
1 

 

Paper prepared for the  

Fifth Euroacademia International Conference 

The European Union and the Politicization of Europe 

 

 

 14 – 15 October 2016 

Bologna, Italy 

 

This paper is a draft 

Please do not cite or distribute 

  



2 

 

Politicization and Crises of European Integration: For a Re-

Politicization of the European Union  -Jean F.  Crombois (American 

University in Bulgaria) 

Abstract 

Since the late 1980s,  the European integration process if facing a growing politicization that also challenges its very 

theoretical bases as envisaged by  neo-functionalism and the liberal-intergovernmentalism. According the  authors, 

Liesbeth Hooghes and Gary Marks, such politicization reflects  a post-functionalist moment in the European integration 

process. Our  paper seeks to assess Hooghes and Mark's thesis through two case  studies: the Euro crisis and the migrant 

crisis. In conclusion, our  paper argues that the negative impact of such politicization has been  over-estimated by Hooghes 

and Marks while its positive impact has been  under-estimated. In other words, the possibility of a re-politicization of the 

EU integration project.  The condition, however, to capitalize on its positive  impact lies in the need for the EU to change its 

approach, from  technocratic one to what we call a more pragmatist one. 
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Draft Paper 

Since the late 1980s, the European integration is facing a growing politicization that put in question its 

theoretical foundations as envisaged by both neo-functionalism and liberal-intergovernmentalism. According 

Liesbet Gary Hooghes and Marks, such growing politicization reflects a post-functionalist moment in European 

integration which is to be characterized by the resurgence of identity politics. As a consequence, such identity 

politics, according to the two authors, is capable of undermining European integration both in scope and in 

depth.  

Our contribution seeks to analyze such claim by looking at the two crises that have challenged and continue to 

challenge the EU, namely: the Euro crisis and the so –called refugee crisis.  

Our main argument lies in the fact that Hooghes and Marks arguments only focus on the negative form of 

politicization as far as European integration is concerned and overlooks the possibility of a more positive 

politicization that could contribute instead of re-politicizing European integration. 

The main condition, however, for such situation to happen resides in the need for the European Union to 

change its approach in the formulation of its policies. More concretely, to substitute its technocratic approach 

by what we call a more pragmatist approach. The latter would be based on three key features: pluralist 

engagement, acceptation of failure and more practical and less legalistic approach of problems.   

1. Politicization and Post-Functionalist Moment in European 

Integration  
 

According Hooghes and Marks, the European integration has entered, since the Maastricht Treaty referendum 

in a post-functionalist moment. By this, the two authors argued that the politicization - defined as the 

“mobilization of national identities”
1
 - of the European integration process, had not only contributed to slow it 

down but could also lead to its reversal. Indeed, according to them, that politicization challenges the European 

integration process in two main ways. First, it questions its economic rationality as shared by both neo-

functionalists and liberal intergovernmentalists. Second, it highlights the impact of public opinion on political 
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governmental elites when negotiating at the EU level. Indeed, until the early 1990s, those elites were able to 

strike deals at the EU level without taking too much notice on their impact at home, reflecting a situation of  

“permissive consensus”. This changed towards to a situation where the same elites were getting growingly 

concerned with the impact of those deals on their domestic politics leading them to find it increasingly difficult 

to agree at the EU level or a situation of “constraining dissensus”.
2
 

That politicization of European integration, as put forward by Hooghes and Maks, is different from the one 

suggested by the neo-functionalists. According the latter, such politicization was meant to contribute to a 

shifting of demands and loyalties to a new regional center. In other words, it was seen as contributing to the 

deepening of European integration.
 3

  

That being said, it would be wrong to assume that the danger of politicization as suggested by Hooghes and 

Marks was ignored by the neo-functionalists. Indeed, Ernst Haas already mentioned in the second edition in his 

seminal work –The Uniting of Europe- the fact that De Gaulle had proved him wrong as he had underestimated 

the ideological dimensions in his neo-functionalist approach.
 4

  

There is no doubt that neo-functionalists had misjudged the impact of politicization on European integration. 

Not only that politicization came much later than anticipated and revealed itself more opposed that supportive 

of European integration. Instead of contributing to the strengthening of the role of European pan-political 

parties, it has led to their weakening while having a disintegrative impact upon national party systems.
5
 

That being said, there is no consensus on the impact of politicization on European integration. For some 

authors, such politicization should not only be welcome but should also be sought. According Michael Zurn, if it 

is true that such politicization leads to a growing resistance to the EU and its policies, it also reflects a greater 

awareness of the importance of the EU level beyond the nation state.
 6

 For Jan-Werner Muller, such 

politicization would imply the existence of a common political space where majority decisions are accepted 

without the possibility of seceding in case of disagreement. 
7
 

In any case, the debate about the impact of politicization on European integration is far from over. In this 

contribution, we will argue that such politicization calls for a new approach in the development of the EU 

policies, from a technocratic approach to a what we will call a ‘pragmatist approach’. Indeed, such an approach 

will contribute to undermine the links between technocracy and populism while contributing to reviving a new 

form of politicization supportive of European integration.   

2. Politicization and Crises of European Integration: Euro-crisis 

and Refugee Crisis 
 

Two major internal crises have and continue to impact on the European integration process. The first one is the 

Euro-crisis and the second one is the so-called refugee crisis. These two crises will be analyzed from the point 

of view of politicization as suggested by Hooghes and Marks. For the sake of clarity, the two will be dealt with 

separately.  

2.1.  Euro-crisis and Politicization    
 

There is no doubt that the Euro Crisis that started as a consequence of the world financial crisis of 2008 

constituted a major challenge for the European Union. In many Euro member states, people took down the 

streets that lead to multiple changes in the governing coalitions and the emergence of political parties openly 

hostile to the European Union. More concretely, during the high of the Euro crisis that spanned from 2010 to 

2013, 15 general elections took place. Out of these 15, only 5 were regular elections whereas the others were 
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anticipated elections. As result, only in two cases – in the Netherlands in March 2011 and in Estonia 2012, the 

ruling coalitions were re-conducted.
 8

  

In this context, the Euro crisis could well validate the thesis of Hooghes and Marks. All the ingredients of the 

politicization were present: growing contestation of the EU and emergence of anti-EU parties. However, when 

looking more closely, and this despite of the increasing political instability, both the ruling coalitions and the 

European Union came out of it rather successfully. 

As far as domestic politics is concerned, the ruling coalitions were able to avoid the pitfall of the referenda. 

Indeed, the new progress in terms of European integration such as the Budgetary Treaty and the Banking Union 

were achieved either without changing the existing Treaties or by changing them on the margin by taking 

advantage of the so-called simplified procedure that enabled the Member states’s governments to keep the 

issue out of the public debate and by such a way minimizing the risk of having to hold a referendum. The 

Intergovernmental Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance concluded on 2 March outside the 

existing revision procedures.
 9

  Its ratification only required the ratification of 12 member states out of the 19 

Euro-zone area. The Banking Union, concluded in April 2014, consisted in the consolidation and the 

development of existing instruments while the its component dealing with the European Stability mechanism 

that required a change to article 136 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union could enter into 

force once 90% of its capital had been subscribed.
10

   

 Within the national governments of the Eurozone members, the ruling coalitions included political parties not 

openly opposed to the European integration process. In Finland, the party of True Finns left the ruling coalition 

as soon as the decision to approve the financial package aimed at the deficit countries. In The Netherlands, the 

Prime Minister Mark Rutte succeeded in keeping the eurosceptic party led by Geert Dewilder in the 

opposition.
11

 

Another important point of the Euro-crisis concerns the attitude of the public opinion among the member 

states. According to the Eurobarometer data, the Euro-crisis led to a decrease of the support for the European 

Union (graph below).  

 

However, these results have to be confronted to the fact that the support in favor of the Euro was still high 

among most of the Eurozone member states (graph below) 
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Finally, the Euro-crisis did not lead to a deadlock or a regression in terms of European integration. 

Breakthroughs were achieved such as the conclusion of the Budgetary Pact and of the Banking Union. These 

breakthroughs can also be viewed as good examples of spill-over as put forwards by neo-functionalism.
12

 

2. 2.  The Migrant Crisis and Politicization  

The migrant crisis that imposed itself on the EU agenda in the summer of 2015 may be considered as another 

good case study for testing the arguments of Hooghes and Marks in terms of politicization. Contrary to the 

Euro crisis, the lack of hindsight does not allow a thorough analysis. In any case, some elements can be pointed 

out. As far as domestic politics was concerned, three legislative elections took part since then e.g. in Poland, in 

Slovakia and in Spain. The latter case can be excluded as the Spanish elections held in June 2016 were held to 

break to deadlock in the aftermath of the elections of 2015. 

In Poland, the general election that took place on 25 October 2015 were marked by the clear victory of the 

conservatives of Party for Law and Justice (PiS) that sent back the ruling government led by the moderates of 

the Civic Platform to the opposition.
13

 Although these elections were held after the EU relocation plan of Syrian 

refugees (see below), the migrant question did not seem to have played an importance role as far as the result 

of these elections is concerned.
14

 In Slovakia, the general elections were held on 5 March 2016. For this 

election, the migrant crisis played a more important role than in the Polish case. Nevertheless, the question did 

not divide the political parties. On the contrary, most of the political parties shared a consensus on their 

opposition to the EU relocation scheme.
 15

 However, the issue led the ruling party of the incumbent Prime 

Minister Robert Fico to lose its absolute majority to the benefit of the extreme right 
16

 

As far as the positions of the EU elites towards the EU policies addressing the migrant crisis, these reflected an 

unusual degree of contestation. That contestation focused at the same time on the Schengen system and on 

the EU decision such as the one adopted on relocation plan of Syrian refugees adopted in September 2015. 

About 6 of the Schengen member states did not hesitate in the course of the migrant crisis to restore internal 
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border, albeit on a temporary basis. 
17

 Other countries, namely some of the Central and Eastern European 

Member states openly resisted the adoption and the implementation of the EU relocation plan. On 2 December 

2015, the Slovak government lodged a case to the European Court of Justice seeking the challenge the legal 

validity of the plan to be followed by the Hungarian government on 4 December. Moreover, the latter 

announced its plan to hold a national referendum on the issue scheduled for 2 October 2016. 
18

 

As far a possible progress in terms of European integration to confront the crisis, it is fair to say that the EU 

member states proved unable to propose new ambitious policies. The most important EU decision was the 

adoption, on 15 September 2015, of scheme to relocate 120,000 Syrian refugees among 26 EU member states 

concerned. This decision lead to a vote based on the qualified majority system and revealed the open 

opposition of Hungary, Romania and Slovakia while Finland chose to abstain.
19

 On face value, this vote may not 

look highly contested. Nevertheless, it reflected a clear division between the EU Member States and their 

difficulty to forge a “permissive consensus”. Indeed, the recourse to voting within the Council of Ministers has 

been rather rare as the Member states usually prefer to reach consensus among themselves.
20

  

Finally, these disagreements should not conceal the fact the EU public opinion remained during the crisis in 

majority in favour of a EU approach to the migrant crisis even if this support decreased during the yea (see 

graph below). 

 

      2. 3. Main Lessons of the Two Crises. 

The main lessons of the two crises seem to be the following. First, in both cases, the consequences of 

politicization were unequal. In the case of the Euro crisis, the politicization did not directly challenge European 

integration, even if one should remain cautious at this stage. It is not impossible to imagine that the Euro would 

hardly resist another major crisis leading to rising unemployment rates across the Euro area member states. In 

the case of the migrant crisis, the politicization as put forward by Hooghes and Marks appears more clearly. It 

led both member states to openly challenge the Acquis Communautaire in terms of free movement by 

restoring internal border and to make more difficult the reaching of a consensus among the same Member 

states. In other words, the migrant crisis led to a situation a “constrained dissensus” as suggested by Hooghes 
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and Marks. Second, the two crises are more revealing of the positions of the EU elites keen to take 

opportunistic advantage of some issues vis-à-vis their domestic public opinion. This should not hide the fact 

that the EU public opinion remains still in majority in favor of European solutions rather than the opposite.  

3. Re-Politicization of the EU: For  a New Pragmatist 

Approach . 
 

If these two crises revealed different levels of politicization, they also reflected the relative failure of the 

technocratic approach.  

Indeed, since the beginning of the European integration process, the EU institutions locked themselves in a 

technocratic approach in the formulation of their policies. This approach was central to the projects of Jean 

Monnet
21

 who sought to subtract the European integration process from politics to the profit of an approach 

based on the impartiality of experts. It was also based on a neo-functionalist logic making European integration 

quasi unavoidable leaving no or little space for possible contestation by citizens. 
22

 Such technocratic approach 

also reflects the complex nature of the EU institutions and the question of their legitimacy. This is especially 

true for the European Commission. By representing the general interest of the EU, the Commission has to 

defend such general interest in a non partisan manner. The hybrid nature of the institution, both as an 

executive and as participating in the legislative process through its monopoly of proposals, contributes to its 

technocratic nature.  Indeed, as being deprived of democratic legitimacy, or input legitimacy, the European 

Commission can only rely on a legitimacy of results, or output legitimacy
23

 

To define the technocratic approach is not an easy task.
24

 It is, however possible to identify its main features 

which the following: (i) the strong belief in the fact that technics should replace politics; (ii) skepticism if not 

hostility towards politics and political institutions; (iii) opposition to openness and to the inclusion of citizens’s 

participation into policy making; (iv) the hostility towards negotiating or bargaining as it may undermine the 

optimal possible decisions and finally (v) the rejection or moralistic approach and preference for practical 

approach. 
25

 

As sui generis, the EU polity may not exactly fit into these features, but as Claudio Radaelli mentioned, it 

includes characteristics that provide reasons for looking at it from the angle of technocratic governance. These 

characteristics are as follows: (i) its institutional structure with the presence of a bureaucracy (i.e. the 

Commission) with important role in policy formation; (ii) the lack of democratically elected government; (iii) 

the weakness of pan-European parties and (iv) the multiplication of non majoritarian institutions such as the 

European Central Bank.
26

 

Some of the elements of the technocratic approach were reflected in the management of the Euro crisis by the 

EU institutions. Paradoxically, if the legal initiatives found to resolve the Euro-crisis reflected the growing 

politicization of the issues at stake, they were also achieved at the expense of the democratization of the EU 

project. Indeed, the EU leaders chose to privilege, in the name of efficiency, technocratic solutions to the 

political problems they were facing.
27

The relocation of Syrian refugees was approached as essentially a 

technical issue to be resolved in an apolitical manner even if that meant to overlook the issue of the protection 

of fundamental rights. 
28

  

The dangers and the advantages of the technocratic approach also led a wide debate. On one side of the 

argument, sociologists and historians such as Pierre Rosanvallon consider that that the growing role taken by 

experts in our modern societies should be seen as the warrant of a legitimacy of impartiality. This leads those 

experts to share sovereign power with the national representations.
29

 On the other side the argument, Jurgen 

Habermas warned against the dangers of technocracy that he defines as a new regime and that seems to have 

sucked our democratic societies.
30

 



8 

 

Without dismissing the interest of such debate, another one seems more important. It is the one of the 

relationship between technocracy and populism. As Christopher Bickerton and Carlo Invernizzi Acetti explained 

that two appear as being more complementary than antagonistic. Indeed, both share the same rejection of 

party democracy as a way to mediate political conflicts and as means to defining the common good through 

parliamentary deliberation and electoral competition.
31

 In more recent piece, Jan Werner Muller identifies 

possible zone of convergence between the populism (s) and technocracy in their rejection of pluralism. 

Populists pretend to decide on behalf of what is good for the people. To oppose them would directly consist in 

a betrayal of the same people. Technocrats claim that their decisions are based on a unique rationality. To 

oppose them would mean to be irrational. 
32

 

As a result, there would be urgency for the EU institutions to change their approach in the formulation of their 

policies. In other words: to substitute their technocratic approach by a more pragmatist one.  That approach 

would be based on the three following elements: pluralist engagement, acceptation of failure and a primacy of 

practice.  

Pluralist engagement would consist of taking more account of the diversity of points of view even if some of 

these directly challenge the first political intentions. This would enable to open a space for a genuine 

discussion. The acceptance of failure would imply the possibility to take notice of a possible failure or at least 

the possibility to revert a course of action instead of being locked in only one logic. Finally an approach based 

on the primacy of practice that would focus on the practical consequences of EU policies instead of principled 

and legalistic one.  

According to us, the pragmatist approach would present two main advantages. First, it could contribute to 

counter the rise of anti-EU populists who take advantage of the absence of space for deliberation of EU policies 

and who feed themselves on the technocratic approach. In other words: to dissociate the opposition to the EU 

policies and the opposition to European integration as such. Second such an approach would allow to re-

politicize the EU integration process by making possible the emergence of more support for the EU policies.  

Conclusion  

This contribution discussed the concept of politicization as put forward by Hooghes and Marks in their thesis of 

a possible post-functionalist moment in European integration through the analysis of two crises that challenged 

and are still challenging the EU project as such. Without underestimating the impact of such politicization, our 

analysis suggests that its impact was not as strong as predicted. In the two cases, the crises did not undermine 

significantly the support for the EU integration process and for the adoption of common EU solutions. 

That being said, these two crises call for the EU to change its approach, from a technocratic approach to a 

pragmatist approach. This change would appear, according to us, as a possible means to break the links 

between populism and technocracy in Europe. It would also enable the emergence of re-politicization capable 

of strengthening European integration as put forward by the neo-functionalists.  

Bio-Note 

Jean F. Crombois (Phd Modern European History, Free University of Brussels, 1999 and Postgraduate Diploma in Political 

Science, 1993, University of Essex) is Associate Professor in European Politics at the American University in Bulgaria since 

2005. Previous positions: Wiener-Anspach Post-Doctoral Fellow at Balliol College (University of Oxford) from 1999 to 2002, 

Assistant Professor (Alakhawayn University) in Morocco from 2004 to 2005. Main areas of research: the EU and the Eastern 

Partnership, Interest Groups and European Integration, History and Theory of European Integration. Publications include: 

Camille Gutt and Postwar Finance (Routledge, 2016); “Which Geopolitics for the European Union ? The EUs Eastern 

Partnership”” International Relations and Diplomacy, July 2015, Vol. 3, No. 7, 480-486. “United Nations and European 

Construction: the International Monetary Fund and European Regional Monetary Cooperation 1946-1957/58”, in G. Migani, 



9 

 

L. Mechi& F. Petrini (eds.), Networks of Global Governance .International Organizations and European Integration in a 

Historical Perspective, (Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2014) pp. 39-60; “ESDP Operations and EU Conflict Management in 

the Eastern Neighbourhood”, in F.Attina and D. Irrera (eds.) Multilateral Security and ESDP Operations. The Changing 

Practice of Peace Operations and the European Contribution (Ashgate, 2010) pp. 145-161. 

Abstract: 123 words; Paper: 3985 words; Bio-Note: 190 words. 

                                                           
1
 Liesbet Hooghes and Gary Marks. G., “A Post-Functionalist Theory of European Integration: From Permissive Consensus to 

Constraining Dissensus””, British Journal of Political Science 39 (2009):1 - 23. 
2
 Idem, pp. 1-5. 

3
 Liesbet Hooghes and Gary Marks, “The Neo-Functionalists were (almost right): Politicization and European Integration”  

conWEB – webpapers on Constitutionalism and Governance beyond the State 21 (2005): 21. Accessed on 7 June 2016. 

https://www.wiso.uni-hamburg.de/fileadmin/sowi/politik/governance/ConWeb_Papers/conweb5-2005.pdf 
4
 Ernst Haas, Uniting of Europe, Political, Social, and Economic Forces 1950-1957,  2

nd
 edition (Stanford (Ca.): Stanford 

University Press, 1975), XIII-XXII. 
5
 Philippe C. Schmitter, ‘’Neo-Functionalism’’, in European Integration Theory edited  by Antje Wiener and Tomas . Diez 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004),  56.  
6
 Michael Zurn, “The EU’s Politicization, At Long Last”, The Globalist, July 24, 2014, accessed  June 8,  2016, 

http://www.theglobalist.com/the-eus-politicization-at-long-last/ 
7
 Jan-Werner Muller, “Populism and Technocracy in Twenty-First-Century Europe” Aspen Review 2016 (1), accessed 

September 3, 2016, http://www.aspeninstitute.cz/en/article/1-2016-populism-and-technocracy-in-twenty-first-century-

europe/  
8
 Frank Schimmelfennig, “European Integration in the Euro Crisis: The Limits of Postfunctionalism’’, Journal of European 

Integration, 36: 3 (2014): 321-337 
9
 Jean-Dominique Giuliani, Connaitre et comprendre le Pacte budgétaire, Fondation Robert Schuman, 11 octobre 2012, 

accessed July 2, 2016,  http://www.robert-schuman.eu/fr/dossiers-pedagogiques/pacte-budgetaire/pacte-budgetaire-11-

10-2012.pdf. The Bugetary Treaty consists of an intergovernemental treaty concluded by 25 EU member states creating 

new provisions but without derogating to the ones included in the EU Treaties. For more information, see:  Renaud 

Dehousse, “The Fiscal Compact : legal uncertainty and political ambiguity”, Notre Europe : Policy Brief, 33 ( February 2012, 

accessed 9 July 2016, http://www.institutdelors.eu/media/fiscalpact_r.dehousse_ne_feb2012.pdf?pdf=ok 
10

 Marcel Magnus & Cairen Power, «Union Bancaire», Fiches techniques sur l’Union européenne, 06/2016,Accessed 5 May 

2016, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/fr/displayFtu.html?ftuId=FTU_4.2.4.html 
11

 Frank Schimmelfennig, ‘’European Integration’’,  323-324. 
12

 Sabine Saurugger, Théories et concepts de l’intégration européenne, (Paris : Sciences Po Les Presses, 2009), pp. 67-92.  
13

Alex Duval Smith, ‘’Polish election: Law and Justice wins over third of vote in first results’’,  The Guardian October 27, 

2015, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/oct/26/law-justice-party-small-majority-polish-eleciton 
14

 Alexs Szerbiak, ‘’How will the European Migrants Crisis Affect the Polish Elections’’, Polish Politics Blog September 26, 

2016,  https://polishpoliticsblog.wordpress.com/2015/09/26/how-will-the-european-migration-crisis-affect-the-polish-

election/ 
15

 Daniel Kral, “Slovakia’s general election: The impact of the refugee crisis is likely to push Robert Fico back to power, 

http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/europpblog/2016/01/21/slovakias-general-election-the-impact-of-the-refugee-crisis-is-likely-to-push-

robert-fico-back-to-power/ 

16
 Blaise Gauquelin, ‘’En Slovaquie, la percée de l’extrême droite prive Robert Fico de majorité’’, Le Monde March 6, 2016,  

http://abonnes.lemonde.fr/europe/article/2016/03/07/slovaquie-la-gauche-sans-majorite-alors-que-l-extreme-droite-

progresse_4877575_3214.html?xtmc=robert_fico&xtcr=15 
17

 Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany and Sweden. 
18

 “En Hongrie, le référendum sur la relocalisation des réfugiés aura lieu le 2 octobre’’, Le Monde July 5, 2016  

http://www.lemonde.fr/international/article/2016/07/05/en-hongrie-le-referendum-sur-la-relocalisation-des-refugies-

dans-l-ue-aura-lieu-le-2-octobre_4964036_3210.html 
19

 Cécile Ducourtieux et Jean Pierre Stroobants, “L’Union européenne s’accorde sur la répartition en deux temps de 120.000 

réfugiés’’, Le Monde September 22, 2015, http://www.lemonde.fr/europe/article/2015/09/22/l-union-europeenne-s-

accorde-sur-la-repartition-en-deux-temps-de-120-000-refugies_4767331_3214.html 
20

 Fiona Hayes-Renshaw, Wim Van Aken and Helen Wallace, “ When and Why the EU Council of Ministers Votes Explicitely”, 

Journal of Common Market Studies 44:1 (March 2006): 161-194. 
21

 Kevin Featherstone, ‘’ Jean Monnet and the Democratic Deficit of the European Union’’, Journal of Common Market 

Studies 32:2 (1994): 149-170. 
22

 Françoise Massart-Piérard, ‘’La communication de la commission européenne : d’une rationalité technocratique à une 

stratégie de mobilisation citoyenne ? ‘’,  Communication et Organisation, 17 (2000) : 2-14, accessed 10 July 2016, 

https://communicationorganisation.revues.org/2310 



10 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
23

 Cecile Robert, ‘’L’expertise comme mode d’administration communautaire : entre logiques technocratiques et stratégies 

d’alliance’’, Politique Européenne 3 (2003) :  57-78, accessed July 18,  2016, https://www.cairn.info/revue-politique-

europeenne-2003-3-page-57.htm 
24

 Jean Meynaud, La Technocratie. Mythe ou Réalité (Paris : Edition Payot, 1964). 
25

 Robert D. Putman, ‘’Elite Tranformation in Advanced Industrial Societies: An Empirical Assessment of the Theory of 

Technocracy”, Political Comparative Studies (1977), 10/3: 383-413. 
26

 Claudio Radaelli, Technocracy in the European Union (Essex: Addison Wesley Longman Limited, 1999), p. 7. 
27

 Nicole Sciluna, “Politicization without democratization: How the Eurozone crisis is transforming EU law and politics”, 

International Journal of Constitutional Law (2013) 12/3: 545-571, accessed June 23, 2016, 

http://icon.oxfordjournals.org/content/12/3/545.full  
28

 Marion Tissier-Raffin, ‘’Crise européenne de l’asile : l’Europe n’est pas à la hauteur de ses ambitions ‘’,  La Revue des 

droits de l’homme 8 (2015), accessed July 13, 2016,  http://revdh.revues.org/1519 
29

 Pierre Rosanvallon, La Légitimité démocratique Impartialité, réflexivité, proximité ( Paris : Le Seuil, 2008), 10-23. 
30

 Jurgen Habermas, The Lure of Technocracy translated by Ciaran Cronin (London: Polity Press, 2015), 1-28. 
31

 Chistopher Bickerton and Carlo Inversnizzi Acetti, “Populism and Technocratie: Opposites or complements’’, Critical 

Review of International Social and Political Philosophy, 2010 : 1-21, accessed July 15, 2016, 

doi/full/10.1080/13698230.2014.995504  
32

 Jan Werner Muller, “Populists and Technocrats in Europe Fragmented Democracies”, World Politics Review ( 2016), 

accessed 13 July 2016, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/18928/populists-and-technocrats-in-europe-s-

fragmented-democracies 

 


