist
ontology. It entails the key claim about the contingent nature of
social phenomena. As all forms of social practice take place against a
background of historically specific discourses (Torfing, 2005: 8)
social identities and entities are likewise constructed in and through
discursive systems of difference. As Torfing’s example about the land
demonstrates, discourse does not merely describe or make known a
pre-existing or underlying reality but helps to bring that reality into
being. Together with assigning (contingent) meaning to matter, it
also tends to construct particular subjectivities. “Hence”, continues
Torfing, “the construction of land as a 'business opportunity'
constructs certain people as urban developers.” Similarly, whatever
we say, think, or do is conditioned by a more or less sedimented
discourse which is constantly modified by what we are saying,
thinking, and doing. Discourse therefore provides a contingent
horizon for the construction of meaningful objects within ever fluid

social context (Torfing, 2005: 8; James, M., 1999: 171).
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In removing the idea of fixed essences - excluding the absolute
referent of truth - post structuralism opens up the category of
subjectivity’?. As each ontological position entails a concept of the
subject, the poststructuralist subject is seen as dispersed and
fragmented. Seeing language as being productive of the subject,
implies that the subject, rather than homogenous with an essential
identity and present interest, is constituted against a plurality of
positions with which she can identify (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985).
Adopting discourse as a theoretical frame then implies refusing to
adopt given social identities, structures or subjective interests as the
privileged starting point of social and political analysis (Torfing,
2005). It directs the inquiry into constructions of subjectivities
(Laclau, 1990; Laclau and Mouffe, 1985; Weedon, 2001) within its
goal “to discover the historically specific rules and conventions that
structure the production of meaning in a particular social context”

(Howarth, 2000: 11)

70 Post-structuralism doesn’t dispense with the concept of the subject; it rather re-evaluates it by
re-examining the humanist conceptions of the individual which are still central to western
philosophy. Poststructuralist thinkers challenge the Enlightenment valorisation of the individual
mind as in Descartes’ dictum ‘I think, hence I am’ that provides the foundation for rationality
which is assumed to produce an authentic representation of reality. In drawing on Freud and
Lacan’s psychoanalytical insights, poststructuralists theorize subjectivity as a site of disunity and
conflict; e.g. Mouffe’s (1992) thesis on fragmentation of the subject by conceiving of the
acquisition of identity as the assumption of “subject positions”; this way a woman assumes
manifold identities defining who she is (e.g. nationality, ethnicity, religion, class, etc.). Post-
structural paradigms achieve this by removing the normative expectations of rationality (made
explicit by Kant), and substituting the episteme with diverse and polymorphic hermeneutics
(Newman, 2005; Honneth, 1995). Asserting rationality as a multivalent category and subjectivity
as multidimensional has been an object of thorough research by the feminist agenda (Weedon,
1997; Butler, 1998, 2001; Hemmings 2012)
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5.2.3. Power and Antagonisms as intrinsic to the social world

A third implication of acknowledging discourse as an ontological
category is that it is inextricably linked with power dynamics.
Political discourse theory comprehends discourse and power as
intrinsically linked with each other. In recognizing the political
purposes of language (Searle, 1969: 132-6), speech act theorists
were concerned with politics through discourse, while discourse
theory focused on the politics of discourse (Diez, 1999). The logic of
difference and the impossibility to fix meaning allows post-
structuralists to reach a non-essentialised view of power as inherent
in language. As Gergen (2001: 170) observes, “the unfixity of
discourse opens up speculations of construction while unavoidably
pointing to the dimension of power in the process of construction”.
Contained within discourse is the Foucauldian emphasis on power,
not seen in Weberian terms, but as the result of mechanisms that
operate independently of particular individuals (Foucault, 1982) and
the Marxist appeal in which “ideas, language and consciousness are

regarded as ideological phenomena” (Howarth, 2000: 12).
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The understanding of reality as discursive denotes an image of the
social world as permeated with social antagonisms’!. The assertion
that we are always part of a particular discourse that provides us
with a set of relatively determinate values, standards and criteria for
judging something to be true, right or good raises the possibility of
agonistics between people with different, discursively constructed
truth claims; no discourse can be protected from contestation and
contamination as their boundaries are continuously breached and
redrawn. This suggests the primacy of power in constituting the
social’2.

Power then is intrinsic to the society, because it is what gives shape
to social world. The social, defined as the ensemble of social relations
that establish a horizon for meaning and action, possesses a
relatively enduring character (my emphasis on Torfing’s 1999: 70
comment). Social relations tend to become sedimented into
institutional rules and norms. These then are taken for granted in

everyday life. Yet, this routinization of social relations is temporary

71 Social relations understood as a set of discourses are fundamentally constructions and
experience of antagonizing forces. Laclau and Mouffe argue the fundamentality of social
antagonisms on the grounds of the inability of social agents to attain their identities (and
therefore their interest). This entails the construction of an enemy who is considered
responsible for the ‘failure’ (Howarth.2000:105).

72 Torfing (1999: 70-82) comments that conceiving of social relations as constructed by social
antagonisms indicates that the fundamental state of reality to be characterized by conflict rather
than harmony. This impossibility to eradicate social antagonism is expressed in Laclau and
Mouffe’s (1992: 98 in Torfing, 1999: 41) assertion that “meaning giving relations of discourse
are social as opposed to natural”.
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because the power struggles cannot be eliminated. They can be only
suppressed, and it is social agents who interrupt the sedimentation
of social relations. They ‘re-activate the political origin’ of the social
by subjecting social relations to ongoing practices of constitution and
subversion. Mouffe’'s quote summarizes this claim:

“Power is constitutive of the social because the social could not exist
without the power relations through which it is given shape. What is
at any given moment considered as the ‘natural’ jointly with the
common sense that accompany it - is the result of sedimented
practices; it is never the manifestation of deeper objectivity exterior

to the practices that bring it into being.” (Mouffe, 2005: 18)

The key concept for understanding the link between discourse and
power is hegemony’3. Hegemony can be understood as the
dominance of one particular perspective or entity. As no discourse is
a completely closed totality and therefore cannot and does not
provide a final definitive vocabulary that fully captures the world, it
is rather constantly being transformed through contact with other
discourses. Thus hegemony and discourse are seen as conditioned by

social antagonisms. Different discourses - each of them representing

73 Political Discourse theory draws on Gramsci (1971)’ s notion of hegemony. According to
Gramsci politics in the modern mass society takes the form of a struggle for hegemony in terms
of the establishment of a political and moral-intellectual leadership.
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a particular way of talking about and understanding the social world
— are engaged in a constant struggle with one another to achieve
hegemony, i.e., to fix the meaning in their own way. Torfing (1999:
101) argues that understood as an expansion of discourse (or set of
discourses) into a dominant horizon of social orientations and
actions, hegemony points to articulations of unfixed elements into
fixed moments. Hegemony refers to the construction of a

predominant discursive formation.

The construction of a hegemonic discourse occurs through
articulations. A discourse is forged and expanded by means of
articulation, which is defined as a practice that establishes a relation
among discursive elements that invokes a mutual modification of
their identity (Torfing, 2005: 15; Laclau and Mouffe. 1985: 105 in
Torfing, 1999: 101). The hegemonic articulation of meaning
constructs the limits and unity of a discursive system through “the
construction of nodal points, which partially fix meaning” (Laclau
and Mouffe, 1985: 113). Each articulation of discourse involves
negotiations, hence a political act, and is in itself a constitutive part
of discourse. At the same time, articulations emerge from structural

preconditions and are working to challenge the borders of discourse.

271



As structural determinants, the cognitive components may set limits
to what is possible to articulate, but they are continuously
transformed through the addition and combination of new
articulations. As Torfing explains “discourse is a de-limitation of
possibilities, but the limits of discourse do not happen by structure,
but through an enactment of the limits by articulations”. In this
process there is the constant presence of continuities and often
marginal incremental changes. These changes tend to become visible
only retrospectively, when they have taken on sufficient weight, and
they tend to be contested. These struggles produce a discursive

formation as a relatively unified whole of a variety of discourses.

The contest over the struggle for meaning is at the heart of politics
for many discourse analysts (Connolly, 1983; Laclau and
Mouffe,1985). In political discourse theory the political is given
primacy over the social. Defined by Mouffe (2009: 5) as “the
dimension of antagonism”, it is constitutive of human sociability.
Rather than confining it to a particular institutional region of the

social, the political is grounded in the “abyss” of the social’4. Social

74 Discourse theory challenges the common conceptualizations of the social understood in
classical social theory as an integrated whole (Durkheim) or internally divided, as in Marx’s idea
of class struggle (Newman, 2007; Schatzki,1996). Instead discourse operates with a conception
of the social based on absence. Society is understood not as a complete identity implying some
essential core or principle but one that is fractured and constitutively open (Newman,2005:128).
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relations exhibit four properties - contingency, historicity, power and
the primacy of politics (Laclau, 1990: 31-6). The impossibility of
eradicating the political equates it with the ontological. The
“openness of the social”, weaving together different strands of
discourses in their attempt to dominate or structure a field of

meaning, is the origin of the political.

The political is rooted in the anti-logocentric epistemic claims of
post-structuralism and the primacy of difference. The political is “a
condition of possibility of thinking” for it is not stranded by
essentialist presuppositions. It resides in the thought of difference’s.
“The thinking of the political has always been a thinking of
difference” (Derrida in Butler, 2009: 292). As Butler observes, “the
political doesn’t emerge, but it must be there, already, as a condition
for the possibility of thinking”, hence, the ‘always’ in Derrida’s claims
‘pertains to the political’; never to the non-political, non-ethical

(Butler, 2009: 280). While its constructive properties are being

Usually referenced as the “loss of the social”, this does not entail rejection of the existence of
society, nor the disavowel of actual social relations (Mulqueen and Mattews. 2015:2), but “a
changed constellation in the cultural realm of a new type of social integration” (Honneth,
1995:220). The abyss of the social rather than nothingness and annihilation of meaning
substantiates a social reality as multiple. The social therefore comes to denote “not only one
world, but a multitude of worlds, to as many worlds, as many thoughtful consciousness”
(Sandu,2011: 41).

75 Politics, according to Butler (2009:295) comes with the question of plurality. This plural “we”
however is not “unified from the start but is constituted through a difference that ceaselessly
differentiates those it binds”. Difference makes possible a focus on individuality, hence
distinction (Newman, 2005:201) on the one hand, and presupposes a relational and
heterogeneous social totality, on the other.
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emphasized, the political is neither internal nor external to the
social. In the Derridean sense it is something that stands between the
two without being consumed by either. The undecidability of the
social is the condition for politics, but there will always be a range of
sedimented practice to condition the formulation, realization and
transformation of the political strategies responsible for the shaping
and reshaping the social relations (Torfing, 1999: 71). Hence, in
practical political analysis “politics is understood as the contestation
and institution of social relations and practices” (Howarth et al,,

2016:100)

The post structural approach to politics yields a concept of the
political that cannot be related to some sort of algorithmic logic.
Post-structural thought is sceptical regarding the foundations of
politics ushered in by the Enlightenment, according to which politics
has been considered as derivative of either the rational pursuit of the
pre-given interests of individual agents or the reified structures of
collective forms of organisations (James, M., 1999: 17). According to
Laclau and Mouffe the political cannot be a regulative idea since it
has to act here and now. This view reflects Derrida’s argument that

following a rule annuls a decision. In Rogues, Derrida states “the
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decision that no longer decides but is made in advance is thus in
advance nulled. It is simply deployed without delay, presently, with
the automatism attributed to machines” (quoted in Ranciere, 2009:
282). The political is associated with justice’®, and can’t be an

enactment of rule as a mechanical action.

In rejecting action stemming from rational considerations, post-
structural notions of the political can be better envisaged through
the metaphor of poesia’’. The cultural tones implied in politics as
poesia are inferring the understanding of the symbolic dimension of
politics. Jones Holland (1998: 23-24 in Boyte, 2011: 640) argues
“..numbers go about as far as we can go in sharing away detail.
When we talk of number, nothing is left of shape, of colour, or mass,
or identity of an object, except the very fact of its existence. ...three
buses, three strokes, and three mountains are equivalent
‘realizations’ of the number three, ...in contrast, a poem aims at
obliqueness and ambiguity to engage the reader at multiple levels.”
Politics, like poetry, is partially about complex interpretative acts,

concerned with meaning, purpose, justice, and even beauty. In

76 While politics is associated with the idea of rule. Likewise for Mouffe (2009: 5) politics means
“a set of practices and institutions through which order is created, organising human coexistence
in the context of conflictuality provided by the political.”

77 It is pertinent because of poststructuralist concerns about essentialising accounts of power.
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Mouffe (2005)’s account politics is developed as an agonism
corresponding to the post-structural concern about the possibility of
community among humans. Agonism as “the taming possibility of
antagonism” (Mouffe, 2005: 20) is an imperative for the emergence
of community as “a space of encounter for the expression of the
dialectical resolution of antagonisms among its various constitutive

parts and groups” (Balibar, 2004: 119).

5.4. Conclusion

This chapter discussed discourse within the philosophical premises
of hermeneutical interpretivism and the definition of political
discourse theory as “language games”. Implicated in discourse are
the post structuralist inquiries into meaning production initiated at
the level of linguistics. Meaning is articulated in discourse, which in
turn is defined as “a differential ensemble of signifying sequences in
which meaning is negotiated”. Further in asserting difference as the
central concept of meaning formation post structuralism engages in
deconstructing the essentializing tendencies of structure. Discourse
as language games reflects the relational logic of language, the

impossibility of complete closure of meaning around a central
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organising principle. Insights from linguistics are extended to the
social world whereby discourse becomes coterminous with social
reality. The logic of difference has been transposed to a reality, which
is seen as constituted and intelligible solely through discourses. It is
thus contingent, modulated by ‘homo significants’ (Chandler, 2002:
13), who are also constituted in language in their constant
involvement in making meaning through creation and interpretation
of signs. The view of the social world as discursive also stands for the
power struggles between different discourses. In their attempt to
fixate a particular meaning discourses are struggling to define a
predominant articulation, hence to assume hegemony. This
definition of discourse is achieved through radicalizing social

constructivist epistemology, which is the topic of the next chapter.

277



Chapter VI: Radical Constructivism:
Framework for Analysing Practices

This chapter follows on the ontological assumptions of discourse to
outline a rationale for researching social practices. The first part
elaborates on the premises of radical constructivism for generating
knowledge. The pragmatic primacy of experience embraced by
radical constructivist epistemology is complemented with examining
practices in sociological theory. Finally, the chapter discusses the
merits of discourse for conducting social analysis. It highlights the
methodological implications of non-positivist research design for
establishing causality in interpretivist mode of knowledge

production.

6.1. Radical constructivism: the incomplete episteme of discourse

The theoretical propositions implicated in discourse are developed
within the terrain of epistemology and its anti-foundationalist
premises (Torfing, 1999, 2006; Butler, 1998). Discourse echoes the
constructivist critique on claims of objectivity, excluding the
possibility of an absolute referential for truth. Discourse, however,

denotes a situation of radical incompletion (between an incomplete
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subject and incomplete object). The dismissal of constructivist
subjectivism is then mooted as nothing more than conjuring up
meaning and imposing it on a topic. This position also reflects the

neo-pragmatists on the primacy of experience for knowledge.

Discourse shares the non-foundationalist epistemology postulated
by constructivism. Having said that constructivism as a particular
analytical orientation is not monolithic. It is an “umbrella term
approach under which various theoretical interest and research
strategies merge” (Shaw and Wierner, 1999: 2 in Eilstrup -
Sangiovanni, 2006: 394). As Checkel (2007: 55-58) observes, there
isn’t a common epistemological ground among constructivists. For
instance, in the study of 