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”And why should there not be a European group which could give a sense of enlarged patriotism and 

common citizenship to the distracted peoples of this turbulent and mighty continent and why should it 

not take its rightful place with other great groupings in shaping the destinies of men?” 

   Winston Churchill, September 19th, 1946, Zürich  
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Resumé 

Den stadigt tættere Union: hinsides finanspolitisk integration 

 

Denne opgave tager udgangspunkt i den økonomiske krise i Europa, og den finanspolitiske integration 

som EU gennemgår som følge heraf. Finanspolitik er ikke blot et vigtigt politisk instrument; 

finanspolitik er ydermere et udtryk for sociale værdier. Finanspolitisk integration i EU rejser derfor en 

række interessante spørgsmål, hvoraf to behandles i dette speciale: hvorvidt det kulturelle grundlag i 

Europa er tilstrækkeligt til at sikre den demokratiske legitimitet, som finanspolitisk integration 

behøver; og desuden hvilken effekt dette vil have på potentielle udvidelser af EU i fremtiden, mere 

specifikt mht. Tyrkiet, Kroatien og Serbien. 

Finanspolitik omhandler økonomiske variabler såsom skattetryk, offentlige udgifter og overførsel af 

indkomst, og er derfor, i modsætning til pengepolitik, et udtryk for sociale værdier, hvilke udledes af 

kultur. Integration på et så essentielt politisk område er derfor problematisk, hvis ikke den følges af en 

vis grad af kulturel samhørighed og fællesskabsfølelse, samt en nogenlunde fælles politisk kultur. Som 

kontinent deler Europa en række historiske begivenheder, hvilket både kommer til udtryk i 

europæernes værdigrundlag og deres opfattelse af at være europæiske. På den anden side adskiller de 

europæiske historier sig væsentligt, når det eksempelvis kommer til fænomener som Renæssancen, 

Reformationen og Oplysningstiden. Dette har medført at de politiske kulturer i Europa er forskellige; 

både i forhold til Nord og Syd, men især i forhold til Øst. Dette kommer til udtryk i de forskellige 

økonomiske situationer i Europa, men også i de forskellige landes opfattelse og eksekvering af 

demokrati. Netop en nations økonomiske situation er et essentielt parameter for skabelse af tillid på 

tværs af landegrænser, og den gensidige tillid i Europa er derfor, som følge af den økonomiske krise, i 

ruiner. Finanspolitisk integration i EU vil af samme grund ikke blive opfattet som demokratisk 

legitimt; ikke så meget på grund af manglende kulturel samhørighed i form af fælles værdier, men 

snarere på grund af forskellige politiske kulturer og de forskellige økonomiske virkeligheder i Europa.  
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Dette har naturligvis indflydelse på den eventuelle optagelse af yderligere medlemslande. Især 

Tyrkiets mulighed for optagelse mindskes i takt med den finansielle integration i EU; men også et land 

som Serbien synes at skulle kigge langt efter eventuel optagelse. Dette grunder i, at kravet om kulturel 

og politisk kulturel samhørighed også gælder kandidatlande – og ligesom i EU spiller historien ind. 

Tyrkiet og Serbien var begge en del af det Osmanniske Rige, hvilket stadigvæk har indflydelse på begge 

nationers politiske kultur, og desuden deres forhold til suverænitetsafgivelse. Da finanspolitisk 

integration især betyder afgivelse af suverænitet bliver en eventuel optagelse ikke blot problematisk i 

et europæisk perspektiv; det er også tvivlsomt, om et finanspolitisk integreret EU i det hele taget vil 

have samme tiltrækning som nu.  

Kroatien står derimod til optagelse i 2013, og netop Kroatien ligger tættere på Europa end Serbien og 

Tyrkiet gør – også i anden forstand end geografisk. Kroatien har et historisk tilhørsforhold til Europa, 

som hverken Tyrkiet eller Serbien har, og dets politiske kultur ligger derfor nærmere den ”Vestlige” 

opfattelse. Lande med det ”korrekte” tilhørsforhold bliver der imidlertid færre og færre af, og en 

fortsat udvidelse af EU formindskes derfor i takt med, at EU integreres finansielt.  

  

  



The ever-closer Union: beyond the fiscal frontier 

  December 2012 

 

   4 
 

Table of content 

Chap. 1: Introduction .................................................................................................................................................................... 6 

1.1: Research questions .......................................................................................................................................................... 9 

1.2: Method ............................................................................................................................................................................... 10 

1.2.1: Clarification of concepts ..................................................................................................................................... 10 

1.2.2: Delimitation ............................................................................................................................................................. 12 

Chap. 2: Theory ............................................................................................................................................................................ 14 

2.1: Deeper vs. wider integration .................................................................................................................................... 14 

2.2: Monetary policy vs. fiscal policy .............................................................................................................................. 16 

2.2.1: The effect of fiscal integration on future enlargements ........................................................................ 17 

2.3: Civic nationalism vs. ethnic nationalism .............................................................................................................. 20 

2.3.1: Civic nationalism ................................................................................................................................................... 20 

2.3.2: Ethnic nationalism ................................................................................................................................................ 22 

2.4: Theoretical discussion ................................................................................................................................................. 23 

2.5: Summary ........................................................................................................................................................................... 28 

2.5.1: Partial conclusion .................................................................................................................................................. 29 

Chap 3: Community, identity and culture ......................................................................................................................... 30 

3.1: A brief discussion of federalism............................................................................................................................... 30 

3.2: Union uniqueness .......................................................................................................................................................... 32 

3.3: A European set of values ............................................................................................................................................. 35 

3.4: A European sense of community ............................................................................................................................. 39 

3.4.1: A European deficit ................................................................................................................................................. 42 

3.5: The political cultures of Europe............................................................................................................................... 44 

3.5.1: The connection between political culture and history .......................................................................... 46 

3.6: Summary ........................................................................................................................................................................... 52 

3.6.1: Partial conclusion .................................................................................................................................................. 53 

Chap. 4: Turkey and EU accession ........................................................................................................................................ 55 

4.1: Two perspectives on Turkish accession ............................................................................................................... 58 



The ever-closer Union: beyond the fiscal frontier 

  December 2012 

 

   5 
 

4.1.1: The European perspective ................................................................................................................................. 59 

4.1.2: The Turkish perspective ..................................................................................................................................... 60 

4.2: The elite and the public; Sèvres and Islam .......................................................................................................... 62 

4.2.1: The elite perspective ............................................................................................................................................ 63 

4.2.2: The public perspective ........................................................................................................................................ 67 

4.3: Summary ........................................................................................................................................................................... 69 

4.3.1: Partial conclusion .................................................................................................................................................. 70 

Chap. 5: A brief comparative note on Croatia’s and Serbia’s road to the EU ...................................................... 72 

5.1: Some comparative number crunching .................................................................................................................. 73 

5.2: History, religion and national sovereignty in Serbia and Croatia .............................................................. 74 

5.3: Partial conclusion .......................................................................................................................................................... 76 

Chap. 6: Conclusion .................................................................................................................................................................... 78 

Bibliography .................................................................................................................................................................................. 82 

 

  



The ever-closer Union: beyond the fiscal frontier 

  December 2012 

 

   6 
 

Chap. 1: Introduction 

     ”Wir sind ein Volk” 

On October 3rd, 1990, the reunification of the German Democratic Republic and the 

Federal Republic of Germany was formally concluded. The two republics were separated in the 

aftermath of the 2nd World War, having been a unified state only since 1871.  Politically different, West 

Germany nonetheless embraced the reunification with East Germany, even though it would mean 

bearing significant costs to the economically superior West. Majorities of not only the elite, but also the 

citizens, were supportive of the reunification – they were one people.  

Whereas one should be wary of making historical analogies, it is nonetheless compelling 

to look ahead two decades. By 2012, a united Germany finds itself in the middle of a Europe struggling 

to overcome the most severe financial and economic crisis since the Great Depression. Several 

countries within the Eurozone have already succumbed to the pressure, and have had to ask the 

European Union (EU) for financial aid1; an aid having Germany as the main contributor. The 

comparison between the two cases is intriguing. Politically and economically, there seems to be more 

in common between Germany and its new adversaries than between East and West Germany: all are 

hailing to the principles of democracy with free and fair universal, adult suffrage; all are embracing the 

principles of a free market economy. However, with a hesitant elite, and an outright opposing 

populace, one variable seems to be missing: the European people. People separated by ideology but 

united by culture come together – societies united by ideology or historical circumstance but divided 

by civilization either come apart or are subjected to intense strain, as Samuel P. Huntington argues 

(1996, p. 28). 

By the time of this thesis’ writing, the EU is undergoing one of the worst crises since its 

inception – if not the worst. Mismanagement will have an effect of cataclysmic proportions for the 

future of the EU. One must not forget, however, that the history of Europe and the EU was formed 

                                                           
1 As of December 2012, four countries have received bailouts from the Eurozone: Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain, with 
Cyprus negotiating a bailout. Besides Ireland, all bailouts have thus taken place in Southern or Eastern parts of Europe.  
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through crises. Historically, the EU has emerged even stronger after going through rough times. Since 

economists rank second only to astronomers in their predictive abilities, as Dani Rodrik once wrote 

(2000, p. 177), whether or not this will once more be the case is difficult to assess – but increased fiscal 

integration within the Eurozone is taking place.  In the words of the European Commission: “Recent 

years have seen an unprecedented strengthening of coordination of economic and fiscal policies at the EU 

level” (European Commission, Fiscal Union Memo, 2012). As of December 2012, the Treaty on Stability, 

Coordination and Governance in the Economic and Monetary Union (or the European Fiscal Treaty for 

short) has been signed by 25 European member states and the ratification processes are progressing. 

The Fiscal Treaty is a stricter version of the previous Stability and Growth Pact, and the result of a 

wide range of mechanisms and laws intended to strengthen the governance and coordination of the 

Eurozone. The pact, for instance, introduces or enhances a balanced budget rule, debt brake rule and 

an automatic correction mechanism; but also a strengthening of the economic coordination and the EU 

budgetary surveillance framework. In September 2012, the European Commission further called for 

the creation of a European Banking Union, shifting the supervision of banks to the European level, 

which the European finance ministers agreed upon December 13th, 2012 (Fox, 2012). German 

Chancellor Angela Merkel has further been pushing for a new treaty to pave the way for deeper 

European political integration (Spiegel Online, 2012), arguing that the creation of a European fiscal 

union is “a Herculean task, but [..] unavoidable” (Barkin & Breidthardt, 2012). Prior to an EU summit in 

October 2012, Merkel even made the contentious remark that the EU has “made good progress on 

strengthening fiscal discipline with the fiscal pact, but we are of the opinion, and I speak for the whole 

German government on this, that we could go a step further by giving Europe real rights of intervention 

in national budgets” (Deutche Welle, 2012). Deeper fiscal integration is indeed the soupe du jour in the 

EU, and in a sense, Ernst Haas’ neofunctionalism seems to have been proven right within the political 

and economic sphere; but what about the cultural sphere? Is it possible to speak of “mere” political 

and economic integration, without concurrent cultural integration? This is where this thesis takes its 

vantage point.  
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The prospect of fiscal integration within the EU raises two interesting questions: one 

regarding the internal aspect of the EU, and one regarding the external aspect of the EU. To begin with 

the latter; it does not make sense to discuss the external aspect, i.e. future enlargement of the EU, if the 

often argued statement that deeper and wider integration halts one another is true. However, I will 

initially dismiss the claim that the relationship between deeper and wider integration is a negative 

one. I will argue, however, that fiscal integration could prove to be an obstacle for future enlargement, 

assuming that the only satisfactory membership for candidates is a full one. Rationally, denying or 

declining membership to a security or economic organization because of culture seems absurd, as John 

Redmond (2007, p. 315) has argued. Indeed, Redmond argues that “the concept of ‘Europeanness’ 

might be appropriate for an organization concerned with cultural or even political integration; but not 

one focused on economic integration” (Ibid.). Fiscal integration is, however, not the same as economic 

integration, as I shall argue in paragraph 2.2, since fiscal policy is much more liable to become 

politicized than monetary policy. This politicization in turn leads us to paragraph 2.3, which is a 

discussion between two strands of thought within nationalism: civic versus ethnic nationalism – and 

to a large extend a discussion between ethnic culture and political culture. The EU is of course not a 

nation; yet, it is a collection of nations, an entity which itself assumes several powers usually confined 

to national legislative assemblies. As the legitimacy of national governments historically derives from 

popular consent, the issue of European legitimacy is an important one. I shall argue that legitimacy, 

and the acceptance of majority rule, indeed relies on a sense of community. Needless to say, such a 

sense of community becomes increasingly important, as the EU becomes more politicized through 

fiscal integration – Merkel’s quote above regarding giving Europe the right to intervene in national 

budgets should be a perfect example.  Thus, chapter 3 examines whether such a European sense of 

community exists, and if so, from where it stems. Whereas a common set of European values, a 

somewhat common European history and perhaps even a common sense of belonging to Europe might 

indeed exist, I argue that it does not matter in terms of fiscal integration, since the political culture and 

the state of the economy in Europe differs. A European fiscal union would require a European sense of 
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community, which in turn implies trust among the nations and peoples of Europe. Such a trust in a 

given state depends on how well a country matches the ideals of modernity based on rationality, 

efficiency and universalistic behavior, of which economic wealth and effective democratic institutions 

are visible signs. Thus, trust among European member states is not subject to an unchangeable 

primordial trait but rather a universalistic attribute, which can be changed2. From this logic, however, 

follows that levels of trust in the current EU should be crushingly low because of the European 

sovereign-debt crisis (hereafter referred to as the “euro crisis”) – and I thus contend that fiscal 

integration in the EU, at least at this point in time, will not be perceived as democratically legitimate. 

Obviously, this is a problematic development for prospective member states. Chapter four will analyze 

Turkey’s current situation, which indeed seems to worsen as the EU integrates fiscally. Not only does 

the political culture differ, which will prove to be an obstacle in terms of elite support (in both Europe 

and in Turkey); the fact that there appears to be a common sense of belonging to Europe among the 

EU-27 implies that there is an equal sense of whom does not belong to Europe. This will prove to be an 

obstacle in terms of popular support. Chapter five will present a brief analysis of the Serbian and 

Croatian negotiation process, with the focus being on history, religion and the issue of national 

sovereignty. As with the case of Turkey, the issue of sovereignty has provided both nations with a 

troublesome negotiation; yet, in the case of Croatia, both history and religion seems to have been 

powerful allies on the road to membership. In the case of Serbia, both notions have proven equally 

powerful adversaries.    

1.1: Research questions 

How will fiscal integration affect the European Union?  

 -  Is the cultural foundation within the EU-27 sufficient to sustain legitimate fiscal 

integration on a European level?  

 - How will fiscal integration on a European level affect the prospect of future enlargement 

of the European Union? I will use three nations as cases: Turkey, Croatia and Serbia.   
                                                           
2 Albeit, as I shall argue later in the thesis, political culture largely depends on the historical development of a given country.  
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1.2: Method  

In order to determine the above research questions, a few preliminary questions must 

be answered. I therefore propose several hypotheses, which I will discuss in chapter two. First of all, 

the relationship between deep and wide integration must be established before proceeding. Secondly, 

the nature of fiscal integration must be discussed in order to answer the research questions. Thirdly, 

chapter two introduces a discussion between civic and ethnic nationhood, a discussion with the 

objective of clarifying the concept of community. Chapter two establishes the fact that integration in 

general, and fiscal integration in particular, must be followed by a sort of cultural integration in order 

to be perceived as legitimate by the public. Chapter three introduces the notions of culture, identity 

and community, three interlinked concepts that will serve as the main pillars upon which the rest of 

the thesis rests. This thesis thus adopts a deductive approach, i.e. an initial introduction to the theory 

from an academic point of view, followed by empirical analyses. In other words, what do culture, 

identity and community constitute, and how does it apply to the EU in its current state, as well as to 

potential member states? Since the research questions have a dual objective, i.e. both to examine the 

effect of fiscal integration on the current Eurozone as well as future member states, I analyze each 

entity in turn. As empirical data, I use statistics from Eurobarometer, measured over an extended 

timeframe.  

1.2.1: Clarification of concepts 

 The three concepts of “community”, “identity” and “culture” are clearly linked, yet, in the 

literature, widely discrepant. I therefore adopt the following definitions, which might seem somewhat 

eclectic, although they are largely built upon Anthony D. Smith’s definitions (1991; 1992). 

- I define the term “culture” as an expression of one’s values, behavior and attitudes, 

much in line with Smith’s definition of culture as a “set of common understandings and 

aspirations, sentiments and ideas” (Smith, 1991, p. 11), and the elements of culture as 

“values, symbols, myths and traditions, often codified in custom and ritual” (Smith, 1991, p. 
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6) Culture does not have to be ethnically or geographically derived. Like Smith, I believe 

there is a distinction between culture and political culture (Ibid., p. 11), albeit the two 

closely interlinked – the latter, as will be described later in this thesis, derives from the 

former. The International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences defines political culture as 

“the set of attitudes, beliefs and sentiments which give order and meaning to a political 

process and which provide the underlying assumptions and rules that govern behavior in 

the political system”3. 

- I define the term “identity” as an expression of how an individual defines himself, and 

with whom he identifies. This derives from a vast range of social roles and cultural 

categories (Smith, 1991, p. 3): culture, nationality, language, history, religion, gender, 

age, socio-economy, general way of life etc. – the point is that an individual not 

necessarily has only one identity (Smith, 1992, pp. 58-59). Individual identities, unlike 

collective identities, are “situational, if not always optional” (Ibid.), meaning that 

individuals identify themselves and are identified by others depending on a given 

situation. As such, identities become meaningful only through contrasts (Triandafyllidou, 

2010, p. 593). 

- I define the term “community” as a form of solidarity with others, or trust among 

likeminded individuals, which mostly stem from a common culture, a common history 

and a common identity, i.e. a collective identity. Smith defines a collective (cultural) 

identity as shared memories, shared continuity or a collective belief in a common 

destiny (Smith, 1992, p. 58). I define it a bit more inclusive, as I believe collective 

identities can take forms other than national communities. What is important is the fact 

                                                           
3 In other words: I regard political culture as a subdivision of culture. I further regard the state of the economy as the result of 
the political culture, but only to a certain extend. For instance, I also regard work ethics as an important factor of the state of 
the economy. Already in 1904, Max Weber argued that the cultural conditions in which economic activity occurs are linked to 
economic outcomes (Throsby, 2001, p. 10). Culture has an effect on work ethics, and work ethics in turn have an effect on 
political culture and economic outcomes.  
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that individuals “have formed an awareness of belonging together that can support 

majority decision and solidarity efforts” (Grimm, 1995, p. 297). 

1.2.2: Delimitation 

 Fiscal integration within the Eurozone can take many shapes, and the future 

enlargement of the EU can go in several directions. I have chosen to limit myself to three cases: Turkey, 

Croatia and Serbia. The literature on Turkey and its search for Europe is immense, and much of this 

revolves around the issues of Turkish culture and religion as opposed to their European counterparts. 

I reject the conjunction that culture matters substantially in an entity based on economics; however, I 

content that culture, and religion, is especially important when an entity becomes fiscally integrated. 

The potential membership of Turkey thus changes as the EU moves towards fiscal integration. Croatia 

and Serbia are especially interesting in relation to each other. Having been part of the same federation, 

yet historically belonging to different empires would suggest an interesting analysis. Secondly, Croatia 

is expected to enter the EU in 2013, whereas Serbia only recently became a candidate country. If 

culture and political culture matters, as I contend it does, then one should be able to detect a different 

approach in the two cases respectively.  

 Secondly, in regards to the technical aspect of fiscal integration, I make several 

assumptions. I assume that candidate states by default seek a full membership, which means I will not 

devote much attention to a potential schism in terms of fiscal integration; the notion of a Europe in 

several tempi will not be discussed. Further, the scope of this paper is not to determine how potential 

fiscal integration should play out. The scope is to determine if fiscal integration in general will pose a 

problem in terms of democratic legitimacy. Of course, the technical aspects will be dealt with to the 

extent they illuminates a certain point; however, a general debate on different buildups in fiscal unions 

will not be included. Should fiscal integration prove contentious, which I believe it will, then the debate 

on how to actually construct a fiscal union is obviously an important one – however, the scope of such 

a paper is vastly beyond the limits of this one. Further, the reasons for the euro crisis, e.g. the global 

financial crisis, real estate bubbles, high-risk lending, the globalization of finance and financial 
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contagion etc. will not be discussed. The structural problems of the Eurozone, which should be 

apparent by the crisis, will also be discussed only shortly in the chapter regarding monetary versus 

fiscal integration.   

 To be sure, I do not mean to prophesize that fiscal integration will not happen, unless 

Europeans share a sense of community. This is not the intent of this thesis. I merely mean to explore 

whether fiscal integration will be perceived as legitimate on a popular level. Lack of a European 

identity might prove a problem from a democratic perspective, but not necessarily from a practical 

perspective, at least not in terms of establishing the integration. 
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Chap. 2: Theory 

“Nobody falls in love with a common market” 

 The following chapter will contain several discussions important to the issue of fiscal 

integration. In order to assess how fiscal integration will affect the EU, a brief discussion on deeper 

and wider integration will be presented initially. Secondly, a discussion on monetary and fiscal policies 

is paramount to this thesis, and will be provided in paragraph 2.2. Furthermore, this chapter will 

discuss the issue of nationality, and lastly, I will discuss how the above affect the concrete case of the 

EU.  

2.1: Deeper vs. wider integration 

The infamous term “ever-closer union”, the very first principle stated in the Treaty of 

Rome from 1957, clearly indicates a will by the six founding countries to integrate deeper. On the 

other hand, the signatories are also calling upon “other peoples of Europe who share their ideal” to join 

in their efforts. The Treaty of Rome thus lays the foundation not only to continuously deepen, but also 

to continuously widen the (now) EU, thus leaving it without a clear end point, and thereby opening up 

a debate on exactly how to integrate within the EU. Berglof, Burkart, Friebel, & Paltseva (2008, p. 133) 

neatly summed it up in an article from 2008. The four authors point to the fact that more commited 

members implicitly or even explicitly have made ”threats” to form a ”club-in-the-club” (which would 

be costly for all, but benefitial only to the members of the club), whereas less enthusiastic members 

have tried to halt deeper integration by extending memberships. One can probably sum it up to a 

battle between states favoring a supranational collaboration on the one hand, and states favoring an 

intergovernmental collaboration on the other. In other words, the assumption is that more member 

states means more “shallow” integration. According to De Witte, after the 1995 enlargement, “it 

became fashionable to put the future of the European Union in terms of a dilemma between ´deepening´ 
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and ´widening´” (De Witte, 2002, p. 239)4. This makes sense if one considers the fact that more member 

states should equal more heterogeneity in the EU, and thus more difficulties in terms of deep 

integration, since increased heterogeneity in turn should increase diversity of preferences, and 

thereby increase the risks of gridlocks. Yet, are the two mutually exclusive? After all, today’s EU is both 

much deeper integrated than in 1957, and very much larger than probably anticipated at the time.  

Drawing on not only the EU’s history, but also international organizations and federal 

polities, Kelemen, Menon & Slapin (2011, p. 3) reach a different conclusion. Not only do they find that 

whether wider integration impedes deeper integration depends on the issue and the candidate in 

question, they also conclude that expansion may in fact facilitate deepening, by forcing a move away 

from intergovernmental decision-making, i.e. moving from unanimity to majority voting. Jürgen 

Habermas seems to agree on this point, and already in 2001, he anticipated that “the enlargement of 

the EU will increase the complexity of interests in need of coordination, which cannot be achieved without 

further integration or “deepening” of the Union” (Habermas, 2001, p. 13). Adding veto players obviously 

slows down the legislation process, and Kelemen et al. acknowledge that new members in the short 

run may halter the deepening. Yet, several counterarguments come to mind. (1) Legislative gridlock 

can empower the EU-level bureaucrats and judges, who in turn can deepen integration through 

administrative and judicial methods (a process that, however, is hardly democratically legitimate). 

This is for instance evident by the landmark decisions of the European Court of Justice in the cases Van 

Gend en Loos and Costa vs. ENEL, establishing the groundbreaking principles of direct effect and the 

supremacy of EU law. (2) The prospect of additional member states may encourage institutional 

changes prior to enlargement. An example is the Treaty of Nice, which main function was to reform the 

institutional structure of an EU facing a massive Eastward enlargement. (3) Building on Jupille, 

Kelemen et al. furthermore argue that member states are more likely to seek institutional changes in 

areas previously subjected to disagreements (ibid. p. 7).  

                                                           
4 This is perhaps best illustrated by member states’ different approaches to Turkish membership in the EU. The UK 
government, for instance, are strong supporters, whereas the German and French have opposed it (although other reasons 
play in as well). Needless to say that the UK favors a more intergovernmental approach to the EU than the two latter 
countries.  
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I propose an additional conjecture: the area of integration defines the relationship 

between deeper and wider integration. The above largely revolves around whether widening halts 

deepening – yet, one can also look at it from another point of view: whether deepening halts widening. 

Assuming that candidate states are applying for full membership, I believe deepening can halt the 

process of widening. Not only is the aquis communautaire becoming more extensive; deeper 

integration means more transfer of sovereignty to the EU. An extensive transfer of sovereignty to the 

EU might not be in the interest of new member states, which could therefore be hesitant; and hesitant 

member states might not be in the interest of the EU to accept. Furthermore, an extensive transfer of 

sovereignty to the EU might work as an expelling factor, in a sense that new member states, from a 

European perspective, must be subjected to a sense of European community before being accepted. It 

all depends on the area of integration at stake. This issue will be dealt with later in the thesis. For now, 

I shall look on fiscal integration, and on how such integration fits in the above.  

2.2: Monetary policy vs. fiscal policy 

In terms of international relations, the EU stands out as a sui generis entity. The 

Eurozone is a monetary union with no historical precedence. As such, the debate regarding how to 

tackle the euro crisis has largely revolved around whether such a monetary union could survive 

without a complimentary fiscal union. According to Kathleen R. McNamara “no monetary union has 

ever survived without concurrent political union – including fiscal consolidating”, arguing that fiscal and 

monetary unions work better when planned together (McNamara, 2010, p. 2). Bordo, Markiewicz & 

Jonung (2011, p. 26) found that economic crises lead to the centralization of fiscal policies, referring to 

the historical cases of Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Germany and the United States. Jürgen Habermas 

argues that monetary integration without fiscal integration could prove counterproductive, as national 

governments resting on different schemes of taxation and social policy regimes will respond 

differently to the same stimuli (Habermas, 2001, p. 13). Indeed, even the Turks have argued that a 

monetary union must necessarily be followed by a fiscal union, as recently reflected by Turkey’s 
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ambassador to the EU, Selim Kuneralp: “I don’t [sic] see any other option – either you have a single 

currency with fiscal union or you don’t have a single currency at all” (Rettmann, 2011). Others, such as 

Dani Rodrik, have called attention to the so-called political trilemma, which will be dealt with below 

(Rodrik, 2000, p. 180). However, for now it will suffice to state that deeper fiscal integration is on the 

current agenda in the EU. Let us now turn to the potential effect of fiscal integration on future 

enlargements.  

2.2.1: The effect of fiscal integration on future enlargements 

Other than the apparent economic consequences, a deeper fiscal integration will deeply 

affect the future of the EU, as well as the potential for future enlargement of the EU. As opposed to 

monetary policy, Fritz W. Scharpf argues that fiscal policy is liable to become politicized (Scharpf, 

2011, p. 5). In terms of monetary policies, although ultimately having an impact on individuals and 

firms, these changes are not immediately visible, and are thus not obviously related to specific policy 

choices. As such, they are perceived as technical decisions better left to central banks and other 

agencies. Fiscal policies, on the other hand, are implemented through taxing and spending decisions, 

which have direct impact on individuals and firms.  

 Arguably, fiscal policy is one of the most important tools of a sovereign state. 

Government expenditures and taxations are elements which affect all citizens, as well as companies of 

a given state, and disagreements on these issues are often what fuels national elections. As such, the 

notion of giving up these instruments is equal to giving up sovereignty. As mentioned briefly above, 

Rodrik calls it the “political trilemma”: in terms of world economy, states must choose between 

international economic integration; mass politics; and the nation state – however, the choice is limited 

to two. Here “mass politics” refers to a political system in which “a) the franchise is unrestricted; b) 

there is a high degree of political mobilization; and c) political institutions are responsive to mobilized 

groups”. The term “nation state” refers to “territorial-jurisdictional entities with independent powers of 

making and administering the law” (Rodrik, 2000, p. 180).  In other words, a state cannot have 

international economic integration, highly participatory political regimes as well as national 
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sovereignty at the same time. What is happening within the EU seems to be the choice of international 

economic integration and highly participatory political regimes. Rodrik calls this choice “global 

federalism”, by which he does not necessarily imply that the nation states disappear, but rather that 

they are severely restricted by supranational executive, legislative and judiciary authorities (Ibid., p. 

182).  

What, then, does this tell us about the prospect of further EU enlargement? First of all, 

one can point to the fact that the level of control in an international institution generally decreases as 

the number of members increases. This correlation has for instance been pointed out by Barbara 

Koremenos, Charles Lipson, and Duncan Snidal (2001, pp. 791-792). As such, the logic seems quite 

intuitive. As the number of members in the EU increases, the leverage of each individual member state 

decreases. Additionally, as veto-power threatens to make the policy-making come to a full stop as 

membership increases, the EU has increasingly adopted majority voting instead of unanimity. 

According to the three authors, an actor’s leverage on a certain institution further relates to that 

actor’s importance to the institution. This seems to have been proved by the crisis, in which especially 

Germany, and to a certain extent France, have been the protagonists in terms of determining the future 

of the Eurozone. This would suggest a few points. First of all, as member states get restricted by 

supranational executive, legislative and judiciary authorities in essential policy areas, one might 

assume that states would refrain from adding additional members, as this will further decrease their 

control. This is obviously an important consideration, bearing in mind the fact that fiscal policy is one 

of the most important tools for a national government. Secondly, it suggests that larger member states 

tend to have more power than smaller states. The issue of degressive proportionality aside, it is true 

that Germany for instance possesses 99 of the seats in the European Parliament, France 74 and Malta 

6. This is of course reflecting the population size; however, it might suggest that especially smaller 

member states would be wary about accepting additional large countries as members. In terms of for 

instance Turkey, a country second in population size only to Germany, this could prove to be an 

obstacle.  
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 In terms of enlargement, one might also point to another fact. As the power of fiscal 

policy is of such importance to a given state, and if such power is now to be delegated to a 

supranational institution, or at least to be decided between a group of countries, it seems obvious that 

a country would try to shape the given environment after its own preferences, be that political, 

cultural, economic etc. As the structure of the EU is hardly amendable by a single country, however, a 

strategy might be the selection of potential member states. In regards to monetary issues, McNamara 

argues that such decisions are easier reached within a group consisting of states with “broader 

political solidarity” (McNamara, 2010, p. 2). Though, without providing it with a further definition, it is 

difficult to know the exact meaning of political solidarity. Yet, it does suggest that decisions are 

reached easier between partners that have some sort of like-mindedness, something that seems 

intuitive. Political solidarity could thus refer to the submission to ideals such as free and fair 

democracy; human rights; freedom of speech; rule of law; protection of minorities etc. (the 

Copenhagen Criteria). However, I believe the term also seems to connote a sense of community, as 

explained in the initial definitions. If so, the issue of fiscal consolidation is no longer only an issue 

regarding future enlargements – it is also an issue within the existing EU. In his now classic work The 

Clash of Civilizations?, Samuel P. Huntington agrees that economic integration may only succeed when 

rested in a common civilization5 (Huntington S. P., 1993, p. 27). Thomas Pedersen points out that 

European citizens will only accept being voted against by people with whom they share a sense of 

community. Economic redistribution requires solidarity, which in turn is based on a sense of 

community (Pedersen, 2006, p. 121). Øyvind Østerud further claims that democracy and democratic 

stability is based on trust between citizens (Østerud, 1999, p. 154). In the following, I will discuss 

whether such a sence of community and solidarity is present in the EU, and from where a sense of 

nationality stems.  

                                                           
5 Huntington defines a civilization as the broadest level of identification with which an individual intensely identifies. 
Interestingly for this thesis, Huntington divides the European continent in two civilizations: the Western and the Slavic-
Orthodox (1993, pp. 24-25). 
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2.3: Civic nationalism vs. ethnic nationalism 

 In this context two strains of thought are interesting. The first is the notion of civic 

nationalism, in which the nation and thereby citizenship is based on institutions, rights and rules; the 

pioneer of this theory being Jürgen Habermas and his idea of constitutional patriotism. The second 

strain of thought is the notion of ethnic nationalism, in which the nation is perceived to be built upon 

culture, common heritage, customs and values; among its advocates being for instance Dieter Grimm. 

To adopt Ferdinand Tönnies’ taxonomy: the distinction is between Gesellschaft and Gemeinschaft. The 

former refers to a utility-based contract between people, whereas Gemeinschaft refers to a sense of 

belonging to an organic community based on shared loyalties, norms and values, kinship or ethnic ties 

(Pedersen, 2008, p. 67).  In an EU context, the former seems much more inclusive than the latter. If 

nationhood is derived from political rights, then the EU should indeed be able to instill a sense of 

community amongst its citizens. Furthermore, additional members should be welcomed, as far as they 

fulfill the Copenhagen Criteria – nothing else. On the other hand, the notion of ethnic nationalism poses 

a more complex scenario, in which the legitimacy of a supranational democracy might be called into 

question. Let us now look at both sides of the debate in turn.      

2.3.1: Civic nationalism 

 The civic nation par excellence is France. The French Revolution and its motto “liberté, 

égalité, fraternité” created the idea that the state, as opposed to for instance the king, is the linking 

element of the people. What bind people together are their equal rights and the institutions that 

bestow and ensure them. According to Sieyès, one of the chief political theorists of the Revolution, the 

legitimacy of the state thus lies within the individual’s free consent of the common law. In the words of 

Pedersen: “Rights and values – as opposed to language, customs and history – are assumed to be the glue 

that holds political nations together, and constitutions are seen as key instruments of nation-

building”(Ibid., p. 70).  
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 The same line of argumentation is mirrored in Jürgen Habermas’ constitutional 

patriotism. To Habermas, constitutional patriotism constitutes a “conscious affirmation of political 

principles” (Müller, 2006, p. 286). A common identity is thus formed through shared rights, derived 

from a common constitution, and separated from national, ethnic culture. According to Habermas, “a 

nation of citizens must not be confused with a community of fate shaped by common descent, language 

and history. This confusion fails to capture the voluntaristic character of a civic nation, the collective 

identity of which exists neither independent of nor prior to the democratic process from which it springs” 

(Habermas, 2001, p. 15). In other words, the democratic citizenship establishes an abstract solidarity 

between strangers mediated by legal rights, rather than common descent. For the same reasons, 

Habermas was opposing the German reunification. In his view, the only permissible form of political 

identification was constitutional patriotism – the new national consciousness would not only threaten 

the stability of the political system, it would also threaten the Western Alliance as a whole (Müller, 

2006, p. 286). 

 Yet, Habermas does not completely dismiss the idea of culture. In some of his later 

works, Habermas acknowledges that in order to become motivated to actively engage in and 

contribute to society, a citizen must feel a sense of purpose of being a member of this society; and this 

sense of purpose can be derived from history or culture. Citizens must be expected to be willing to 

sacrifice for the common good, and as such, citizenship is embedded in a civil society based on “pre-

political” sources (Habermas & Ratzinger, 2006, p. 25). “Constitutional patriotism does not […] mean 

that citizens only acquire the principles of the constitution in their abstract form, but concretely from 

their national history’s historical context”(Ibid., p. 27, my translation). In other words, an abstract and 

legally mediated sense of solidarity only emerges when “common” principles of justice are embedded 

in the cultural values. Abstract norms are interpreted differently when applied in different cultural 

contexts. Habermas does indeed recognize a “common core of a European identity” (Habermas, 2001, p. 

21), upon which a constitutional patriotism supposedly can be built. However, before exploring this 

thesis, let us first turn to another strain of thought within nationalism; namely, the notion of ethnicity.   



The ever-closer Union: beyond the fiscal frontier 

  December 2012 

 

   22 
 

2.3.2: Ethnic nationalism 

 By the end of the 18th century and onwards, the French idea of nationhood became 

somewhat distorted in other parts of Europe, especially Germany. Instead of implying sovereignty of 

the people, the nation now implied uniqueness of the people, no matter the form of rule. What made 

one people unique from another was culture, which was expressed through language, folklore, art and 

literature (Østerud, 1999, p. 146). In this view, the nation is built on a common culture and heritage, 

rather than common rights and political values. Whereas the state is superior to the nation through a 

civic lens, the nation comes before the state if ethnically defined. This obviously has an impact on the 

issue of legitimacy. The legitimacy of the state is still derived from the consent of the people – yet, in 

this case, people will only accept being voted against by people with whom they share an ethnical 

sense of community.  

 As opposed to Habermas, Dieter Grimm does not believe a European constitution could 

remedy the supposed democratic deficit of the EU. A European constitution would be nothing more 

than an empty shell, even if the European Parliament was to secure more legislative power6. Such 

power would not constitute a European popular representative body, he argues, as there is not yet a 

“European people” (Grimm, 1995, p. 297). Democracy requires a collective identity if people are to 

settle conflicts non-violently, accept majority rule and practice solidarity. This identity does not 

necessarily need to be derived from common ethnic roots; what is important is the fact that members 

of society “have formed an awareness of belonging together that can support majority decision and 

solidarity efforts” (Ibid). Whereas Habermas argues that a collective identity can be formed through a 

constitution, Grimm thus argues that it is the other way around: a collective identity must be in place 

before creating the constitution. As mentioned above, Habermas has revised his theory in some of his 

later works (Habermas & Ratzinger, 2006), and does indeed acknowledge that a common framework 

one way or another is paramount for a constitution, if it is to instill a sense of community – the 

difference between the two authors seems to be how extensive such framework needs to be.  

                                                           
6 Note that Grimm writes in 1995, an era of a much less influential Parliament.  
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2.4: Theoretical discussion 

Based on the abovementioned theories, I would like to propose four hypotheses, which I 

will discuss in turn in this section. The four hypotheses are: 

- H1: Deeper and wider integration does not necessarily halt each other. Instead, the 

subject of the deeper integration defines the level of wider integration. 

- H2: Fiscal policies are more liable to be politicized than monetary policies. Giving up 

sovereignty on the former is thus more difficult than the latter from an elite 

perspective, and more difficult to accept from a popular perspective. 

From these two hypotheses follows two additional: 

- H3: Legitimate fiscal integration is more prone to succeed in an environment 

consisting of likeminded states. 

- H4: The success rate of adding additional members to a fiscally integrated entity is 

proportionate with the level of like-mindedness between the fiscally integrated 

entity and the newcomer.     

In regards to the first hypothesis, the notion that widening halts deepening seems to have been 

dismissed by history. One needs only to point to the judicial activism of the European Court of Justice 

in the 1960s to establish the fact that gridlocks between member states does not necessarily halt 

political integration. Secondly, deepening might occur prior to widening, as was the case with the 

Treaty of Nice. However, in this particular thesis, whether deepening halts widening is the more 

interesting question. The EU is undergoing deepening, yet faces widening with the acceding country of 

Croatia, as well as potential widening through the five officially recognized candidate states: Iceland, 

FYRO Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey, as well as the officially recognized “potential 

candidates” of Albania, Bosnia & Herzegovina and Kosovo (albeit, the latter a special case) (European 

Commission, Enlargement, 2012). How will these two elements affect one another? As mentioned 
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above, the extent of the aquis obviously becomes larger, which could delay the prospect of 

enlargement. More importantly, however, the negotiations could in turn become more difficult, 

depending on the issue.   

This leads us to the second hypothesis, the notion that fiscal policies are more politicized 

than monetary policies, and thus should prove to be a more sensitive area of integration. Monetary 

policy is the process of controlling money supply as well as the rate of interest. Obviously, the decision 

between expansionary and contractionary monetary policy affects a given state; yet, it is perceived as 

a technical issue better left to central banks. Fiscal policy, on the other hand, is the process of revenue 

collection and expenditure. This affects variables in the economy such as resource allocation and 

income distribution; elements that hardly any political ideology neglects to address. The point is that 

fiscal integration is not simply about allocation of resources; such allocations and redistributions are 

also about social values, which again rest in culture. This makes it more difficult for elites to give up 

sovereignty, and more difficult for the public to accept.  

This brings us to the third and fourth hypothesis, the notions that legitimate fiscal 

integration is more prone to succeed in an environment consisting of likeminded states; and the 

notion that adding additional members to a fiscally integrated entity is more prone to succeed if the 

newcomer share a level of like-mindedness with the fiscally integrated entity. I will not devote much 

attention to hypothesis four, as I believe it must logically follow if one accepts hypothesis three. The 

third hypothesis does require some scrutiny, however, and I will in the following address the 

discussion between Habermas and Grimm more closely.  

As mentioned above, the crucial question seems to be whether it is possible to construct 

a political community independent from the cultural community, based on democracy, the rule of law 

and universal values. Unfortunately, there is no clear answer to such a question. I believe Habermas is 

correct when he argues that democratic citizenship can establish an abstract solidarity between 

strangers mediated by legal rights, rather than common descent. Where he misses the mark, however, 

is when he argues that such an abstract solidarity is able to supersede an ethnically defined solidarity. 
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Part two of the Treaty of Amsterdam, art. 17, describes this perfectly: “Citizenship of the Union is 

hereby established. Every person holding the nationality of a Member State shall be a citizen of the Union. 

Citizenship of the Union shall complement and not replace national citizenship”. This might be a case of 

Denmark exporting an opt-out to the entire EU; yet, it makes a good point. The European citizenship, 

based on legal rights, shall complement the national citizenship, based on ethnicity. The European 

citizenship is derived from the national citizenship – and the former is thus secondary to the latter. 

To be sure, Habermas does not completely dismiss the notion of culture, and I believe 

the two authors are actually closer to one another than they would acknowledge – at least when one 

removes the actual issue of the constitution from their debate. Grimm is criticizing the institutional 

framework of the EU on the basis that it no longer meets the democratic requirement of the stage of 

integration reached, referring to the fact that the source of primary Community law is the individual 

member states, rather than the European people (Grimm, 1995, pp. 290-291). Interestingly, Habermas 

seems to agree on this point: “Economic expectations alone can hardly mobilize political support for the 

much riskier and more far-reaching project of a political union […] This further goal requires the 

legitimation of shared values” (Habermas, 2001, p. 8), and he goes on stating that “the economic 

advantages of European unification are valid as arguments for further construction of the EU only if they 

can appeal to a cultural power of attraction extending far beyond material gains alone” (Ibid., p. 9). Both 

authors’ statements are of course more than a decade old – yet, I believe they are still valid. As the EU 

moves away from a merely economic and utility-based entity into the political arena, the “legitimacy 

requirements” change. The only source of legitimacy in a fiscally integrated EU, I shall argue, is 

common values and a feeling of European identity and thus solidarity between the European people.  

According to Lord and Beetham (2001, p. 444), there are three dimensions of legitimacy 

in a liberal democracy, the first one being equal to output legitimacy and the latter two to input 

legitimacy: 1) performance in meeting the needs and values of citizens; 2) public control with political 

equality; and 3) a sense of identity, without which the legitimacy will be contested, no matter how 

efficient it is. A utility-based, economic entity might survive with mere output legitimacy: as long as the 
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entity provides results, its legitimacy is secured. This, argue Beetham and Lord, was the common 

perception of the Community up until the Maastricht ratification crisis. By now, however, it should be 

abundantly apparent from the above that the EU is no longer a utility-based entity. The EU, therefore, 

needs legitimacy in all three dimensions: performance, democracy and identity. Let us now examine 

the two types of input legitimacy.  

Democracy is nothing if not the rule of law. Democratic legitimacy must thus rely on a 

feeling of trust that the laws and rules are respected by everyone, and are equal to everyone. In other 

words, laws and rules must be understood (that is, interpreted) the same way by all. No government 

can legislate about everything without becoming increasingly stagnant. Successful legislation leaves a 

certain room for maneuver, in order to be able to adapt to an uncertain future. Community law is 

notorious for this exact point: a lot of EU legislation can be interpreted one way or the other. I believe 

Habermas is correct when he acknowledges the fact that citizens do not acquire legal rights in their 

abstract form, but concretely from their national historical context (Habermas & Ratzinger, 2006, p. 

27). Since abstract legal values are interpreted differently in different political cultures, however, these 

political cultures must be somewhat alike if the legal rights are to become a source of a pan-European 

democratic citizenship. As Østerud points out, in a reference to the nation-building process in France, 

laws had to be understood (Østerud, 1999, p. 149). If we dwell on the French example for a minute, 

one issue is of course language. Literally, the laws need to be understood: it is difficult to convey a law 

in French to a person speaking only Corsican. On a more general scale, however, popular support of 

political institutions requires the same “rules of the game”: if everyone is to interpret the rules the 

same way, the political cultures must be alike; and common political culture, I argue, derives from 

history and culture. The relationship between history and political culture will be analyzed in chapter 

three. 

In terms of identity, this becomes increasingly vital as the EU is moving in a fiscally 

integrated direction, because of the social aspect of such integration. Income redistribution requires a 

feeling of solidarity, which is derived from a sense of common identity. Pedersen for instance argues 
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that this is one of three essential reasons why a European identity is important: “… common identity is 

the precondition for solidarity and without solidarity neither economic re-distribution nor common 

defense is realistic”7 (Pedersen, 2008, p. 15). He furthermore points out, as mentioned above, that the 

European people will only accept being voted against by people with whom they share a sense of 

community. This makes sense on an intuitive level: why would anybody bear economic costs on behalf 

of somebody with whom he feels no solidarity? Let us recall the introduction of this thesis for a brief 

moment. The Germans were one people; one community. The wealthier Western Germans were thus 

ready to help their less fortunate Eastern kinfolks. Helping the Greeks, for instance, seems to be 

another story.   

Before summing up, I would also like to raise some criticism of Habermas’ overwhelming 

reliance of a pan-European political discourse to create a sense of solidarity and a European 

community. Referring to the process of creating the European Constitution, Habermas notes that “the 

overwhelming majority of the population that is currently resistant or hesitant can only be won for 

Europe if the project is extricated from the pallid abstraction of administrative measures and technical 

discourse: in other words, is politicized” (Habermas, 2001, p. 25). I agree to the extent that a 

politicization of the European project could prove to raise popular interest. Even students of European 

studies are sometimes bored with the often Kafkaesque complexity of European administrative or 

legal affairs. As such, the politicization of the EU through fiscal integration should indeed improve the 

popular involvement in European politics; suddenly, income redistribution might depend on whether 

you vote for the European People’s Party or the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats. 

However, I fail to see the link between an increase in involvement and an increase in support. In fact, I 

believe it could just as easily prove to be a source of increased resistance. What Habermas fails to 

recognize is the fact that a reduction of national sovereignty (which I believe is the only way European 

politicization can be achieved) does not necessarily equal a reduction of nationalism; instead, it could 

prove to increase opposition in the form of increased national sentiment. The dissolution of the nation 

                                                           
7 The other two reasons being the fact that culture is related to democracy; and the fact that identity is about uniqueness and 
that most Europeans want to preserve the unique European heritage. 
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state, or at least what would be perceived as steps towards it, will almost certainly provoke defense 

mechanisms in order to sustain self-determination, as Østerud argues (1999, pp. 162-163). If there is 

no solidarity between Europeans, the politicization of European politics will only serve to delegitimize 

the EU; if there is no sense of community between Europeans, legitimate income redistribution by the 

EU will be impossible, as there will be no popular consent. In short: If there is no cultural foundation, 

upon which to build fiscal integration, the project, at least from a democratic perspective, seems 

doomed.    

2.5: Summary 

 In this chapter, I have tried to dismiss the misperception that deeper and wider 

integration is mutually exclusive. The Treaty of Rome clearly states a will to integrate both deeper and 

wider, and the notion that one must halt the other seems to have been proved wrong by history. 

Instead, I have argued that the area of deep integration is the most important factor. An area that could 

prove to be problematic is fiscal policy, since such policy is much more prone to be politicized than 

monetary policy – and the EU is indeed moving toward fiscal integration. As such, this is not only an 

issue in regards to future enlargements. It is also an issue in regards to the current EU-27: fiscal 

integration should prove problematic even within the EU-27, if this entity is not culturally or politically 

similar. As the EU changes, the legitimacy requirements change as well. Fiscal policies are an 

expression of social values, and fiscal integration will not be perceived as legitimate, unless the 

European peoples share a sense of community. Whether the legal rights bestowed upon the European 

people by the EU will prove a source of solidarity, regardless of nationality, remains to be seen – 

however, I have tried to argue that it will not. I do not dismiss the possibility, but I argue that in order 

for abstract rights to become a source of solidarity, these rights must be interpreted similarly, which is 

only possible if the political cultures are similar. Furthermore, I fail to see how such an abstract 

solidarity mediated by legal rights can supersede a national solidarity, since these rights are derived 

by a given nationality. In other words, a common identity and a feeling of solidarity are necessary, if 

fiscal integration is to be perceived as legitimate. 
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2.5.1: Partial conclusion 

 Fiscal policies are an expression of social values, and, if we recall my initial definitions, 

values are an expression of one’s culture. As such, agreements on fiscal policies across Europe require 

cultural alignments, as well as alignments along the politically cultural line. Furthermore, income 

redistributions will only be accepted by the European peoples if they share a sense of solidarity; if the 

people of Europe feel a sense of community. A sense of community will require a sort of European 

identity – a sense of being European, rather than just a given nationality. Identities can derive from 

culture, nationality, language, history, religion, socio-economy etc., and as mentioned in the beginning, 

a person does not necessarily have only one identity. If Europe can be a source of such identification 

remains the question. If not, however, fiscal integration on a European level will not be perceived as 

democratically legitimate. Chapter three of this thesis will explore this question much more closely.  

 Fiscal integration obviously has an effect on the future enlargement of the EU as well. 

Not only does the abovementioned cultural alignment apply in the case of candidate countries as well, 

which could have an effect on the European willingness to expand; it also applies the other way 

around. If a candidate country does not feel included in a possible European community, will it be 

inclined to give up sovereignty in an area such as fiscal integration? This will be dealt with in chapter 

four and five of this thesis.  
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Chap 3: Community, identity and culture 

 “United in diversity” 

Let us now turn to the notion of a “European people” and assess this apparent example of 

Orwellian doublethink – is it not contradictory to accept both the notion of unity and the notion of 

diversity? The following has a dual objective. Firstly, I will address the issue from an academic 

viewpoint. I will then go on to empirically examine this rather abstract academia to establish whether 

it has any hold in reality. As empirical data I will rely on several Eurobarometer (EB) surveys, 

conveyed over a somewhat extended timeframe. Secondly, I will examine whether there seems to be 

any divisions within the continent, and I will reach the conclusion that there indeed are. Whereas a 

common set of European values, a somewhat common history, perhaps even a common sense of 

belonging to Europe do exist to some extent, it does not matter in terms of fiscal integration, since the 

political culture as well as the state of the economy seem to be the biggest contributors of distrust 

among nation states – both factors the result of historical events.  

3.1: A brief discussion of federalism 

First, let us briefly turn to the notion of federalism, since fiscal integration to many 

equals federalization. Perhaps it was no coincidence when Manuel Barroso, in his 2012 state of the 

Union address, spoke of a banking union as well as calling for a “federation of nation states”. Though 

the concept somewhat oxymoronic, Barroso argued that the EU “need[s] a stronger and more binding 

framework for the national decision making for key economic policies, as the only way to prevent 

imbalances” (European Commission, President of the European Commission, 2012), in effect calling for 

a fiscal union. Ulrike Guérot from the think tank European Council on Foreign Relations calls it a 

matter of control – nations that pool money together will also have to make decisions together, and a 

banking union is the first step towards this, since it would in effect pool the European debt together 

(Rodgers, 2012). The revenge of neofunctionalism, perhaps, a theory Ernst Hass himself called obsolete 

in the mid-70’s.  
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In 1992, John Pinder gave a pragmatic definition of a European Federation. Pinder 

examined the notion from an administrative perspective, and thus disregarded the notion of culture. 

According to Pinder, the EU would enter a federal stage when three conditions were fulfilled: 1) the 

EMU would materialize; 2) the European Parliament would receive as much legislative power as the 

Council of the Europe Union; and 3) the foreign and defense policy would be gradually transferred to 

the European institutions (Mikkeli, 1998, p. 222). From this perspective, interestingly enough, the 

current EU could be regarded as a federation. However, as mentioned initially, Pinder takes a 

pragmatic approach, largely disregarding the issue of popular legitimacy raised by closer integration.  

Already in the 1940s, Herbert Tingsten listed three different factors which he deemed 

necessary for the creation of a federation: 1) the entity must cover a single, clearly distinct 

geographical area; 2) the entity must have indisputable foreign policy and economic advantages for 

the actors involved; and 3) the entity must have common cultural traditions and a common language 

(Ibid., p. 218). These factors provide a much fuzzier image of the EU as a federation. First of all, the 

notion of “Europe” is hardly a clearly distinct geographical area. What is for instance the role of Russia 

or Turkey in Europe? The notion of “European Union” is even less defined, as should be clear by the 

continuous aspirations for enlargement. Secondly, indisputable foreign policy and economic gains are, 

at best, a hotly debated topic. During an economic crisis and war in the Middle East, one cannot 

assume that the public unanimously would consider the EU and the euro advantages in terms of 

economy and foreign policy. Thirdly, as will be apparent in the following, the notion of a common 

cultural heritage is disputable, and the notion of a common language non-existent. Nico Wilterdink 

agrees with Tingsten, adding that 1) inhabitants of the area must be aware of the borders of the area; 

2) living conditions must be equalized; and 3) that there must be continuity with regard to earlier 

cultures (Mikkeli, 1998, p. 218). I believe that both Tingsten and Wilterdink thus divide the factors in 

three categories: a geographical factor; an economic factor; and a cultural factor. The geographical and 

economic traits are something that can be remedied, I believe: the enlargement process could stop, 
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and the level of modernity and interregional equality could in theory reach equilibrium. The cultural 

factor, however, is primordial. Let us now turn to the idea of a common European cultural heritage.  

3.2: Union uniqueness 

The EU has often been criticized for its perceived lack of connection to its citizens. It has 

been argued that the EU is no more than a distant, technical entity as opposed to the given national 

identity. Indeed, as Jan-Werner Müller points out, the notion of constitutional patriotism has often 

been rejected by scholars because of its abstractness or “bloodlessness” (Müller, 2006, pp. 278-279).  

An attempt to remedy this was evident in the ill-fated Constitutional Treaty, in which actual symbols of 

the EU were incorporated. Aside from the euro, such symbols were the EU-flag, the EU anthem, EU 

motto and Europe Day. These largely resemble the national symbols of most, if not all, states in the 

world – arguably a way to create a sense of common EU identity; a codification of culture, one might 

say. All of these, however, were eventually written out of the treaty that would become the Treaty of 

Lisbon. A primordialist would argue that the reason is the fact that such symbols carry no significant 

weight, as they have no historical foundation to build upon – they are invented. Recalling my initial 

definitions, if it is true that there is no common history, a sense of European identity and thereby a 

sense of community will be very difficult to achieve – and without a sense of community, fiscal 

integration will not be perceived as democratically legitimate. Let us first examine this from an 

academic point of view. 

    According to Anthony D. Smith, a common European foundation upon which a common 

identity can be built indeed exists. The Roman heritage has affected most of the European countries, 

and events such as the Renaissance, the Enlightenment and Romanticism have further developed the 

continent. Smith furthermore points to the partially shared traditions of Roman law, political 

democracy, parliamentary institutions, Judeo-Christian ethics, as well as rationalism, empiricism and 

classicism (Smith, 1992, p. 70). Of course, they all affected the European countries differently, and in 

different periods. Yet, Smith argues that:  



The ever-closer Union: beyond the fiscal frontier 

  December 2012 

 

   33 
 

“Specific European states or communities may reveal only certain of the 

above traditions or heritages, or only to a limited extent. But the sum total of 

all Europe’s states and communities has historically revealed a gamut of 

overlapping and boundary-transcending political traditions and cultural 

heritages, which together make up what we may call the European experience 

and the European family of cultures.” (Smith, 1992, p. 71). 

In other words, Europeans do have a common history to build a common identity upon, according to 

Smith. Habermas agrees there is a certain European way of life, a “unique European combination of 

public collectivism and private individualism” (Habermas, 2001, p. 10). Further, in the 2012 “Manifesto 

for re-building Europe”, Habermas, among other notable scholars and European politicians, argues 

that “ Europeanness arises out of dialog and dissent between the many different political cultures – of the 

“Citoyen”, the “Citizen”, the "Staatsbuerger", the “Burgermatschappij”, the “Ciudadano”, the 

“Obywatel”.” (Habermas, 2012). Likewise, Pedersen (2008, pp. 128-130) names six factors 

contributing to a European heritage: 1) The Greek civilization, upon which most European philosophy 

build; 2) The Roman Empire, both from a legal, linguistic and architectural aspect; 3) Christianity, 

which historically has played a very important role in defining Europe8; 4) The legacy of the European 

city states and their emphasis upon active citizenship and participation, which have had a large impact 

on the European notion of democracy; 5) Universalism, especially the Catholic Church, which 

eventually paved the way for the notion of general laws in science; and lastly; 6) The Renaissance and 

the Enlightenment, expressed through a voice of tolerance and respect for human dignity. Nico 

Wilterdink sums up the traditional foundations of the European inheritance:  

 “Europe’s roots are usually searched for in a less distant past. A conventional 

image situated the beginning (the “cradle”) of European civilization in the 

Greek antiquity, which produced the values of individual dignity and critical, 

                                                           
8 Pedersen furthermore points out that the Christian tradition historically has been reasserted at the expense of other 
elements of the European tradition. This aspect is of course interesting in regards to the question of enlargement, especially 
with Turkey in mind. 
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independent thought. After that follows Roman civilization, in which legal 

thought is developed to impressive heights, and in the bosom of which a third 

tradition emerges: the tradition of Christianity, which specifically emphasizes 

community spirit. Some authors add a fourth tradition: the tradition of the 

Renaissance, Reason and Enlightenment, in which secular ideals of 

rationalism and humanitarianism are developed. In this view, the cultural 

unity of Europe is the result of old, continual, successive and mingling cultural 

traditions, which together produced a unique amalgam and found their 

expression in, among other things, organized science, institutionalized 

protection of human rights and democratic political institutions” (Wilterdink, 

1993, p. 121). 

Clearly, the European people are perceived as being special and unique. However, within academia 

there also seems to be a strain of thought denoting a divide between Western and Eastern Europe, as 

well as Northern and Southern Europe. Pedersen (2008, p. 128), while arguing that the above six 

points are somewhat common for the entire continent, argues that the “Roman Limes” separates 

Northern and Southern Europe, as well as the divide between Catholicism and Protestantism. 

Likewise, Western and Eastern Europe are divided between different perceptions of Christianity. He 

furthermore argues that for instance the Renaissance predominantly was a Western European 

phenomenon (ibid., p. 130). As already mentioned in a footnote above, Huntington also divides the 

continent in two: the Western civilization and the Slavic-orthodox civilization (see footnote five for 

Huntington’s definition of “civilization”). Eloquently put: “The Velvet Curtain of culture has replaced the 

Iron Curtain of ideology as the most significant dividing line in Europe” (Huntington S. P., 1993, p. 31). 

Huntington defines the dividing line as the Eastern boundary of Western Christianity in the year 

15009. North and West of this line, the peoples are Protestant or Catholic; they share common 

                                                           
9 “This line runs along what are now the boundaries between Finland and Russia and between the Baltic states and Russia, cuts 
through Belarus and Ukraine separating more Catholic Western Ukraine from Orthodox Eastern Ukraine, swings westward 
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European history such as feudalism, the Renaissance, the Reformation, the Enlightenment, the French 

and the Industrial Revolution; they are generally wealthier; and their democracy better consolidated. 

To the South and East of this line, the peoples are Orthodox or Muslim; they have historically been part 

of the Ottoman or Tsarist empires, and thus much less affected by the shaping events of the rest of 

Europe; and they are generally economically inferior and less likely to develop consolidated 

democratic systems (Huntington S. P., 1993, pp. 30-31). The obvious question is, however, whether 

such rather abstract academia has any hold within the European public. Is there a common European 

uniqueness based on common history, or is the continent divided? Let us now turn to the European 

sense of community, and try to assess the level of popular identification with Europe.  

3.3: A European set of values 

Allow me to digress for a moment. In his 1869 book Innocents Abroad, Mark Twain 

contemplated that “travel is fatal to prejudice, bigotry, and narrow-mindedness”. Surely, this is an idea 

worth considering. On the other hand, one cannot neglect the fact that exposure to foreign cultures 

tends to enforce one’s own. Obviously, a thorough discussion of the theories of international politics is, 

albeit very interesting, vastly beyond the scope of this paper. Bear with me, however, and hopefully 

the point should become clear in the following.  

In his 2008 book the Return of History and the End of Dreams (an ill-concealed reference 

to Francis Fukuyama’s proclaimed end of history in 1989), Robert Kagan announces, unsurprisingly, 

that history indeed did not end with the Cold War. Kagan’s main argument is that whereas Fukuyama 

saw the end of communism as an indication that there no longer existed a true alternative to liberal 

democracy, and thus proclaimed the end of history in a Hegelian sense, this is not so. Sure, 

communism as a living ideology has passed from the scene, argues Kagan, but powerful challengers to 

democracy have not. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
separating Transylvania from the rest of Romania, and then goes through Yugoslavia almost exactly along the line now 
separating Croatia and Slovenia from the rest of Yugoslavia” (Ibid., p. 30). This means that out of the EU-27, only parts of 
Romania, Bulgaria and Greece are part of Huntington’s Slavic-Orthodox civilization, albeit with a few candidate countries (for 
instance Serbia) belonging to that civilization too. 
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 “The presumption over the past decade has been that when Chinese and 

Russian leaders stopped believing in communism, they stopped believing in 

anything. They had become pragmatists, without ideology or belief, simply 

pursuing their own and their nation’s interests. But the rulers of China and 

Russia, like the rulers of autocracies in the past, do have a set of beliefs that 

guide them in both domestic and foreign policy. It is not an all-encompassing, 

systematic worldview like Marxism or liberalism. But it is a comprehensive set 

of believes about government and society and the proper relationship between 

rulers and their people” (Kagan, 2008, p. 58).  

In other words, the end of communism did not mean the end of history; it merely meant the beginning 

of another ideological clash – that of democracy vs. autocracy. Kagan names several potential 

autocratic superpowers: China, Russia and (perhaps more in the sense of a regional hegemony) Iran. 

Disagreeing with Huntington, Kagan claims that “[..] in today’s world, a nation’s form of government, not 

its “civilization” or its geographical location, may be the best predictor of its geopolitical alignment” 

(Ibid., p. 73)10. Fukuyama’s aspirations for a Kantian perpetual peace thus never materialized – instead, 

new lines of ideological demarcation simply came to divide the world. Will this prove to be a source of 

European unity? 

Identities are forged in opposition to others. This seems logic in the sense that in order 

to know yourself and your community, and with whom you identify, you automatically create an image 

of those with whom you do not identify. As such, national identity becomes meaningful only through 

the contrast of other nations or nation groups (Triandafyllidou, 2010, p. 593). One does hardly need to 

make a thorough empiric analysis to determine the fact that the world’s systemic structure is changing 

and heading towards equilibrium. The question does thus no longer seem to be if the international 

systems current semi-unipolar structure will change throughout the 21st century. The question is more 

                                                           
10 Albeit, he later seems to argue that there is a quite substantial division between the Western and the Islamic world (see p. 
80).  
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likely when, or more important, how. As the BRIC countries become increasingly important to the 

global economy, they will inevitably attempt to shape the world according to their own set of ideals, 

which do not necessarily match the European worldview. As Habermas argues: “With a view to the 

future of a highly stratified world society, we Europeans have a legitimate interest in getting our voice 

heard in an international concert that is at present dominated by a vision quite different from ours” 

(Habermas, 2001, p. 12). Pedersen furthermore argues: “[Europeanness] is like a horizon towards which 

one sails. A European travelling in say Japan, soon comes to feel a certain affinity with his fellow 

Europeans” (Pedersen, 2008, p. 125). Culturally speaking, there is a long distance between a Swede 

and a Slovak. However, when confronted with for instance a Chinese alternative, that distance might 

prove to be much shorter. Could this be the point of the motto “United in Diversity”? European culture 

is undoubtedly diverse; yet, from a worldwide perspective, are Europeans unified by common, 

European values?  

According to a recent EB11, the top three values of Europeans are: human rights (47 

percent); peace (44 percent); and respect for human life (41 percent). (European Commission, 

Eurobarometer 74: Public Oppinion in the European Union, 2011, p. 32). However, the average does 

not give us a clear answer in our pursuit of finding common European values: theoretically, the EU 

could be divided by a number of countries valuing human rights extremely high, and a number of 

countries valuing human rights extremely low, thus averaging roughly 50 percent. Interestingly 

enough, however, is the fact that these values are consistent throughout all European member states, if 

we indulge in further number crunching of the individual member state numbers in the table of results 

(p. 126-128). In terms of human rights, every single country named this value among the top three 

most important: 11 countries named it the single most important; 13 countries the second most 

important; and 3 countries the third most important value. In terms of peace, only two countries 

excluded it from their top three: 9 countries named it the single most important; 9 countries the 

                                                           
11 The exact question asked was ”in the following list, which are the three most important values for you personally?”, and the 
possible answers were: the rule of law; respect for human life; human rights; individual freedom; democracy; peace; equality; 
solidarity, support for others; tolerance; religion; self-fulfillment; respect for other cultures, none; and do not know.  
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second most important; and 7 countries the third most important value. In terms of respect for human 

life, only four countries excluded it from their top three: 7 countries named it the single most 

important; 6 countries the second most important; and 10 countries the third most important value. 

Only two countries did not count their single most important value among either human rights, peace 

or respect for human life: Denmark (who valued democracy most), and Austria (who valued individual 

freedom most). Human rights, peace and respect for human life thus seem to be common European 

values, sine qua non for the European world perspective. Perhaps equally interesting is the fact that 

there seems to be no recognizable geographical pattern in terms of which of these three are the most 

important.  

Interestingly, the so-called “Future of Europe Group”, an informal forum led by German 

Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle, called attention to this point in their final report, released in 

September 2012. The group, consisting of the Foreign Ministers of Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, 

Italy, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal and Spain, wields no actual legislative 

power, and their report thus only contains recommendations. Yet, five of the six largest nations of the 

EU are represented. The Group calls for a strengthening of Europe’s international profile: “In the global 

competition with other economies, ideas and models of society, the countries of Europe will uphold their 

values and pursue their interests successfully only if we stand united” (The Future of Europe Group, 

2012, pp. 5-6). The recommendations include transferring more power to the European External 

Action Service; the seeking of joint representation in international organizations; and the adoption of 

majority voting in the Common Security and Defense Policy. Albeit highly contentious, it is an 

interesting perspective, and could perhaps prove to strengthen the sense of being European12. But is it 

enough? 

                                                           
12Interestingly, in an article regarding individualistic versus collectivistic societies, Harry C. Triandis argues that “in short, the 
values that are most important in the West are the least important worldwide” (Goleman, 1990).   
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3.4: A European sense of community 

In a 2010 EB survey, 94 percent of the participants felt they were members of their given 

nationality. 74 percent also considered themselves European. As a comparison, only 30 percent of the 

Turks felt that they were European13, according to the same survey (European Commission, 

Eurobarometer 71: Future of Europe, 2010, pp. 34-35). 15 years prior, EB asked a question along the 

same lines: whether the participant felt part of their nationality alone, or part of their nationality as 

well as European. In this survey, 37 percent answered that they were just members of their 

nationality; 45 percent that they were part of their nationality as well as European; 9 percent that they 

were European and then a part of their nationality; and 6 percent that they were European only 

(European Commission, Eurobarometer 43, 1995, p. 6). Of course, we must take a lot of variables into 

consideration if we are to derive anything from these two statistics: the questions asked in the two 

surveys are not identical14; the fact that one survey was directed the EU-15, the other the EU-27; and 

the fact that the 2010 survey does not differentiate between being a certain nationality and then 

European as opposed to being European and then a certain nationality. Yet, I will try to conclude a few 

things regardless. First of all, it is clear that 74 percent of the participants in 2010 felt European. The 

number itself is interesting, as it implies a connection to Europe in the EU-27, as the abovementioned 

theories would suggest. If we continue and sum up the numbers from 1995, 60 percent felt European 

one way or another. This would suggest either 1) that the overall connection to Europe has risen since 

1995; or 2) the Eastern enlargement countries are more connected to Europe than the old EU-15 

countries. Some further number crunching reveals an interesting result. 

Dividing the numbers into EU-15 on one hand and the 12 newest member states on the 

other, the results show that both sides are almost equal in their connection to Europe. The EU-15, or 

                                                           
13 One might infer that this is due to Turkey not being part of the EU. However, the same survey reveals that 72 percent of the 
Croats and 53 percent of the FYRO Macedonians feel European. Out of all member states as well as candidate states at the 
time, Turkey thus has the lowest sense of identification with “Europe”. However, other studies have shown a more European 
approach from an elite perspective. Sait Akşit, Özgehan Şenyuva and Işık Gürleyen (2011, p. 401) finds that among Turkish 
members of Parliament, 54.8 percent feel Turkish and European, and 6.5 percent feel European and Turkish. This 
discrepancy between popular and elite perspectives in Turkey will be dealt with later in this thesis. 
14 The exact question asked in 1995 was “Do you feel… 1. European only; 2. European and (nationality); 3. (nationality) and 
European; 4. (nationality) only”. The 2010 survey instead had the option of choosing multiple answers: “Thinking about this, to 
what extend do you personally feel you are… 1. (nationality); 2. inhabitant of your region; 3. European; 4. a citizen of the World”. 
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“the West” scores an average of 76.6 percent feeling European, whereas “the East” scores an average of 

75.6 percent feeling European15. This is interesting for two reasons: not only does it imply that the 

general feeling of being European has risen roughly 15 percent since 1995; it also implies that this rise 

has nothing to do with the newer member states, as both sides score almost equal. Perhaps even more 

interesting, however, is the fact that on average, there seems to be no such thing as an Eastern-

Western division when it comes to feeling European; both Western and Eastern Europeans identify 

with Europe. Of course, from these numbers it is hard to assess whether Western and Eastern Europe 

identify with Europe as a whole, or the Western or Eastern side respectively. Let us therefore examine 

which factors are important for feeling a sense of community.   

In a 2007 EB, the top four factors important for feeling a sense of community in the EU 

were the following: culture (27 percent), economics (27 percent), history (21 percent) and values (20 

percent) (European Commission, Eurobarometer 67, 2007, p. 64). What can we derive from this? First 

of all, this seems to prove the above claims that a common history and a common culture leads to a 

sense of community. However, if culture was the sole factor, would Greece not be the country in 

Europe which the most Europeans would feel a community with? Greece, the cradle of European 

civilization, from where European philosophy and democracy arose? Greece, whose architecture 

decorates one of the euro banknotes? Greece, whose mythology spawned the princess from which the 

entire continent takes its name (and who furthermore will be incorporated into the next line of 

banknotes as a watermark?)16? Yet, somehow, Greece is not perceived as the most trustworthy nation 

in Europe. I therefore contend that the notion of economics is not only among the most important 

aspect, but the most important – at least during an economic crisis. 

The fact that culture and history are important factors for feeling a sense of community 

does imply that there might be a division in Europe, if we are to accept the above theories that 

Western and Eastern Europe have been shaped by different historical events. How can we assess 

                                                           
15 Note that my calculations differ somewhat from the official EU-27 average (74 percent), since I have removed the Turkish 

Republic of Northern Cyprus (scoring only 26 percent) from the equation. 
16 One can hardly help appreciating the ironic fact that even if Greece does not stay in the euro, they will thus stay on it – and 
will further secure the euro.    
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whether there is a divide? One way to do so is to measure the level of social trust people have vis-à-vis 

other European nations. As mentioned in my initial definitions, trust is an important factor in feeling 

as a community. Since previous enlargements have consisted of Northern, Southern and Eastern 

countries, this should thus provide an interesting (Western) perspective. Drawing on EB surveys, Jan 

Delhey assessed this question a year after the big-bang enlargement of 2004, finding that enlargement 

does not necessarily weaken trust levels in general. In fact, enlargement to the North indeed increased 

the overall levels of trust, whereas enlargement to the East and to the South decreased it. This does not 

make sense if culture is the most important parameter of trust, since Northern Europe differs both in 

terms of religion and in regards to for instance the Roman legacy. Delhey found that the integrative 

effect of enlargement depends on to what extend the new member state differs from the old in three 

dimensions: 1) the level of modernity17; 2) cultural characteristics18; and 3) their power in the 

international system19 (Delhey, 2005, p. 3) – in that order, and much in line with the findings of the 

2007 EB survey, as well as Tingsten’s and Wilterdink’s three criteria for federalization: economy, 

culture and geography. The level of modernization by far supersedes the rest of the factors when it 

comes to determining trust, and as such, it “is not immutable geographical or primordial traits that 

determine trust in the first place, but a universalistic attribute which can be subject to change: the degree 

of modernity” (Delhey, 2005, p. 18). Nations can become more “modern” and thereby gain greater 

trust. This leads us to the second point: economics. 

According to the survey above, 27 percent of the participants felt that economics is 

important for a feeling of community. It is unclear how economics is defined exactly, but I see two 

ways to interpret it: (1) the idea of progressive taxes and economic redistribution arguably works 

because the taxpayers have a sense of community, i.e. the ones that pay the most taxes are willing to 

do so, because they feel solidarity with the less fortunate. This has been dealt with in chapter two. (2) 

                                                           
17 Referring to how well a country match the Western ideals of modernity based on rationality, efficiency and universalistic 
behavior, of which economic wealth and effective democratic institutions are visible signs.  
18 Delhey uses two variables to determine cultural characteristics: language and religion.  
19 Refering to a country’s number of inhabitants. This furthermore seems to confirm the conjecture made in chapter 2.2.1, 
that smaller member states might be wary of accepting larger member states. 
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The EU provides economic benefits for all countries (arguably), which provides a better sense of 

community, simply because people identify with people from their own class. As living standards near 

each other, it might provide a better sense of “us” vs. “them”, and further, during economic crises, it 

probably enforces a feeling of “us with stable economies” vs. “those without”. In my initial definition of 

identity, I argued that socio-economy or a “general way of life” could prove a source; I believe 

economics fall into these categories. Member states like Portugal, Italy, Greece, Spain and Ireland were 

initially met with skepticism, but have experienced an increase in the levels of trust over time, which, 

as Pedersen (in 2008) points out, offer some cause for optimism from the point of view of the EU 

center (Pedersen, 2008, p. 133). Needless to say, Delhey anticipated that the Eastern and Central 

European member states would inspire the same growing trust in the post-accession years, as their 

economies improved and their democracies consolidated. However, from the above logic follows that 

the reverse should also be possible. If economy is one of the two most important factors for feeling a 

sense of community, then logically, economy should also be one of the most potent elements in 

destroying such a sense. The divide at this point in time is thus not necessarily between culturally 

different Eastern and Western Europe, as predicted above; but rather between a financially stable 

Northern Europe opposite a financially instable Southern Europe.  

3.4.1: A European deficit 

 According to an EB survey from spring 2012, the member states’ overall trust in the EU 

has fallen three percent since fall 2011, reaching an all-time low of 31 percent that tend to trust, and 

60 percent that tend not to trust. Looking at the number from specific countries, the survey reveals a 

great distrust in the EU in the PIGS countries: Portugal scores 31 and 63 percent respectively; Italy 

scores 22 and 62 percent respectively; Greece20 scores 19 and 79 percent respectively; and Spain 

scores 21 and 72 percent respectively (European Commission, Eurobarometer 77, 2012, p. 48). The 

four PIGS countries display an even more severe distrust in their national governments: Portugal 

                                                           
20 Note that I consider Greece a part of (South) Eastern Europe, which will be discussed below. For the sake of the acronym, 
however, and because of the fact that these four countries together are perceived as the euro crisis incarnate, for the rest of 
this chapter the four countries will be analyzed together.  
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scores 17 percent which tend to trust and 79 percent which tend not to trust; Italy scores 11 and 79 

percent respectively; Greece 6 and 91 percent respectively; and Spain scores 13 and 83 percent 

respectively (Ibid., p. 47). One thing is the European peoples distrusting their governments; another 

thing is the European governments distrusting each other, however. If the citizens of the PIGS 

countries cannot trust their own governments, how can other governments do so? 

In an article from March 2012, Barry Eichengreen calls attention to the European deficit. 

One might call attention to the often-cited democratic deficit; the Eurozone’s institutional deficit; or 

various governments’ budget deficits. Yet, whereas the EU is hardly short of deficits, the most crucial is 

the trust deficit, Eichengreen argues. Simply put: the governments of Europe do not trust each other. 

“The real reason why the northern Europeans have been unwilling to provide a “big bazooka” – that is, 

extend more financial assistance to Southern Europe – is that they don’t [sic] trust the beneficiaries to use 

it wisely. They fear, for example, that additional securities purchases by the European Central Bank, 

aimed at bringing down Spain’s borrowing costs, would only lead the Spanish government to relax its 

reform effort” (Eichengreen, 2012). On her blog from London School of Economics, Professor Heather 

Grabbe puts it on the edge: ”If the Germans cannot trust Greece to keep its financial house in order, then 

how can they trust Athens to keep integrity of the Schengen area intact, or to recognize court decisions 

and arrest warrants?” (Grabbe, 2012). I might add a few questions of my own: how much can Bruxelles 

really control whether member states respect fiscal rules? Is it even reasonable to contemplate having 

a common fiscal policy, if, say, the Greeks do not pay taxes? How binding is a treaty, really? The most 

important question, however, might be this: why is it even necessary to ask such questions?  

Jan Delhey found that trust in a given state depends on how well a country match the 

Western ideals of modernity based on rationality, efficiency and universalistic behavior, of which 

economic wealth and effective democratic institutions are visible signs. In other words: trust depends 

on the political culture and the state of the economy. There might exist a common set of European 

values, a somewhat common history, perhaps even a common sense of belonging to Europe. Does any 

of this matter, however, if the political culture and the state of the economy differ? I will explore this 
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question in the following, eventually reaching the conclusion that the political cultures in Europe 

indeed differ. Supranational budget control cannot change an entire country’s culture and conduct. 

Culture can change, as Huntington argues, and the nature of their impact on economy and politics can 

vary from one period to another. Yet, the major differences in economic and political development are 

rooted in different cultures (Huntington S. P., 1996, p. 29). This, I believe, is the core of the problem. In 

the following, one should recall my definition of the relationship between the state of the economy and 

political culture. I regard the state of the economy as the result of the political culture, but only to a 

certain extent. For instance, I also regard work ethics as an important factor for the economy. Culture 

has an effect on work ethics, and work ethics in turn have an effect on political culture and economic 

outcomes.  

3.5: The political cultures of Europe 

In the Gettysburg Address, President Abraham Lincoln famously defined democracy as 

“government of the people, by the people, for the people”. Apart from this, however, the notion of 

democracy is a collective term for a type of government that covers a wide variety of regimes. To 

mention a few, these include representative and direct democracy, presidential and parliamentary 

democracy, and majoritarian and consensus democracy. Furthermore, the democratic processes of 

elections are also widely discrepant in different states. One might only point to the difference between 

majority rule and proportional representation, and the vastly different political systems they 

produce21.  

A supranational democracy needs a common political culture, as Pedersen (2006, p. 141) 

argues, since different political cultures and democratic traditions would result in different 

expectations of the democracy of the EU. Secondly, as argued above, Habermas’ idea of constitutional 

patriotism will only work in the EU insofar the political cultures are alike. What is the case with the 

European Parliament? Instead of grouping in countries, members of the European Parliament do 

                                                           
21 Thomas Pedersen divides the notion of democracy in three types: consensus democracy, majoritarian democracy and 
participatory democracy (2006, p. 128). From a European point of view, the polycentric governments of consensus 
democracies seem more compatible with EU politics than the more competitive governments of majoritarian democracies.   
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indeed group in pan-European parliamentary groups. However, come European Parliament elections, 

all MEPs run for EP through their national parties, and the political debate thus remains dominated by 

national issues. According to Franck Decker, the EP election consequently remains an “interim 

election”, acting as a barometer of satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the national government (Decker, 

2002, p. 262). Pedersen further argues that the formation of pan-European political parties inevitably 

dilutes the ideological debate, simply because the political cultures, and by extension the individual 

national parties, are too different (2006, p. 123). In other words, European actors are bringing their 

national political culture to the EU table. The question is: how much do the political cultures and the 

democratic traditions in the individual member states in the EU differ?  

To be sure, different types of democracy each have their advantages and disadvantages, 

and I do not believe an incumbent government can be measured only through the institutional 

framework. One obvious way to do so, though, is to measure the citizens’ level of trust in their given 

national government. In paragraph 3.4.1 above, I showed a level of severe distrust of national 

governments in Southern Europe (and Greece). Is it possible to determine any regional patterns of 

trust throughout Europe? In general, Europeans seem very distrustful of their national governments – 

the chain of causation between this and the general state of the economy should be clear. It is 

furthermore difficult to compare these numbers completely, as a vast range of national elements 

surely affects the results. Yet, Northern Europeans in general seem more trustful of their governments, 

with Denmark, Finland and Sweden scoring 44, 57 and 58 percent respectively. (European 

Commission, Eurobarometer 77, 2012, p. 47). Perhaps an even better way to measure the political 

culture, I believe, is to look at the citizens’ trust in politicians in general. Once again, the Nordic 

countries seem to have the most trustworthy national parliaments: Denmark, Finland and Sweden 

score 64 percent, 59 percent and 70 percent respectively. Portugal, Italy, Greece and Spain score a 

mere 21 percent, 8 percent, 12 percent and 11 percent respectively (Ibid., p. 48)22. Central and Eastern 

                                                           
22 Note, however, that there appears to be a clear causal relationship between the trust in politicians and the state of the 
economy. Eurobarometer 68 from 2007 reveals that trust in national parliaments was higher before the eurocrisis: In 
Portugal 34 percent, in Italy 25 percent, in Greece 52 percent, and in Spain 47 percent (European Commission, 2007, p. 36).  
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Europe provides a mixed picture: the trust in national parliaments is 17 percent in Bulgaria, 9 percent 

in Czech Republic, 7 percent in Lithuania, 21 percent in Hungary, 18 percent in Poland and 16 percent 

in Romania (ibid).   

Yet another way to measure an incumbent government is to look at the level of 

corruption. Transparency International, an international organization measuring the perception of 

corruption annually on a scale from 0-100, showed that the level of corruption in European 

governments differs extensively. Northern Europe generally tops the list of the least corruptive 

nations, with Denmark, Finland, Sweden and Norway ranking 1st, 2nd, 4th and 7th respectively. The 

middle of the scale rank Spain as 30th, Portugal as 33rd, Poland as 41st, Hungary as 46th, and Latvia, 

Czech Republic and Turkey on a shared 54th. The bottom rank Rumania as 66th, Italy as 72nd, Bulgaria 

as 75th and Greece as 94th.   Just within the EU-27, the scores thus range from Denmark’s 90 to Greece’s 

36 (Tranparency International, 2012).  

In turn, all of these elements are interlinked with the policy outcome, which for instance 

can be measured through satisfaction with the state of the economy. Unsurprisingly, there appears to 

be a strong relationship between the satisfaction of the economy and the perception of politicians and 

national governments in general, as well as a clear demarcation between Southern Europe and 

Northern Europe. Topping the list of judging the national economy as “bad”, unsurprisingly, is Greece 

with 100 percent; Spain with 99 percent; and Portugal with 97 percent, as well as Italy with 92 

percent. On the other end of the spectrum, judging the national economy as “good” ranks Sweden with 

83 percent; Luxembourg with 82 percent, Germany with 77 percent; and Finland with 68 percent 

(European Commission, Eurobarometer 77, 2012, p. 8).   

 

3.5.1: The connection between political culture and history 

 ”Sapere aude!” 

Why do we see such massive differences in Europe? Why are the South European 

nations of Portugal, Italy and Spain in economic shambles, and why is it even worse in South-Eastern 
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Greece? Why is the corruption in general low in Northern Europe, midrange in Southern Europe, and 

terrible in Central and Eastern Europe? Is it possible to connect the issues of political culture, 

economic outcomes and the histories of the European nations? As hinted above, I believe it is23. From 

the academia described earlier, most scholars agree that several events have knitted the European 

nations together in a sort of historical amalgam of cultures; furthermore, most agree that the 

Renaissance and the Enlightenment have had great impact on Europe and the European perspective of 

the world. In the following, I will argue that the fact that these events have not had the same impact to 

a large degree may explain both the North-South divide as well as the special case of the East; both 

explained by history, albeit the first from a religious perspective, and the latter from a societal 

perspective. First, however, a brief comment on the effect of the Renaissance, the Reformation and the 

Enlightenment. 

The Renaissance and the Enlightenment are the first and last steps in what one could call 

the three steps of intellectual ”modernization” of Europe, the middle step being the Reformation. The 

Renaissance marked the rebirth of old ideas from ancient Greece and Rome, launching a new era of 

literature, politics, art and science, as well as humanism and the concurrent intellectual tools and 

perspectives to analyze and criticize the World for the laity. The intellectual and cultural unity 

Renaissance Europe built upon the ancient classics, however, would soon start to break; the 

Reformation being one of the reasons. Beyond the apparent doctrinal and schismatic issues, the 

Reformation once more brought about societal changes in Europe. Not only would the new practices of 

the Church in parts of Europe cause major change in everyday life; the image of the Catholic Church as 

an indisputable political and religious power had been shattered. The Enlightenment, the last step in 

the modernization process, in effect represented both the completion and the cancelation of the two 

previous periods: during the enlightenment, the Renaissance idea of ancient superiority over modern 

                                                           
23 It should be noted that generalizations of reality does not constitute a replacement for human thought and historical 
narratives that goes back centuries, if not millennia. What I try in the following is thus to point out what I believe to be causal 
relationships among phenomena, rather than to establish an all-encompassing paradigm. 
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civilization was irreversibly laid to rest, and the Reformist critique of the Catholic Church extended to 

Christianity and even religion itself.  

“Enlightenment is man’s leaving his self-caused immaturity. Immaturity is the 

incapacity to use one’s intelligence without the guidance of another. Such 

immaturity is self-caused if it is not caused by lack of intelligence, but by lack 

of determination and courage to use one’s intelligence without being guided 

by another. Sapere Aude! Have the courage to use your own intelligence! is 

therefore the motto of the enlightenment”, Immanuel Kant, 1784 (Schweber, 

2000, p. 28).  

What emerged during the Enlightenment was for instance the idea of the social contract; the idea that 

political legitimacy derives from consent; political economy; the ideas of human rights and liberty – as 

well as the coincided French and American Revolutions.    

 According to Pedersen, the Renaissance and its inheritor, the Enlightenment, “form a 

part of Europe’s common cultural heritage perhaps constituting the most important element in 

Europeaness” (Pedersen, 2008, p. 130). Wilterdink agrees that the secular ideas of rationalism and 

humanitarianism were developed in Europe during the Renaissance and the Enlightenment 

(Wilterdink, 1993, p. 121), and Smith consent that these two events have left imprints in Europe 

(Smith, 1992, p. 70). However, Smith goes on asserting that these events have affected some areas, 

people and states more than others, and some hardly at all. Pedersen confirms it, arguing that the 

Renaissance predominantly was a Western European phenomenon (Pedersen, 2008, p. 130). Hardly 

any renaissance occurred in Eastern Europe, which by the time was under the yoke of foreign, 

authoritarian regimes. The scope of the Reformation was mostly confined to Northern Germany, 

Scandinavia and Great Britain (Alcock, 2002, p. 127). Huntington furthermore divides the continent in 

an Eastern and Western half, only the latter having experienced the Renaissance, the Reformation and 

the Enlightenment, as described above. This, I believe, is the reason for the different developments of 

political culture in Europe. As mentioned, we observe two divisions of Europe: a vertical and a 
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horizontal. The first is the North-South divide of the Reformation; the second is the case of the East in 

regards to the Enlightenment. Let us begin with the former.  

In regards to the North-South divide, the history of religion plays an important role. As 

mentioned above, the Reformation was somewhat limited in scope, mostly affecting Northern 

Germany, Scandinavia and Great Britain. I believe at least two important issues can be derived from 

this division of Protestantism and Catholicism. First of all, whereas some Enlightenment thinkers were 

atheists, Voltaire for instance was a deist, arguing that God himself were bound by the laws of nature 

he created (Ibid., 159). And if God himself were bound by such laws, how was it possible for the 

Church and Crown to rule arbitrarily? Understandably, the organized church of Catholicism would 

have none of it. The Roman Inquisition, originally designed to battle Protestantism, now actively tried 

to battle the Enlightenment, most famous perhaps the case against Galileo Galilei (Ibid., p. 157). In 

effect, then, one might argue that the Catholic Church, in its efforts to curb the Enlightenment thinkers, 

was curbing the modernization process itself. The Renaissance is generally accepted as having begun 

in Florence in the 14th century, however, and the center of intellectual gravity during the 

Enlightenment was France. Thus, I do not believe the effects of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment 

can be discarded all together in southern Europe – yet, I do believe another important conclusion can 

be derived from religion. Anthony Alcock (2002, p. 128) argues that one of the most significant effects 

of the Reformation in Northern Europe was the development of the “Protestant work ethic”, in which 

labor was perceived as the outward expression of brotherly love. Labor thus benefitted both the 

individual and the society, and hard work was furthermore an expression of grace and a road to 

salvation (especially significant in Calvinism). This, one might argue, prepared the ground for the 

establishment of capitalism. Already in 1904, Max Weber explored this thesis in his essay the 

Protestant ethic and the spirit of capitalism, merging the two concepts of capitalist values and a 

Protestant asceticism (Giorgi & Marsh, 1990, p. 500). Giorgi and Marsh find that the work ethics in 

Protestant and Catholic countries indeed differ, although reaching the conclusion that a country’s 

religious culture is more potent than the actual religious conviction of an individual (ibid. p. 515). 
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Obviously, work ethics also have an impact on how politicians work, and thus an impact on the 

political culture. I therefore contend that the political cultures in Northern and Southern Europe differ 

because of two factors: the Catholic Church’s attempt to curve the Enlightenment; but more 

importantly because of the development of different work ethics. This, I believe, would explain why 

the trust in politicians in Southern Europe is lower than in Northern Europe. It could further explain 

why the euro crisis has been confined mostly to Southern Europe24. It further explains why there 

appears to be such difference in how South European Portugal, Italy and Spain deals with the crisis, 

compared to South-Eastern Greece – the latter having been part of the Ottoman Empire. Fiscal 

irresponsibility as the cause of the crises is, as Paul Krugman points out, only true in the case of Greece 

(Krugman, 2012). This brings us eastwards.  

The Enlightenment brought about a reformation of society based on reason rather than 

faith and traditions, as well as a critical approach to authorities such as the King and the church. Most 

of East Central and South-Eastern Europe25, however, was under the yoke of the Russian or Ottoman 

Empire by the Age of Enlightenment, and was thus not exposed in the same degree as Western and 

Northern Europe. Why was the Enlightenment a Western rather than an Eastern phenomenon? The 

rise of modern Europe did coincide with the decline of the Ottoman Empire; I believe the reason 

should be found in the structural system of the Ottoman Empire, rather than in religion26. The Ottoman 

military and social structure had fallen vastly behind their European foes by the 19th century. The 

Ottoman Empire constituted a patrimonial absolute monarchy, with a single, all-powerful ruler. The 

Empire was furthermore centralized (at least to the degree centralization was possible at the time), 

with a rural and agricultural economy. The Ottoman society was a sort of feudal society, with the 

Sultan controlling the estates; however, these were not hereditary (Herslund, 2002, pp. 200-201). 

                                                           
24 Of course, one should not forget Ireland. Yet, I believe the case of the Celtic Tiger is somewhat different from the four other 
countries. 
25 As mentioned above, strict definitions of European geography are contentious.  I have here adopted the definition of East 
Central and South-East Europe of the United Nations Group of Experts on Geographical Names: Albania, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Georgia, Greece, Hungary, Montenegro, Poland, Serbia, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, FYRO Macedonia, Turkey and Ukraine (United Nations Group of Experts on Geographical Names, 2011). Under 
Ottoman rule by the time of the Enlightenment were the nations southeast of Croatia.  
26Neil Davidson (2006) points out that the history of Islam in many cases exhibits a much more relaxed attitude towards 
scientific research than its Catholic counterpart. 



The ever-closer Union: beyond the fiscal frontier 

  December 2012 

 

   51 
 

This, one might argue, had a stifling effect on entrepreneurship and the creation of capitalism, as such 

a practice would prevent an aristocracy from rising. Huntington argues that “the European pluralism 

contrasts sharply with the poverty of civil society, the weakness of the aristocracy, and the strength of the 

centralized bureaucratic empires which simultaneously existed in Russia, China, the Ottoman lands, and 

other non-Western societies” (Huntington S. P., 1996, p. 71). In other words, the Ottoman society simply 

did not allow for the Enlightenment to spread as it did in Europe, and thus, the Ottoman Empire was 

largely bypassed by the third element in the modernization process. Further, as Anthony Alcock points 

out, the Ottoman Empire was pervaded by corruption and nepotism. The Ottoman Empire was not 

only often led by indolence leaders, who enjoyed the state as a personal toy. The offices of state, which 

included military commands, were purchasable, or appointed to favorites. This, of course, was an open 

invitation to bribery, and furthermore, there was no way to ensure that only competent people were 

appointed. Thus, the quality of the civil service was adversely affected by the Ottoman system (Alcock, 

2002, p. 155). This would perhaps explain why Greece, a nation historically belonging to the corrupt 

and nepotistic Ottoman Empire, only qualified to enter the Eurozone by altering the size of their 

deficit, and only managed to keep within the limits of the Stability and Growth Pact once since 

(Mujagic, 2009). It might also explain why this region seems more corrupt than Southern Europe, and 

even less than Northern Europe. It would also explain why fiscal irresponsibility is the cause of the 

Greek crisis – but not the Portuguese, Italian and Spanish. 

If this is true, we should expect a very different political culture, and thus a difficult 

negotiation period, in those nation states that were part of the Ottoman Empire: Turkey being the best 

example (perhaps except for Greece). Furthermore, we should expect a great difference in the 

negotiation processes of Serbia and Croatia respectively, since, albeit previously both part of the 

federation of Yugoslavia, one has historically been part of the Ottoman Empire, and one has 

historically been part of the Habsburg Monarchy. Chapter 4 and 5 will examine this much more closely. 
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3.6: Summary 

 In this chapter, I have addressed the issues of community, identity and culture. Recalling 

my initial definitions, as well as the previous chapters, it should be clear that the three elements are 

intimately intertwined. Without a common history and culture, it would seem that a sense of identity 

and European community would fall flat, which in turn would severely retard further fiscal 

integration.  

 On the one hand, several notable scholars agree that there is indeed a common history 

upon which a European community can be built. On the other, however, several also point to divisions 

within the continent. As it turns out, an overwhelming three-fourths of Europeans feel attached to the 

continent, up roughly 15 percent over 15 years. On the popular level, three factors are especially 

important when speaking of a sense of community: 1) culture; 2) economics; and 3) history. The level 

of modernity, i.e. a country’s economic wealth and democratic stability, is by far the most important 

factor in terms of trust levels. Trust among European member states is thus not subject to an 

unchangeable primordial trait, but rather a universalistic attribute, which can be changed. This should 

be cause of optimism, since it suggests that a European community is not impossible; yet, it should also 

be cause of pessimism, as the current economic crisis might destroy the prospect of such a community 

for many years to come. Political culture cannot be changed overnight, and certainly not through 

institutions. Not only does the practical execution of democracy differ across Europe; the level of trust 

in national governments and politicians in general vary to a great degree, as does the level of perceived 

corruption and the state of the economy. I do not dismiss the possibility that political culture can 

change; however, I do argue that it is much more primordial than one might expect. The political 

culture derives from historical events, especially events such as the Renaissance, the Reformation and 

the Enlightenment– three events that have had vastly different impacts on the European nations.   

Aside from sheer economic strength, however, the above also suggests that the notions 

of culture and values (albeit somewhat difficult to tell apart, in my opinion) are strong factors when it 

comes to a sense of community. Internally, it would seem that the current member states agree on 
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several values; values which are not necessarily shared by a new world order. As such, a different 

culture and different values, and thus a different identity, would thus logically prove to be strong factor 

against being welcomed into (or feeling part of) such a community.  

3.6.1: Partial conclusion 

A European sense of community derives from not only a common culture and history, 

but also from economy. If similar economy, however, is the basis for democratically legitimate fiscal 

integration, and fiscal integration is the instrument to remedy such economic differences, we have a 

conundrum on our hands; a catch-22 of sorts. In other words, fiscal integration is the instrument used 

to secure fiscal stability within the Eurozone; yet, it would seem that fiscal stability within each 

individual state of the Eurozone in the first place is a prerequisite for trust among the individual states. 

In the case of Greece, trust will only be restored once the economy has recovered, but such recovery 

depends on the political culture. I will therefore argue that the reason for the distrust in Greece is not 

the perception of a different culture (one must remember that Greece, once it gained independence 

from the Ottoman Empire, was handed on a silver platter a glorious European past, courtesy of the 

European intelligentsia). The reason for the distrust is the Greek economy. This, I believe, is the core of 

the problem. If we recall Tingsten’s and Wilterdink’s three criteria for federalization (geography, 

economy and culture), the economic criteria currently seems to be the biggest obstacle for a Pan-

European trust within the EU-27. Fiscal integration within the Eurozone will not be perceived as 

democratically legitimate at this point in time, simply because the economic differences are too 

noticeable. Different historical events have produced different political outcomes, which will not be 

changed easily. The trust deficit therefore seems to be a fact. Without trust, however, I fail to see how 

fiscal integration could be perceived as democratically legitimate. Without trust, there cannot be a 

sense of community across Europe, and without a sense of community, the European taxpayers will 

never extend popular support for Pan-European income redistribution.  

Since Europeans indeed seem to value the same elements, it is however not yet time for 

complete despair in Bruxelles. The fact that the same values are important across the continent seems 
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to suggest that the above academia does indeed hold some truth. Europeans do seem to share a set of 

values, which almost certainly derives from history as well. For instance, one does not have to stretch 

far to see a connection between an urging for peace and the history of Europe. However, during an 

economic crisis, I doubt that such values can be the source of a community, when the economies differ 

extensively. Common values do seem to suggest a somewhat common culture, however, at least to 

some extent – which could prove important if the economies recover. This presents us with another 

problem, perhaps: the fact that prospective member states will be judged on two parameters: a 

political/economic and a cultural.  
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Chap. 4: Turkey and EU accession  

In his infamous essay The Clash of Civilizations?, Samuel Huntington argues that some 

nations, in their pursuit of fitting into civilizations, find themselves torn apart. “Their leaders typically 

wish to pursue a bandwagoning strategy and to make their countries members of the West, but the 

history, culture and traditions of their countries are non-Western” (Huntington S. P., 1993, p. 42). 

Historically, the most profoundly torn country has been Turkey. What Paul Kubicek calls the Turkish 

“national schizophrenia”, between modernist and traditionalist ways at the time of Mustafa Kemal 

Atatürk, seems to be a remaining schism in Turkey today (Kubicek, 2008, p. 23). In the following, I will 

argue that Turkey is a torn country in terms of the elite versus the public, as well as within the elite 

itself. I will argue that Mustafa Kemal Atatürk’s reforms largely failed in regards to the ordinary 

people, and only prevailed partly within the elite. The previous chapter suggests that cultural 

compatibility works in two different dimensions: culture as an expression of one’s values, behavior 

and attitudes, as well as political culture. I will argue that both dimensions provide a problem, in both 

Turkey and in the EU: the popular support for Turkish membership is problematic because of culture, 

and the elite support for Turkish membership is problematic because of political culture. First, 

however, a brief note on the nation-building in post-Ottoman Turkey. 

As the Pax Ottomanica crumbled, the Turkish speaking Ottomans were the last to be 

affected. Led by Mustafa Kemal Ataürk, the Kemalists had an immediate past they would try to repress, 

while simultaneously try to reinterpret a distant, imagined legacy27. As the case with the history of 

many post-Ottoman nations, the Turkish nation-builders would try to manipulate the minds of people 

through social construction, for instance by rewriting history to such a degree that one cannot help but 

to recall the infamous novel 1984 by George Orwell. I am referring to the protagonist Winston Smith, 

and his job as a historical revisionist. In the novel, the dictatorship of Oceania continuously rewrites 

history in order to make it more applicable to present concerns. The analogy is perhaps exaggerated – 

                                                           
27 One should note, however, that Turkism was not the only choice; both Islamism and Ottomanism were considered as the 
salvation of the crumbling Empire.  
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the Turkish elites distorted history to a far lesser degree, and probably with less malicious intentions 

doing so. Nonetheless, in the wake of the Turkish nation, historical tampering was on the agenda28. 

Another issue regarding Turkish nationalism, ironically also one of the tools used to manipulate the 

unfortunate citizens of Oceania, is the issue of language. As the Kemalist elite sought to eliminate all 

links to the Ottoman past, the language was an obvious victim. From 1929, Arabic and Persian were no 

longer taught in school, and the Turkish language was purged for remnants of the Islamic past 

(Özkırımlı & Sofos, 2008, pp. 65-66). This not only meant replacing the Arab script with the Latin 

alphabet; it also meant replacing Arabic words with their Turkish equivalence; changing place names; 

and simply inventing new words (Mango, 1999, p. 495). Unsurprisingly, however, the effort largely 

made the language unintelligible to a majority of the population, eventually leading to a less aggressive 

approach (Özkırımlı & Sofos, 2008, p. 66). The so-called “Sun Language Theory”, the theory that all 

languages in the world derives from the Turkic language, was according to linguist Ghil'ad 

Zuckermann adapted by Kemal to legitimize the persistent use of Persian and Arabic words in the 

Turkish language (Zuckermann, 2003).  

One must assume that the link with the immediate past, i.e. the Ottoman legacy, stood 

out clearer in most Turkish minds in 1923. As such, Turkish nationalism can be regarded as an 

example of social engineering. The apparent primordial nature of the Turkish nation was constructed. 

Firstly, some of the above is arguably of questionable accuracy. More importantly, however, the link 

between the ordinary Turk and this pre-Ottoman history does not seem to be clear. Instead, it largely 

seems like a constructed link, made by the elite for the elite, in accordance with for instance the 

constructionist modernist paradigm. As Kemal and his fellow Kemalists were consolidating their 

power of the newly born state of Turkey, they had to address two great adversaries: the Sublime Porte 

                                                           
28 The best example perhaps being the ”Turkish history thesis” which, according to Özkırımlı and Sofos, as a “veritable case of 
social and political engineering, the thesis portrayed the Turks as the architects of a glorious civilization in Central Asia until 
they were forced by climate change and drought to migrate to various parts of the world, sowing the seeds of the world’s major 
civilization” (Özkırımlı & Sofos, 2008, p. 91). Further, in 1931, The Outline in Turkish History was distributed to schools, 
teaching how the Turks had been unable to recognize their true self, in the face of the false information of their ancestry. The 
downgrading of the Turkish history was to be corrected, finally giving Turks the ability to achieve their rightful place in the 
world. Furthermore, the Ottoman Empire was left out entirely. In the four-volume History that followed in 1932, the Ottoman 
past comprised of only 200 pages, out of a total of 1400 (Ibid, p. 92-93), hardly sufficient to cover an Empire that lasted more 
than 600 years. 
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and the Caliphate of Istanbul29. In other words, in order to strengthen his own position, Kemal had to 

deconstruct the link between the ordinary Turk and the Ottoman past on the one hand, and the Islamic 

past on the other. By constructing a link between the Turk and their pre-Ottoman (and pre-Islamic) 

past, Kemal was able to do exactly that. Özkırımlı and Sofos (2008, p. 97) calls it “scientific 

nationalism”, i.e. quasi-scientific discourses designed to legitimize the particular construction of 

Turkishness that the Kemalist elite favored. By deconstructing Anatolia as the Turkish home of origin, 

and inventing an irreclaimable one, the Kemalists achieved two things. It firstly established a 

connection to the much coveted Europe. The Turks were no barbarians, but instead the origin of all of 

the major civilizations of Eurasia (perhaps even the Greek). Secondly, it legitimized Ankara as the new 

capital, far away from the powerbase of the Porte. By constructing an abstract space devoid of history 

and symbolic weight, the move of the capital to a place without significance seemed largely in line with 

the overall ideology (Keyder, 2005, p. 9).   

The question is, then, to what extend did Atatürk and the Kemalists achieve their goal of 

eradicating both the Islamic and the Ottoman past? Not long after Kemal’s dead, the “Islamic revival” 

appeared, for instance by readiness to perform religious rituals and observe religious rules, renewed 

interest in religious education and in extreme cases, hostility towards Kemalist reforms (Kushner, 

1997, p. 229). The fact that AKP, the dominant Islamic Democratic Party in Turkey, persistently has sat 

on the Turkish Grand National Assembly since 2002 also seems to suggest that religion indeed is a 

political factor in modern Turkey30. The fact that all four of Necmettin Erbakan’s previous Islamic 

parties have been banned by the Constitutional Court also suggests a split nation. In terms of the 

Ottoman history, the same seems to be the case. As the Ottoman past was the immediate past, a 

complete social amnesia would need extensive resources to succeed – which I believe it did not. 

According to Kemal H. Karpat, “truly democratic-minded Turks, including most Islamists, recognize that 

                                                           
29 One should note that the Kemalist elite did not refrain from enlisting the Islamist sentiments in the fight for independence. 
As the Grand National Assembly abolished the sultanate in 1922, a cousin of the sultan-caliph was allowed to assume the title 
of caliph until the title and office was abolished in 1924, under the leadership of Kemal (Davison, 1996, p. 194). As such, the 
delinking of religion does not appear to have begun during the search for power, but rather during the consolidation of that 
power.  
30 This is not to suggest that the only reason to vote for AKP is because of the religious issue. Surely, the party has many other 
policies – yet, this does not deny the fact that the party is officially moderately Islamic.  
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the historical, cultural and social continuities are such that resolving some of Turkey’s contemporary 

cultural-psycological problems require reconciliation with the Ottoman past” (Karpat, 2000, p. viii). For 

the same reason, there has been an increase in the demand of the Ottoman history. Karpat further 

argues that this revival in interest in the Ottoman history stems from the Turks’ yearning to know 

their past, as well as a reaction to the neglect of their rich Ottoman past (Ibid, p. ix). This suggest that 

the constructed link to the invented past, as well as the deconstruction of the Ottoman past, largely 

failed. In other words, Kemal’s reforms perhaps prevailed in the minds of parts the elite; but in the 

minds of the common Turks, they did not – they merely presented the country with a national 

schizophrenia. Let us now examine how this affects the Turkish prospects of joining the EU. 

4.1: Two perspectives on Turkish accession 

 According to Winston W. Chang, the Copenhagen Criteria has the following aspects: (1), 

a political criterion: “a candidate country must have stable institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule 

of law, human rights, and respect for and protection of minorities”; (2), an economic criterion: “a 

candidate country must have a functioning market economy and be able to withstand competitive 

pressure and market forces in the Union”; and (3), a legal criterion: “a candidate country must adopt the 

entire body of EU law, known as the acquis communautaire […], which covers 26,000 pieces of legislation 

at a length of around 80,000 pages” (Chang, 2010, p. 14). These factors look upon a prospective 

member state from a pragmatic, technical point of view. However, the discussion in regards to Turkey 

often brings in additional factors, not necessarily mentioned in the Copenhagen Criteria – cultural 

factors. If fiscal policy is as important to states as previously suggested, a European fiscal union must, 

ipso facto, lead to more obstacles for countries that are not necessarily perceived as culturally 

compatible. Before I get ahead of myself, however, I shall in the following briefly sketch up the 

common arguments for and against Turkish membership of the EU, from both perspectives.   
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4.1.1: The European perspective 

 In terms of economy, Turkey’s importance in the world economy is undeniable. 

According to IMF, Turkey’s GDP (PPP) is the 16th largest in the world (IMF, 2012), with a growth of 8.5 

percent in 2011 (European Commission, Key findings of the 2012 progress report on Turkey, 2012). 

The Commission’s 2012 Progress Report also expressed overall satisfaction with the Turkish economy 

(Ibid.). Turkey is the EU’s sixth largest trading partner (DG Trade, 2012), and will furthermore assume 

the presidency of the G20 in 2015. In addition, one can point to the very favorable demographics of 

Turkey, compared to the graying population of most European countries. On the other hand, one might 

also point to the fact that the Turkish GDP per capita in 2011 was roughly 14,400 US$, well below the 

EU-27 average of 31,600 US$ (IMF, 2012). Additionally, one might argue that the distribution of wealth 

in Turkey is much skewed.  

In terms of security, Turkey has long been an important ally to the West. Turkey was 

included in the first round of enlargement in NATO, reflecting its geostrategic importance. With the 

end of the Cold War, however, one could infer that this importance has somewhat diminished. Yet, 

with several ongoing conflicts in the Middle East and North Africa, as well as in terms of oil and gas 

transportation, the geostrategic importance is still significant. That being said, it is uncertain how 

useful the geostrategic position is to the West, as Turkey for instance denied the United States to use 

the country as a base during the Iraq invasion of 2003 (see for instance Kesgin & Kaarbo, 2010). 

Furthermore, a security concern has been raised about the border controls in Turkey, as the EU would 

suddenly face a completely new type of neighbor (Düzgit & Suvarierol, 2011, pp. 477-478).  

In terms of politics, Turkey does indeed have free and fair parliamentary elections with 

universal, adult suffrage. As such, one argument is that Turkey is a great example that Islam and 

democracy is not mutually exclusive, as otherwise sometimes suggested. On the other hand, Freedom 

House still score Turkey as only “partly free” in terms of political rights and civil liberties. Additionally, 

press freedom in Turkey was also criticized (Freedom House, 2012). According to the European Court 

of Human Rights, in 2011 Turkey was by far the state with the most violations, with a total number of 
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judgments reaching 174 (European Court of Human Rights, 2011). In fact, since the Court was 

established in 1959, the violations by the Turkish state amount to 18.49 percent of all violation 

judgments (European Court of Human Rights, 2012, p. 3), most of them concerning the rights to a free 

trial, protection of property and the rights to liberty and security (Ibid., p. 7). The Progress Report also 

sharply criticized the freedom of expression in Turkey, as well as the right to fair trial, assembly and 

association (European Commission, Key findings of the 2012 progress report on Turkey, 2012). One 

could additionally mention the abundant issues between the Turks and the Armenians, the Cypriots 

and the Kurds, for instance. These issues suggest a political culture different from the West, which falls 

in line with the above argumentation. 

 In terms of geography, one usually adopts either a structural or a behavioral approach 

(Redmond, 2007, pp. 314-315). When it comes to the structural approach, some argue that Turkey, 

with only a small portion of Eastern Thrace, is not fully European in terms of the continent’s 

geography. On the other hand, the Rome Treaty does not exclude non-European countries, as it simply 

states: “Any European State may apply to become a member of the Community”, without explicitly 

stating that non-European states may not (The Treaty of Rome, 1957, article 237). Also, there does not 

seem to be any threshold on how large a percentage of a state must be within the continent of Europe 

(let alone consensus on a destinct definition on where the continent ends).  

These technical approaches to Turkish accession to the EU, such as economy, politics, 

security and geography, is often accompanied by what can be determined as a more “emotional” 

arguments for (but more often against) Turkish membership. Redmond calls it “the behavioral 

approach”, in which geography is defined culturally rather than technically. This approach will be 

examined further below. First, however, let us examine how the notion of culture, identity and 

sovereignty also affects the Turkish relationship with the EU.    

4.1.2: The Turkish perspective 

 As mentioned above, there seem to be strong discrepancies in the perception of the EU 

between the public and the elite in Turkey – the country is schismatic in its perception of the EU. Ali 
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Çarkoğlu & Çiğdem Kentmen (2011, p. 368) point out that the popular support has fallen from 71 

percent in 2004 to 45 percent in 2009, while the opposition has risen from 13 percent to 26 percent in 

the same period. Within the Turkish elite, however, the survey of Sait Akşit, Özgehan Şenyuva & Işık 

Gürleyen (2011, p. 399) in 2009 suggests massive support, as 98.4 percent of the members of 

Parliament asked stated that Turkish membership would be “a good thing”, and 96.8 percent 

answered that Turkey “would benefit from eventual membership”. Interestingly, this support among 

Turkish members of Parliament does not translate into a significant level of trust in the EU 

institutions, however. On a scale of 1-10, 10 being the highest level of trust, the trust in the European 

Commission of the Turkish MPs interviewed was 5.4, compared to the 5.9 PIGS average. The level of 

trust in the European Parliament was 4.33, compared to the 6.4 PIGS average; and trust in the 

European Council was 4.82, compared to the 6.0 PIGS average (Ibid., pp. 399-400). 

 According to Hakan Yılmaz (Yılmaz, 2011, p. 188), ”identity euroskepticism” has been 

particularly influential in Turkey, as well as in Eastern Europe. This is the notion that the EU is 

threatening the national sovereignty and the national identity. To be sure, this is nothing unique to 

Turkey, albeit this feeling seems to have developed earlier than usually in other countries during their 

negotiation process. The notion of identity euroskepticism also relates to a factor determined by 

Bernard Steunenberg, Simay Petek and Christiane Rüth (2011, p. 465), namely the issue of “Turkish 

pride and independence”, an argument suggesting that Turkey should look towards the Arab World 

instead of the EU, trying to establish a regional hegemony there. This is usually coupled with the idea 

that the EU has been playing games with Turkey for too long, and that the potential membership-

carrot was never anything more than a crafty way to make the horse move in the desired direction. 

Yılmaz (2011, p. 200) also identifies this feeling of negative discrimination against the Turks as a 

significant factor in terms of elite euroskepticism, as well as popular skepticism. 

Other factors that determine the Turkish relationship towards the EU could be the 

notion of democracy. As the EU has been a major supporter of democracy, it has been suggested that if 

people are satisfied with how the democracy is working, they are more likely to be supportive of the 
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EU (Çarkoğlu & Kentmen, 2011, p. 369). Obviously, the EU could act as a consolidating anchor in terms 

of the already achieved progress in terms of democracy, human rights etc. in Turkey. The same 

argument goes for Islamists, as an accession to Europe might protect Turkey against the repressive 

policies of the Turkish secular establishment (Yılmaz, 2011, p. 193). However, both Çarkoğlu & 

Kentmen (2011, p. 375) and Steunenberg et al. (2011, p. 465) find that religion is largely insignificant 

in determining the support or lack of same for a EU membership. A last point also related to the notion 

of national sovereignty is the role of the military in Turkish politics. The Kemalists are very supportive 

of the military and its role in domestic politics, and a hypothesis is therefore that they are fearful of the 

democratic and liberal reforms that an EU membership would entail. The same argument goes for 

many Turks’ fear of broadening minority rights (Çarkoğlu & Kentmen, 2011, p. 370).  

4.2: The elite and the public; Sèvres and Islam 

Referring to earlier studies, Steunenberg et al. (2011, pp. 452-453) point out that the 

way in which newspapers in Germany portray Turkey’s inclusion largely corresponds to the 

arguments for and against Turkish membership mentioned above. They find that while conservative 

newspapers usually refer to the EU as a “cultural” or “geographical Union” and Turkey as “culturally 

different”, liberal newspapers usually refer to the EU as a “security-political actor” or an “economic 

entity”. This is a crucial point. 

Logically, denying or declining membership to a security or economic organization based 

on culture seems absurd. As such, the more technical aspect of a security alliance or a monetary union 

should not be confused with emotional arguments of identity and culture. Redmond (2007, p. 315) 

indeed argues that “the concept of ‘Europeanness’ might be appropriate for an organization concerned 

with cultural or even political integration; but not one focused on economic integration”. As the EU is 

moving towards a fiscal union, however, the thought of the EU being merely economic is no longer 

applicable. Fiscal policy is much more liable to be political than monetary policy is. Will it hinder 

Turkey’s probability, as well as its motivation, to join the EU?  
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As mentioned above, it would be a mistake to view the citizens and elites in both Turkey 

and Europe as a monolithic entity31. In order to illuminate my above claims, i.e. that culture as an 

expression of one’s values, behavior and attitudes, as well as political culture provide problems with an 

eventual Turkish accession, I have chosen two factors that to a large degree constitutes what it means 

to be Turkish: the Sèvres syndrome and Islam. From both the Turkish and the European perspective, 

the Sèvres syndrome and the issue of religion are two crucial obstacles in terms of Turkish 

membership. These two aspects have not changed over time – what changes is the nature of the 

European integration. I believe that the Sèvres syndrome represents a set of problems for the elite, 

whereas Islam represents a set of problems for the public. 

4.2.1: The elite perspective  

 An aspect expecially significant to the Turkish identity is the so-called Sèvres syndrome, 

which refers to the peace treaty signed between the Ottomans and the Allies at the end of the first 

World War. The Sèvres Treaty largely divided the Ottoman sphere into different fractions: some 

controlled by the allied nations; some controlled by Greece; some internationally controlled; and some 

controlled by the independent Armenian state and the autonomous Kurdish state that was to be 

created. This left the Turkish nation with a quarter of the Anatolian heartland around Ankara to 

control on their own, loosing most of their richer and most developed areas. According to Alexis 

Heraclides (2010, p. 58), it was not only an unjust decision, far surpasing the German punishment; 

moreover, it was unrealistic and could not be implemented. The Sèvres syndrome therefore refers to a 

fear that Europe has attempted to separate Turkey in the past, and still tries to do so, through support 

for ethnic seperation (Yılmaz, 2011, p. 200). In Yılmaz’ study, the Sèvres syndrome is represented by 

                                                           
31 Further, it would be a mistake to regard the elites in Europe and in Turkey respectively as a monolithic entity. I will 
comment on the Turkish elite at a later stage; unfortunately, I only to a certain extent have the same possibility in regards to 
the European elite, which obviously change from country to country (for instance, as previously pointed out, smaller 
countries might perceive Turkey’s power in the international system (in other words, their size) as a bigger obstacle than 
larger member states. Secondly, the opinion of the “European elite” changes substantially whether one speaks of the 
Commission, the Parliament or the Council, for instance. In the following, I have divided the Turkish elite in a Kemalist entity 
and an Islamist and Neo-Ottoman entity. I have divided the European elite into an “EU elite” (the Commission) and a “national 
elite” (the Council). 
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two variables: “current fears” and “historical memory”. In terms of the first variable32, 38 percent 

answered yes, and 42 percent answered no. Even though a larger portion of the respondents answered 

no, 38 percent is still significant. In terms of historical memory33, 35 percent answered yes, and 20 

percent answered no (the remaining 46 percent that did not answer is by the author attributed to lack 

of information of historical events) (Ibid.). The Sèvres syndrome can therefor not be discarded as a 

significant element of the Turkish identity, at least in the minds of the elite. One must assume that this 

syndrome relates to the issue of sovereignty. Zalmay Khalilzad, Ian O. Lesser, and Stephen Larrabee 

(2000, p. 7) for instance argue that even within moderate, well-informed circles, the Sèvres syndrome 

encourages the view that Turkey must look after itself, i.e. remain sovereign. Turkish sovereignty and 

national interest may be “sold out”, even by strategic, Western allies. One should recall the 

abovementioned lack of trust in the European institutions among the Turkish elites. As fiscal 

integration becomes reality, then, I argue it becomes even more problematic, as giving sovereignty 

away on this issue is different from giving away monetary sovereignty – especially if it is to a region 

the country does not identify with. This was suggested in the Eurobarometer 71 survey (European 

Commission, 2010) above, in which only 30 percent of the Turks regarded themselves European, as 

opposed to 74 percent of the paticipants from the EU-27. This, perhaps, is an example that Kemal’s 

attempt to link Turkey with Europe failed.  

 As mentioned, it would be faulty to consider the Turkish elite a monolithic entity. The 

Turkish national schizophrenia as such is not only apparent in an elite-popular perspective, but also 

apparent within the Turkish elite itself. On the one hand is the ideology named after its founder, 

Mustafa Kemal Atatürk: Kemalism. As should be apparent from the above, Kemalism for instance 

preaches nationalism; republicanism; Westernization; and perhaps most important: strict laicism. It 

would thus seem that Kemal regarded the process of modernization inseparable from the process of 

westernization. The Kemalist elite stress the role of the military as the guardian of the secular order, 

                                                           
32 The exact question asked was “Are the European states now trying to divide Turkey?” 
33 The exact question asked was “Did the European states in the past try to divide Turkey and are they attempting to do the 
same thing now?” 
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while frowning upon the Ottoman legacy and Islamist influence in politics. On the other hand are the 

ideologies of Islamism and Neo-Ottomanism, often cited as the paradigms guiding Turkish foreign 

policy since the rise of Erdoğan’s moderately Islamism AKP. Now spearheaded by Turkish minister of 

foreign affairs, Ahmet Davutoğlu, the AKP have turned the Turkish orientation towards the historical 

territories of the Ottoman Empire: the Balkans, the Caucasus, the Middle East and North Africa – 

arguably an attempt to establish Turkey as a regional hegemon34. Further, the AKP is arguably trying 

to reintroduce Islam in politics, the best example perhaps being the continuous marginalization of the 

military in Turkish politics since 200335. If this is an example of realpolitik or a deeper, ideological 

struggle is hard to say; yet, the fact that there is a division in the Turkish elite remains. An apparent 

example of this elite schizophrenia is the fact that Turkey has adopted both the Universal Declaration 

of Human Rights from 1948, as well as the Cairo Declaration on Human Rights in Islam from 1990. 

Further, the fact that AKP not only controls the government and the presidency, but also increasingly 

the judiciary, as well as most major cities (except Izmir) suggests that AKP indeed is in a position to 

replace the secular, Kemalist elite with a “home grown” Islamist, Neo-Ottoman elite36. This is an 

interesting perspective, albeit difficult to assess at this point. If Turkey indeed tries to reestablish itself 

as a regional hegemon, Turks in general might lose interest in the EU, if an obvious alternative 

becomes apparent. On the other hand, an increasingly strong Turkey might sweeten the deal from a 

European perspective, perhaps even speeding up negotiations. However, a Turkey defining itself as 

either Islamist or Ottoman, ceteris paribus, will prove problematic in terms of “otherness” and thus in 

terms of identity and community.      

                                                           
34 Yet, I do not think one should dismiss the possibility that this is an expression of realpolitik. First of all, there seems to be 
no end in sight of the Turkish negotiations, with several chapters being blocked by different nations. Secondly, one might 
ponder if an increasingly regional power base might prove increasingly interesting for the EU?   
35 Of course, one needs to note that the EU obviously has been intensely critical about the role of the military in Turkish 
politics; hence the paradoxical situation that some Kemalists, while being in favor of westernization, have argued against EU 
membership in order to preserve the military’s role as the guardian of secularism. It is difficult to say whether this increased 
marginalization of the military by the AKP is a reform process carried out in light of European norms, or whether there is an 
ulterior motive of sneaking in Islamism through a back door. 
36 Note, however, that the AKP still officially seek Turkish membership of the EU, which might explain why the above survey 
(Akşit, Şenyuva, & Gürleyen, 2011, p. 399) suggests massive elite support.  
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 From the European perspective, the Sèvres syndrome might also prove to be an obstacle 

as the EU moves towards a fiscal union. Earlier in this paper, I argued that member states might try to 

shape the institution to which they delegate sovereignty, by selecting specific countries in the 

enlargement process. Let us recall a few of the points made in paragraph 2.2: McNamara argued that 

joint fiscal decisions are simply easier made, when complemented by a broader political solidarity; 

Pedersen further argued that economic redistribution requires solidarity, which in turn requires a 

sense of community; and Huntington agreed that a common economic integration must rest in a 

common civilization. The Turkish survival instinct and distrust of Europe suggests neither of this. The 

Sévres syndrome thus might be perceived as a lack of commitment, which might deter members of the 

European Council from endorsing a Turkish membership of the EU, especially if such membership 

entails fiscal integration. This might also hold up in regards to the institution itself, in the following 

example personified as the European Commission (as this is the institution that theoretically 

represents the EU itself). According to Düzgit & Suvarierol (2011, p. 471), the European Commission, a 

central actor in the accession period37, adopts a supranational discourse in its contact with third 

parties. As such, Commission officials will be wary of countries with a strong national discourse, 

instead supporting the supranational approach. Through qualitative interviews with Commission 

officials, Düzgit & Suvarierol find that the issue of sovereignty is indeed one of the key problems in the 

accession process. One interviewee goes so far as to call it a “survival instinct”, highlighting that the 

issue of sovereignty in regards to Turkey poses a much bigger problem than for instance in regards to 

the Croat negotiations (Ibid. p. 474).  The two authors object that the perception of Turkish pride and 

nationalistic discourse is not necessarily true, arguing that it’s a remnant of the Ottoman past. It is 

nonetheless how the interviewed Commission officials felt. This, I believe, might hinder a Commission 

official from endorsing full membership.  

                                                           
37 Of course, the authority to approve a new member state lies with the European Council. However, the Commission is a 
large part of the negotiation process, and furthermore gives advice, produce progress reports etc.   
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4.2.2: The public perspective 

 Another aspect that has a strong impact on identity is the issue of religion. Whereas the 

above to a large degree relates to the elite minds, I believe the notion of religion relates to the public 

minds. Jürgen Gerhards points out that religion is evident in everyday behavior through prayers and 

choice of foods; it influences non-religious activities such as voting behavior and political attitude and 

moral attitudes towards for instance homosexuality or abortion; and it provokes conflict and even civil 

wars (Gerhards, 2007, p. 25). In other words: a sense of higher power will affect one’s values, behavior 

and attitudes to a certain extent – i.e. one’s culture and thus identity. Indeed, Huntington even uses 

religion as the main definition of several of his civilizations, arguing that “religion is a central defining 

characteristic of civilizations” (Huntington S. P., 1996, p. 47).  

The issue of religion in regards to Turkish accession to the EU has been described to a 

vast degree, and I will refrain from giving a redundant recap of all the arguments from both sides. 

However, I belive it still must be adressed briefly, as it makes up a large portion of the Turkish identity. 

According to the 2007 EB survey, only 13 percent of the EU-27 citizens on average regarded religion as 

a factor in creating a sense of community. This might stem from the fact that only a few countries in 

the EU are considered very religious, or the fact that Christianity is quite schismatic in the EU. In 

Turkey, on the other hand, 41 percent regarded religion as a factor in creating a sense of community 

(European Commission, Eurobarometer 67, 2007, p. 67). This does not seem to hold up with the 

earlier findings of Çarkoğlu & Kentmen and Steunenberg et al. when they conclude that there is no 

correlation between attitude towards EU membership and religion. But once again, as the EU moves 

towards fiscal and political integration, a sense of community becomes more and more crucial. 

Turkey’s strong focus on religion as the main contributor for the feeling of belonging to a community 

would thus seem to provide a big obstacle for membership. Logically, a Turk should not wish to join an 

EU with which he cannot identify, especially when it involves delegating his precious sovereignty on 

an issue as important as fiscal policy. As such, the abovementioned survey that the popular support for 

Turkish membership in Turkey has diminished does not seem surprising. It is also important to once 
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more point out the difference in elite and popular support. Whereas elites have better possibilities to 

look at a potential membership from a broader point of view, the average Turk might not have these 

possibilities – and as such, the argument of identity and community becomes relevant. The average 

Turk might not realize the more technical or economical aspect of a membership, but he does know 

with whom he can identify. Thus, we see the problem in both dimensions as predicted above. Popular 

support for a Turkish membership within Turkey might diminish because of culture; and the elite 

support in Turkey because of the increased fiscal integration and thus transfer of sovereignty within 

the area of fiscal policy, i.e. the different culture in a political sense. The exact same issue, I will argue, 

is the case within the EU.  

  As mentioned above, the technical aspects of Turkish accession is often accompanied by 

what I call emotional arguments, i.e. arguments that rely on issues such as identity and culture. 

Whereas the 2007 EB survey suggests that Europeans do not consider religion important in creating a 

sense of community, it does not mean that it is unimportant when determining what is not a part of 

this community. Ebru Ş. Canan-Sokullu (2011, p. 486) defines Islamophobia as “a result of xenophobic 

cultural stereotyping of Muslims”. Since the September-11 attacks, and the subsequent bombings in 

Madrid and London, Canan-Sokullu argues that Islamic fundamentalism has been perceived as a threat 

to Europe’s social and political order, as well as a cultural threat. This perceived threat has translated 

into Turcoskepticism within Europe. This is for instance apparent in the fear of immigrants, a perceived 

threat that it will change the ethnic, cultural, religious or linguistic composition of the original 

inhabitants (Ibid. p. 487). In other words, a perceived threat to the “self” by the “other”. Whereas 

Canan-Sokullu finds that this perceived threat only exists in the public mind and not the elite, it 

nonetheless remains a crucial point. Lauren McLaren confirms this; she furthermore makes a 

correlation between the level of Turkish immigration in a given country and this country’s skepticism 

regarding Turkish membership. Instead of creating a climate of empathy for the immigrants and the 

country of origin, McLaren finds that large-scale immigration creates an environment of perceived 

threat to in-group resources (McLaren, 2007, p. 254). Azrout, van Spanje and de Vreese (2010, p. 15) 
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further find that the more negatively people evaluate immigrants, the more likely they are to frame the 

issue of potential Turkish membership in terms of out-group. As such, I believe we once more see the 

problem in both dimensions. As opposed to how national governments and EU officials might “treat 

the country – in terms of its level of democracy, economic development, etc. – EU citizens are likely to see 

it also in terms of the people who constitute the country (i.e. Turks)” (McLaren, 2007, p. 257). In other 

words, elite support for Turkish membership within the EU system might rely on political culture, 

whereas popular support seems to rely on culture as an expression of one’s values, behavior and 

attitudes. Furthermore, the rejection of the Turkish candidacy on a popular level seems to be based on 

a rejection of Turks as a group of people rather than a rejection of the country in abstract terms. As 

mentioned above, governments derive their legitimacy from popular consent, and it is dubious if a 

government will risk their own political lives supporting a Turkey that might join many years after 

they have left office. On the brink of a fiscal union, the Turks that cannot identify with the European 

community, and the Europeans that fear they actually would, thus seem like a cocktail not easily 

digested.     

4.3: Summary  

 This chapter begins with a claim that Turkey is a torn nation. Mustafa Kemal Atatürk’s 

extensive reforms perhaps prevailed partly as an elite project, but failed as a popular project. As such, 

the Turkish nation finds itself torn between a modern country à la the West, or a traditional country à 

la the East. I further argue that the more western-minded elite face one set of problems, whereas the 

Eastern- or traditionalist-minded public faced another set of problems. From a European as well as a 

Turkish perspective, Turkish membership fronting a fiscally integrating Europe provides a wide range 

of issues that need to be addressed.  

 From an elite perspective, especially the Sèvres syndrome seems to be problematic. 

From a Turkish perspective, the syndrome not only amounts to distrust in the EU institutions. I 

furthermore believe it becomes more problematic as the EU moves towards fiscal integration, as the 
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Sèvres syndrome relates to national sovereignty. From the European perspective, this reluctance from 

the Turkish elite might further hinder the Commission (and other actors) from endorsing a full 

membership. Another important issue is the different political culture. The remnants of the nepotistic 

and corrupted Ottoman Empire, I argue, is still somewhat visible when closer examining the Turkish 

relationship with for instance press freedom and human rights. From a European perspective, this 

cannot be anything but a deterring factor. From a public perspective, the problems take a more 

emotional approach, especially visible in terms of religion. From both the Turkish and the European 

point of view, it might be difficult for the common people to realize the technical or economic aspect of 

a potential Turkish membership – but most people know with whom they can identify. Culture, rather 

than political culture, thus seems to be the biggest obstacle in terms of public support for Turkish 

membership. 

4.3.1: Partial conclusion  

 The fact that Turkish membership of the EU is contentious, at best, is perhaps reflected 

in the prolonged negotiation process. In the above, I have tried to show that the disputes arise out of 

several dimensions. Further, as the EU moves towards fiscal integration, these issues become even 

more belligerent. If culture is as an expression of one’s values, behavior and attitudes, then it cannot 

come as a surprise that Turkey is the odd man out, perhaps best illustrated by religion. Historically, 

Europe has furthermore positioned itself and Turkey as each other’s “Other”. This, perhaps, should not 

cause problems in an EU consisting of monetary integration. However, as I have shown in previous 

chapters, fiscal integration is much more politicized and much more emotional than monetary policy. 

As such, the issues of culture, identity and community become increasingly important – and the 

acceptance of a country that is perceived differently in regards to these three issues must, ipso facto, 

prove to be difficult. This, furthermore, applies to both the European and the Turkish perspective.  

 From an elite point of view, Turkish membership of the EU is increasingly problematic. 

As I have shown in a previous chapter, the political cultures, even within the EU-27, are vastly different 

because of historic reasons. The same logic applies to Turkey, the protagonist nation of the Ottoman 
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Empire. Further, the historic legacy has also provided Turkey with an especially strained relationship 

with sovereignty, which should cause further problems from both perspectives. If one, as I point out in 

the very beginning of my thesis, assume that the only satisfactory membership for Turkey is a full 

membership, then such a membership becomes more and more utopian (or dystopian, depending on 

the outlook, I suppose) as the EU integrates fiscally. Further, if the above relationship between history 

and political culture is true, we should expect a different approach to the nations that have historically 

been part of the Ottoman Empire. The next chapter will thus do a brief comparative analysis of Croatia 

and Serbia, in order to determine if the Turkish and Greek cases are outstanding, or part of a more 

general tendency.  
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Chap. 5: A brief comparative note on Croatia’s and Serbia’s road to the EU 

 The nations of Serbia and Croatia have a lot in common. Both nations are part of the 

Balkan Peninsula, inhabited to a large degree by Slavs. They share the mutually understandable 

language of Serbo-Croatian, and the two nations have played integral parts of the Kingdom and later 

the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Socialism, albeit in the special form of Titoism, was thus 

the political doctrine in Yugoslavia during the Cold War – a period which Josip Broz Tito began with 

sympathy for the Soviet bloc, only later to play a crucial role in the formation of the Non-Alignment 

Movement. Both nations, furthermore, share the memories of recent war, and both nations have recent 

experiences of authoritarianism. And both countries, as Heather Field argues, are “awkward states” in 

the context of European enlargement (Field, 2000, p. 123).  

Apart from their shared recent history, however, the nations of Serbia and Croatia differ. 

Despite their close proximity, Serbia has historically been (mostly) part of the Ottoman Empire, 

whereas Croatia historically was a part of the Austro-Hungarian. Religiously, the majority of the Serbs 

are Orthodox Christian, whereas the majority of the Croats are Roman Catholic. Having applied for 

membership on separate occasions, Croatia’s European membership has been confirmed and is 

scheduled for mid-2013, whereas Serbia only received full candidate status in primo 2012. Croatia 

applied for membership February 21st, 2003, and the Council confirmed Croatia as a candidate country 

June 1st, 2004. Serbia applied for membership December 22nd, 2009, only to receive the Council’s 

confirmation as a candidate country March 3rd, 2012 – the membership negotiations having yet to 

start.  Thus, the timespan differs from Croatia’s roughly 16 months to Serbia’s roughly 27 months. 

Frank Schimmelfenning (2008, p. 932) finds that there has been no decrease in, or negative 

discrimination of, eligible countries since the 2004 enlargements from an EU perspective. Rather, the 

different issues in the negotiation processes of Serbia and Croatia (and Turkey, for that matter) relates 

to the countries themselves. This chapter will thus attempt to do a comparative analysis of the two 

nations of Serbia and Croatia. As with the case of Turkey, I will argue in the following that the issues of 

religion and national sovereignty have played a crucial, yet different, role in both Serbia and Croatia.   
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5.1: Some comparative number crunching 

Before we get ahead of ourselves, however, one can begin by looking at the Copenhagen 

Criteria. As mentioned above, Transparency International (2012) scored Turkey as a country of mid-

range corruption, with the rank of 54th and a score of 49 (100 being the least corrupt). The same study 

reveals that Croatia ranks 62nd with a score of 46, and Serbia ranks 80th with a score of 39. Neither 

score is ostentatious, but especially Serbia’s score is problematic, which perhaps can be traced back to 

the above claim that the Ottomans had a strained relationship with the Enlightenment. On November 

20th, former Croatian prime minister, Ivo Sanader, was jailed for ten years for corruption; in Serbia the 

former deputy prime minister has been arrested as part of a fraud investigation (The Economist, 

2012). Further, whereas Freedom House defines both Croatia and Serbia as “free”, their press is only 

“partly free”, Croatia with a better score (1.5 out of 7) than Serbia (2 out of 7). According to Field, 

especially the political criteria has been problematic for both nations, especially in regards to the free 

movement of labor (Field, 2000, p. 126) – many of the problems facing Yugoslavia involved the issues 

of who is allowed to live and work where. Press freedom, like the above, relates to the issue of political 

culture. The transition to democracy in Serbia, as Nenad Zakošek argues, began only in 2000. What 

came into existence in the immediate post-Yugoslavia years was less a defective democracy than a 

continuation of a transformed authoritarian communist regime (Zakošek, 2008, p. 597). Yet, according 

to the Commission’s 2012 progress report, “Serbia is well on its way to sufficiently fulfilling the political 

criteria”, albeit with criticism of for instance the level of corruption and Serbia’s relations with Kosovo 

(European Commission, Conclusions on Serbia, 2012). Even so, it would seem that Croatia’s numbers 

are slightly better than those of their Serbian counterpart.  

 If we once more recall Jan Delhey’s argument that economic wealth is a visible sign of 

perceived modernity, we can crunch a few additional numbers. According to the World Bank, the GDP 

growth rate the last few years were better in Serbia than in Croatia. Serbia experienced negative 

growth in 2009 (-3.5 percent), but growth in 2010 and 2011 (1 percent and 1.8 percent respectively). 

Croatia experienced negative growth in 2009 and 2010 (-6.0 percent and -1.2 percent respectively), 
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and broke even in 2011 (0 percent) (The World Bank, 2012). However, if we look at GDP per capita in 

PPS (with the EU-27 = index 100), Croatia was in index 61 in 2011, whereas Serbia was in index 35 

(Eurostat, 2012). The 2012 progress report further states that “Serbia needs to make significant efforts 

in restructuring its economy” (European Commission, Conclusions on Serbia, 2012). If we recall my 

definition of identity, which in turn is a key element in feeling a sense of community, the very different 

socioeconomic Serbia might find it difficult to identify with Europe. Further, with an index of 35, Serbia 

will hardly encourage high levels of trust in the EU-27.   

5.2: History, religion and national sovereignty in Serbia and Croatia 

Perhaps a good example of the importance of history is the fact that Austria played a 

crucial role in persuading the rest of the EU to begin negotiation talks with Croatia, by conditioning its 

agreement to begin negotiations with Turkey with the same status for Croatia (Jović, 2006, p. 85). In 

this Austrian quid pro quo, perhaps, is not only reflected the fact that Croatia for centuries was part of 

the Austro-Hungarian Empire, and thus historically connected to Austria. Further, from this example 

one might also derive the fact that Austria historically has been the last bulwark of Europe against the 

Ottoman Empire – the Gates of Vienna. Serbia, historically belonging to the Ottoman Empire, cannot 

count on such historical allies. In fact, the negative image of Serbia in the wake of the Milošević regime 

made it difficult for Serbia to make international friends and sponsors in a pursuit for EU membership 

(which Serbia, additionally, did not pursue as proactively as the Croatian government) (Massari, 2005, 

p. 269). Another important factor is the fact that Croatia successfully lobbied in the Vatican prior to 

accession, through which it influenced several influential Catholic members states such as Poland, 

Ireland and Italy. The importance of the Catholic Church was later acknowledged by the Prime 

Minister (Ibid., p. 101), and Huntington (1996, p. 282) argues that the response of the West during the 

Croatian move for independence in 1991 was defined by Germany, and the response of Germany was 

defined by the Catholic connection. It is doubtful whether Serbia can use the same strategy with its 

Orthodox legacy, since Serbia first of all would have to rely on less influential member states such as 
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Bulgaria, Greece and Cyprus, and secondly because of the autocephalous nature of the Orthodox 

Church. Maurizio Massari argues that the most trusted public institution in Serbia in fact remains the 

Orthodox Church, which does not hesitate getting its voice heard in political matter. Fearing the 

primacy of the Roman Catholic Church, the Serbian Church has agitated for a nationalistic discourse in 

the defense of Serbian national values. Further, an alleged war criminal, General Radovan Lazarević, 

was received by Patriarch Pavle before heading to the Hague (Massari, 2005, p. 267). In Croatia, the 

nationalism of the Croatian Catholic Church was never anti-Western, and the Church itself could not 

ignore the fact that the Pope publicly embraced European integration. 

Croatia is expected to become the 28th member state of the EU on July 1st, 2013. Yet, the 

EU enlarged to the East already in 2004, and again in 2007. Why were Croatia and Serbia not included 

in these two rounds of expansion? Slovenia, also a former part of Yugoslavia, for instance entered in 

2004. Even within the Western Balkans, the process of European integration presents itself as having 

several tempi. One explanation could be the development of strong nationalistic discourses in both 

Serbia and Croatia. As was apparent in the previous chapter, strong nationalistic narratives should 

prove to be an obvious barrier to overcome, both from a European perspective and from the 

perspective of the prospective member state – and in the immediate post-Yugoslavia years, both 

countries developed strong nationalistic discourses. Schimmelfenning finds that in both cases, specific 

issues in regards to the negotiation process have been issues with high symbolic value for national 

identity, such as the extradition of suspected war criminals to the International Criminal Tribunal for 

the former Yugoslavia (ICTY)(for instance Serbian Mladic and Croatian Gotovina38) (Schimmelfenning, 

2008, pp. 927-928). In both cases, the ongoing negotiations were postponed because of failure to fully 

co-operate with the ICTY. By the time of the postponement of the accession negotiations in Croatia in 

2005, more than 80 percent of Croats continued to consider General Gotovina as a war hero rather 

                                                           
38 On November 16th 2012, Ante Gotovina was acquitted by the ICTY. No Croat has thus been convicted of war crimes during 
the war in Croatia by the Hague (The Economist, 2012). According to Huntington’s civilizational paradigm, the failure of the 
West to denounce Croat atrocities to the same extent as Serbian atrocities have been denounced boils down to the fact that 
Croatia belongs to the Western civilization, whereas Serbia belongs to the Orthodox civilization (Huntington S. P., 1996, p. 
38). 
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than a war criminal (Ibid., p. 929). When the EU postponed the association negotiations with Serbia in 

2006, the Prime Minister still catered to the nationalistic-conservative spectrum of the electorate, 

continuing the traditional Serbian nationalism (Ibid., p. 930). Serbia lost the Yugoslavian wars and its 

central role in the Yugoslav Republic, and subsequently both the Serbian elite as well as the public 

have had difficulties coping with the combined problems of “defeat and eclipse” (Massari, 2005, pp. 

262-263). In both cases, the issue of national sovereignty is thus clear. Franjo Tujdman, the first 

President of independent Croatia, had an especially controversial and nationalistic approach, arguing 

for instance that Europe was based on an illusion that a new European culture would emerge to 

replace the existing small ones, largely eradicating the historical, religious and recent ideological 

differences. The bloody collapse of Yugoslavia, Tujdman argued, should prove as an example that a 

European federation was as unlikely as was Yugoslavia (Jović, 2006, p. 91). This narrative in effect 

positioned Europe as “the Other”, eventually largely rendering Croatia internationally isolated (since 

Tujdman was equally critical against the idea of “Western Balkan”). Paradoxically, as Jović (2008, p. 

92) points out, this rhetoric effectively placed Croatia back in the “Balkans”, being compared to Serbia 

rather than its Central European neighbors. However, as Maurizio Massari argues, in later years the 

very process of distancing itself from Serbia has driven the Croatian aspirations for EU membership 

(Massari, 2005, p. 260).  

5.3: Partial conclusion  

 The road towards EU accession for both Serbia and Croatia is a bumpy one – and one 

difficult to assess in a mere few pages. In this chapter, I have thus tried to conclude only a few of the 

many issues related to Croat and Serbian accession. As in the case with Turkey, I believe both notions 

of history and religion have played an important role, as well as the issue of national sovereignty. The 

fact that Croatia has belonged to the Austrian-Hungarian Empire seems to have had an effect on 

Austria’s commitment to start the accession negotiations. Serbia’s (recent) history, on the other hand, 

seems to have been an obstacle in their efforts to join the EU. If the provided data implies the political 
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culture, they further suggest a difference between the two countries and Europe, which once more 

seems to have its reasons in history. Similarly, religion has played a crucial role – the Croatian Catholic 

Church has provided allies of the Croatian aspirations to join, whereas the Serbian Orthodox Church 

has agitated for a nationalistic discourse in Serbia. Further, the issue of sovereignty, albeit a natural 

response to times of crisis, has played a crucial part in both cases. In later years, Croatia managed to 

change the “Other” from Europe to Serbia, which eventually helped pave the road to a Croatian 

membership. Serbia, on the other hand, has perhaps first recently arrived at the road.   

 Croatia thus seems much more culturally compatible with Europe, both from a cultural 

and a politically cultural perspective. The majority of Croatians are Catholic, whereas the majority of 

Serbians are Orthodox. Croatia further claims a part of European history that Serbia cannot – and 

consequently, Croatia seems to have a more developed political culture than Serbia. In fact, not only 

compared to Serbia but also to Turkey and Greece, Croatia seems like the more obvious choice for 

fiscal integration, if there was such a choice.  
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Chap. 6: Conclusion 

Europe has been formed through crises, and the entity of the EU itself represents the 

result of such millennia of crises. However, the EU is by 2012 going through a crisis of its own – 

perhaps the worst since its inception. Whereas the current EU might be the result of European history, 

then, it no longer seems like the end result. The EU is undergoing unprecedented fiscal integration, and 

this thesis set out to analyze this integration from a democratic point of view: first of all, if the cultural 

foundation within the EU-27 is sufficient to sustain legitimate fiscal integration on the European level; 

and secondly, how such fiscal integration will affect the prospect of future enlargement of the EU.  

Deeper and wider integration does not necessarily halt one another; it depends on the 

area of integration at stake – and the area of fiscal policy is an area that will prove contentious. The 

literature shows that monetary integration often, out of necessity, is followed by fiscal integration. 

However, since fiscal policy involves variables in the economy such as resource allocation and income 

distribution, fiscal integration is much more contentious than monetary integration: Fiscal policy is 

about social values, which are derived from culture. As such, fiscal policy is much more liable to 

become politicized. Government taxation and expenditures affect all citizens and companies in a given 

state, and fiscal policy as a political instrument is thus very important. Consequently, giving up this 

political instrument equals loss of sovereignty. Koremonos et al. find that the level of control in a given 

international organization generally decreases as the number of participating nations increases. Since 

fiscal policy is such an essential policy area, one might thus assume that member states only endorse 

enlargements insofar the candidate states are culturally or politically similar. Yet, if this is true, then 

fiscal consolidation should prove problematic even within the EU-27, if this entity is not culturally or 

politically similar.  

As the EU moves away from a purely utility-based entity, the legitimacy requirements 

change – as the EU moves towards fiscal integration, output legitimacy is no longer sufficient. In a 

fiscally integrated Union, the EU must exhibit input legitimacy along two lines: democracy and 

identity. Democratic legitimacy relies on a trust that laws are equal (and thus, interpreted equally) by 
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everyone in the Community. The political cultures in Europe therefore need to be somewhat alike, if 

the EU is to be perceived as legitimate along the democratic line. Identification legitimacy becomes 

increasingly important when dealing with fiscal integration, since income redistribution relies on a 

feeling of solidarity, which in turn is derived from a sense of common identity. The cultures of Europe 

thus need to be alike as well, since culture is one of the main contributors to a feeling of community.   

Within academia, two themes seem to have been established. First of all, an idea that 

Europeans have a shared history upon which to build a common identity. Scholars such as Smith, 

Habermas, Pedersen and Wilterdink all agree that the European heritage is unique, based on elements 

such as the Greek and Roman heritage, Christianity, the Renaissance and the Enlightenment etc. 

However, a second theme seems to be that Europe at the same time is divided. Both Smith and 

Pedersen agree that this heritage has affected Europe differently, and for instance Huntington argues 

that a dividing line across the continent exists. Yet, according to EB 74, several values seem to be 

common for Europeans: human rights, peace and respect for human life. One might argue, then, that 

these values could prove to knit the Europeans together, as they will only become increasingly 

challenged as the geo-political structure in the world changes. EB 71 further confirms that 74 percent 

of the participants in EU-27 regarded themselves as Europeans, up almost 15 percent in 15 years. 

Delhey has assessed the level of social trust among Europeans in connection to enlargement, and finds 

that trust depends on three dimensions: the level of modernity, cultural characteristics and power in 

the international system. He further finds that the level of modernity by far supersedes the other 

dimensions in terms of trust. If trust is depending on economics, however, then one must expect the 

trust levels during the euro crisis to be crushingly low. The four PIGS countries, the ones usually 

referred to when speaking of the crisis, all reveal great distrust in the EU and in their national 

governments. More problematic, perhaps, is the distrust that appears between Northern and Southern 

Europe.  

To a large extent, trust then seems to be contingent of political culture – and a 

supranational democracy thus appears to require a common political culture to be perceived as 
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legitimate. Not only does the practical execution of democracy in Europe differ, however. In addition, 

the trust in governments differs, the trust in politicians in general differs, the levels of corruption 

differ, and most importantly, the policy outcomes differ – as of 2012 most noticeable in the state of the 

economy in Northern and in Southern Europe respectively. I contend that the dividing lines in Europe 

can be derived from history, especially from the three events of the Renaissance, the Reformation and 

the Enlightenment. All three were stages in the intellectual modernization of Europe – yet, they have 

affected the continent in vastly different ways. Not only did the Reformation aide the development of 

different work ethics – the Catholic Church actively tried to curb the Enlightenment, in effect curbing 

the modernization process itself. By the time of the Enlightenment, most of South-Eastern Europe was 

part of the Ottoman Empire, an empire not exposed to the Enlightenment to the same degree as the 

North and West. The Ottoman society simply did not cater to the waves of enlightenment coming from 

the North-West because of its lack of aristocracy – and the Empire was furthermore soaked in 

corruption and nepotism.  At this point in time, then, fiscal integration within Europe will not be 

perceived as legitimate: the political culture differ; the work ethics differ; and the state of the economy 

differs. The best illustration of all three factors is the case of Greece. Their Ottoman legacy aside, 

Greece might claim the most European cultural heritage of all; but fiscal integration with Greece will 

only be perceived legitimate once the economy has recovered, but if and how it does depends on the 

Greek work ethics and political culture.   

This obviously has an effect on candidate countries. Turkey is a torn country, not only in 

regards to the elite vs. the public, but also within the elite itself. Kemal’s reforms seem to have failed in 

regards to the public, and only partially succeeded within the elite, leaving Turkey a country with 

severe national schizophrenia. Political culture in Turkey differs extensively from a “Western” political 

culture because of historical reasons. From an elite perspective, especially the Sèvres syndrome seems 

to be problematic. The syndrome amounts to a distrust of the West, as well as an ideological 

enforcement of the nature of sovereignty. From the point of the Turkish elite, fiscal integration in 

Europe thus might prove problematic. Another issue within the Turkish elite is the fact that the AKP 
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seems in a position to replace the traditional Kemalist elite with a new one, arguably an Islamist and 

Neo-Ottoman. This will further prove problematic in terms of identification with Europe. If the Sèvres 

syndrome furthermore is perceived as lack of commitment by the European elite, it is doubtful 

whether the member states or the Commission will endorse full membership, since it suggest neither 

political solidarity nor a sense of community. From a public perspective, the issue of religion is also 

problematic. According to EB 67, 41 percent of the Turks regard religion as an important factor in 

creating a sense of community. This should deter many Turks from endorsing membership as the EU 

moves towards fiscal integration. From the popular perspective in Europe, the issue of religion is also 

prevalent. Turkish immigration for instance creates an environment of perceived threat to the in-

group by “the Other”. In short, then: the prospect of Turkish membership lessens the more the EU 

integrates fiscally. From all sides of the spectrum, i.e. the European elite and public as well as the 

Turkish elite and public, Turkish membership is becoming a less viable option. 

As in the case of Turkey, the notions of history and religion (and thereby culture and 

political culture) have played an important role in the negotiation processes of Serbia and Croatia, as 

has the notion of sovereignty. The political culture in Serbia and Croatia, especially in the former, 

differs from the “western” political culture, a conclusion which again can be based on the historic 

developments. History has been Croatia’s ally, but Serbia’s adversary – and the same is the case with 

religion. Croatia thus seems much more compatible with “Europe” along both a cultural and a 

politically cultural line than Serbia – and even Greece. To a large extent, I believe this is reflected in the 

different negotiation processes with the two countries, as well as the Turkish one. As the EU integrates 

fiscally, and the amount of potential candidates claiming “the right connection” to Europe diminishes, 

future enlargements become increasingly difficult. So to answer Winston Churchill’s question from 

1946: “[…] why should there not be a European group which could give a sense of enlarged patriotism 

and common citizenship to the distracted peoples of this turbulent and mighty continent […]?”. There 

might be in time, Winston; but for the time being, the political culture and the state of the economies in 

Europe differ too much – and the cultural connection to prospective member states seems too dubious.   
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