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1. Europenization as a process 

Leaving (Matei&Iancu, 2007, p. 94) aside the pure intentional objectives of political and ideological nature, the 

European Union (EU) can be seen as the most visible international actor in the institutional Europe of today. It is for 

this reason yet not in the same vein as the debates on the socialization of  sovereign entities in the context of 

enlargement relations, that in this article we will assume the direct influence EU places upon norms, practices and 

national values otherwise particular to national European states. 

Actually, twenty seven of the above (since January 2007) have agreed on participating and contributing to common 

regional, social, agricultural and monetary markets, creating in between a single European space of security and 

defense. Conceding an amount of their sovereignty to a supra-national entity such as the EU, the member states have 

also agreed on accepting the European acts as a special category of external demands to which answering is usually 

imperative and driven by common formulated models, standards or institutional arrangements (Andersen, 2004, pp. 

17-18). 

Possible packages of alternative solutions, the latter seem to replace the decrepit internal institutional arrangements, 

with minimum effort and political debate (Andersen, 2004, p. 21). In this light, the Europeanization process, 

generically understood as the EU’s impact on 

the Member States’ national orders, is perceived as endogenous to the EU’s borders and consensus-generator. Still, 

Europeanization may be (and is, undoubtelly) exported (Papadimitriou, 2002, p. 4, Bulmer, Radaelli, 2004, p. 2). Its 

products are concentrated in merely 80.000 of acquis communautaire, position papers, country reports, guidelines 

for application, eligibility criteria and twinning manuals. 

The specter of possible significances of Europeanization is impressive: it can be analyzed as a transnational process 

(diffusion of Western norms, styles and behaviors within the Western Europe); an institutional process of adaptation 

to the EU’s demands; a counterbalance to globalization or, finally, as a specific strategy for managing the 

worldwide conflicts (Featherstone, 2003). From all these, the “Europeanization as institutional adaptation” approach 

has caught the attention of the doctrine of administrative studies. 

This article attempts to name the differences between the Europeanization by deepening and the Europeanization by 

enlargement and thus it suggests that the context of the interactions the European Community has with its candidate 

countries needs a special attention. We will thus focus on identifying (on conceptual level) the institutional levers 

the Union uses in influencing the administrative order of non-Member States that made the first steps in becoming a 

part of the European project. 

About a decade ago, Conzelman (1998:5) believes that "the idea that EU influence on domestic politics of member 

states is achieved especially through a" pressure "Commission Directive belongs obsolete model of 

conceptualization Community and political processes within it. To differentiate between the spheres "supranational" 

and "internal" and ask what type of pressure is exerted up and down (for example, between the Community and the 

Member States) are not attitudes analytical approaches to encourage progress. "Not surprisingly however, social 

scientists still debate the relevance of the thesis rejected above, thereby enhancing the process of Europeanization 

conceptual confusion. 

Radaelli (2003:33-34) will opt for the deconstruction of the concept analyzed, showing that: 

1. Europeanization is not convergence - the relationship between the two is the process - the (possible) result; 

2. Europeanization is not harmonization, leaving space for expression of the principle of diversity; 

3.Europeanization is not political integration and, finally, that: 

4.Europeanization is formulating policies. 

Grabbe (2003:310 ff.), In turn, chooses the negative definition of Europeanization, saying it is: 

1. A theory of EU enlargement, nor: 
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Sole cause of reform - most times, both sources highlight the Europeanization - National governments and the EU - 

with interests in support of the argument "panacea" represented by the Community (Radaelli, 2000). 

In the same perspective, Schmidt (2001) [in Howell, 2004:8)] oppose European integration Europeanization, noting 

that the latter includes the construction and formulation at EU level European public policy through interactions 

between the national and subnational actors. Instead, Europeanization involves the study of the impact of European 

policies on internal structures of a state (which, indeed, to a point, will reach community members to influence the 

position of the EU decision). 

On the other hand, Olsen (2002) [in Howell, 2004:8)] sees European integration Europeanization often similar, since 

the latter calls it: a) change in the external territorial borders, b) governance institution developed supranational 

level, c) influence or supra-national enforcement at national and subnational d) governing export procedures and 

specific EU policy beyond EU borders, and e) political project designed to enhance the unification of the European 

Union. 

Finally, the interpretation of Bugarič C. Radaelli (2006:205) assumes that European integration involves the transfer 

of sovereignty to the European level and describes the consequences of Europeanization functioning institutions. 

To summarize, for this approach, Europeanization process will be considered: (a) construction (b) diffusion, and (c) 

institutionalization of formal and informal rules and procedures, policy paradigms and beliefs and common values 

first defined and consolidated in the EU policy formulation, and then incorporated in the logic of domestic members 

of the community area (Radaelli, 2003:30) and candidate countries. 

Europe compared with other regions is characterized by three features international economic namely: first 

multicultural Europe is a territory characterized by similarities and differences but the people who compose it 

"resembles a much greater extent than are distinguished." Makridakis highlights similarities and differences between 

countries making up the European Union and its study demonstrates that cultural differences are not a major 

obstacle to European integration, Europe's second one set of educated and skilled workforce that forms a market 

work that "government intervention has always been high and where, in general resembles conditions than those of 

the standard market model with perfect competition described by traditional economic theory." However, the labor 

market is one of the most poorly integrated European markets because of "cultural and linguistic barriers that can 

not be canceled" due to the large differences between productivity rates and because of the broad range of national 

regulations, thirdly Europe has a large number of sophisticated consumers with high purchasing capacity. Europe 

and especially the European Union meets the prerequisites legal, cultural, institutional, economic, scientific, 

technological and educational required to exploit these advantages they possess. The mechanisms that ensure 

recovery of these advantages is the Europeanisation of member countries' Europeanization is a set of mutations in all 

areas (economic, administrative, social, scientific, educational and political) that leads to a pronounced 

internationalization of its activities within, exploiting competitive advantages, and specific ". Europeanization is 

based on taking into account both the similarities and the cultural differences between countries. Europeanization is 

the result of shaping a European identity that reflects cultural similarities and differences while other an integrative 

vision. 

 

2. Europeanization by enlargement – the specificity of an asymmetrical relation of power 

Defined as EU’s impact on domestic order of candidate states, the Europeanization by enlargement makes reference 

to an asymmetrical relation established between the agent of conditioning (European Community) and its subject 

(the candidate). The approach to be employed here is again, the top – bottom one. This is mainly because the reports 

of the integration process are clearly established by the exclusive strategy the EU is known for (F. Schimmelfennig 

in Linden 2002, pp. 12-15): for the candidates, nothing is agreed until everything is agreed. 

Competing in the “race for integration”, the candidate countries aim at approaching a minimum necessary threshold 

of the Community. In doing so, they will respect the rules of training usually unilaterally established by the EU. The 

EU integration is then to be understood as contracting exogenous models of institutional and/or value related 

change, while Europeanization, as the process of adjusting the quoted models to the domestic orders of candidate 

countries (Radaelli, 2000, p. 4, Wincott, 2003, p. 282, Andersen, 2004, p. 3). 

Of course, such a discourse raises at least two questions: is the existence of a certain degree of non-conformity to the 

minimum threshold sufficient for justifying an authoritarian Union in relation to the candidate states?, and, Are there 

implied ideal models for action as instruments for measuring the national performances? 

To the first question, the answer seems (due to current practices in the area) rather affirmative (Grabbe, 2003, p. 

318), although the image of the EU as a learning organization is not a mystification, and the foregoing enlargements 

do not confirm it (Granell, 1995, p. 118 et seq.).  
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The “whys” for this choice are given by the fact that in this last enlargement process (ended in January 2007) and in 

a context of asymmetrical power with the Union, the candidate countries were forced to transpose the acquis prior to 

their integration (a situation that differs from the case of Austria, Finland and Sweden after the EFTA European 

Free Trade Association Association agreements) 

They were also under the safeguarding clause, curiously enough considered by the European Parliament as (only) a 

“delay in the alignment to the EU’s internal market” (2005/2028(INI), point 22). In addition, continuing the 

pressures after signing the Accession Treaty (COM 2005-534, point 3.2.) by enumerating the possible instruments 

for sanctioning inadequate behaviors (e.g.: letters from drawing attention of the political authorities, high level 

meetings, monitoring reports, etc.) validates the legitimacy of an hypothesis according to which Brussels still 

benefits of power of coercion and influence (the mechanism of „carrots and sticks”) in its relation with the candidate 

countries (a state of art impossible to counterbalance by a eventual and real possibility of reaction). 

On the other hand, there are standards for measuring the performance of candidate states; however, there are not for 

all the areas and certainly, not under the title of an ideal type, but rather, of unformulated standards (as it proves to 

be the European Administrative Space – SIGMA, 1999). 

On the background provided for by the accelerated rhythm of adjustments (Greece needed more than ten years to 

adjust to the single market – the time frame given to Romania and Bulgaria); the openness to the European 

influence, possible to explain due to communist experience and the demands multiplying on the integration agenda 

(Grabbe, 2003, pp. 306-307, Verheijen, 1998, p. 24), the last enlargement EU had experienced and for which the 

Copenhagen criteria were reinterpreted, appears to be characterized by asymmetry, complexity and rapidity of the 

alignment to the European demands. 

 

3. Reform of the civil service in the new member states 

Prior to accession, the Regular Reports of the Commission on progress in the candidate countries had directed 

attention in particular to the existence of administrative reform programmes geared towards increasing the 

administrative capacities of these countries9. The Commission recognised that the development of a reform 

programme was an important step towards action in the area of administrative reform. Administrative reform 

programmes outline how various elements of reform relate to each other and how human resources are integrated 

into the reform agenda. Reform programmes also provide cues with regard to the timing of civil service reforms and 

indicate some form of government commitment to the reform of the public administration. 

 

3.1. Legal Basis for the Civil Service 

This section examines the legal basis for the civil service in the CEECs. It concentrates on the existence of laws that 

define the legal status of civil servants. The adoption of a civil service law was one of the most important and most 

discussed elements of EU policy in the wider area of administrative reform in the preaccession period. With respect 

to European principles of administration, a civil service law provides the basic mechanism for protecting the 

impartiality and promoting the professionalism of civil servants that is necessary to guarantee legal certainty as well 

as accountability of civil servants as individuals exercising state authority. EU policy therefore required the 

existence of a civil service law, stability of the law over time, full implementation of the law, and a clear definition 

of boundaries of the civil service vis-à-vis politics, private sector employment and potentially other forms of public 

sector employment.  

At first sight, the CEE countries demonstrate a good fit with European principles of administration in this area of 

civil service governance. Seven of the eight countries (with the exception of the Czech Republic) have a civil service 

law in place. However, the legal basis is subject to several flaws and the trend since accession has been negative in 

several countries. First, civil service laws are not always fully implemented or there are gaps that are not covered by 

the legal basis. Second, the legal basis has been subject to a high degree of instability, in that all civil service laws 

have been amended often or even very often. Third, countries such as Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia have revised 

their laws to exclude the top layers of the bureaucracy from the civil service and to turn these positions into political 

appointments. The legal accountability, legal predictability and political neutrality of the civil service must therefore 

often be called into question. Only Latvia and Lithuania have been able to prevent this post-accession decline and 

have largely maintained a high fit with European principles of administration in this area. 

 

4. Conclusions 

To recap the initial argument: EU counts also for candidate states. It counts, since Europeanization is a bi-

directional, circular and cyclical process (Goetz, 2002, p. 4) only in the case of Member States, the candidates being 

ruled under the principle of “nothing is agreed until everything is agreed”. It counts, since pragmatically speaking, 

the statement of “Europe is open to all the countries from the continent sharing its values and agreeing on following 
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its common policies” (Prodi, 2001, p. 34), should be completed with: “Europe is pen to all states [...] ending their 

accession negotiation”. Again, it counts through the 31 negotiation chapters of the acquis communautaire, the 

institutional models that were suggested as good governing instruments, the financial and technical assistance it 

received for reforming matters and the periodical monitoring and the consultancy and twinning sessions that it 

organized (Grabbe, 2003, p. 312 et seq.). To summarize, EU matters since, most of the times, it puts conditions not 

only in accession (in Copehangen, 1993 and Madrid, 1995), but also in adapting the acquis, safeguarding its contents 

or elaborating the methodology for eligible applicants within PHARE. 

Generally, candidate countries are then “consumers” more than “producers” of Europeanization, the real possibility 

of influencing the negotiations being by modifying the tempo, and not the content (Papadimitriou, 2002, p. 7). This 

is actually a highly respected hypothesis possible to employ in future attempts of quantifying the actual influence 

EU brought to the public administration domain. 


