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I I D D D D

[. INTRODUCTION: THE EU TRAJECTORY BETWEEN
INTEGRATION AND DISINTEGRATION

The European Union (henceforth EU) is a stdtéhe-art entity. Initially founded as@onflict-

deterrent supranational body, it aims to achieve peace and security by uniting Europeans under

a set of shared values. The EU developed into its current state after European states voluntarily
filed for membership in the European polity. Stat@s joe EU based on a set of clear criteria.
These are Aidemocratization, economic reform
rights, conformity to the extensive legal, regulatory, and financial stipulations éfctings
Communautaire(Lenz & Marks, 2016, p. 178)

In recent decades the EU has become a significant player in global politics, as well as in the
domestic politics of its member states. The European Union's primary goalst hi ng | es s
to overcane nationalism and to put in motion a process in which progressive economic
integration was paving the way to the long term objective, a political aideyer, 2018, p.

2. The European pol i t gompastedoromis, politiial, éind strategie r g e n
unit in Europ@ (SaxeFernandez, 1994, p. 203)

Originating from the European Coal and Steel Community (1951), the mddgriU
ventured into a task that is challengingtatdore. Quoting WebbéWebber, How likely is it
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that the European Union will disintegrate? A critical analysis of competing theoretical

perspectives, 2014, p. 360)

fiThe plethora of regional and pluror mini-lateral trade agreements signed across

the world over the last decade or so cannot disguise the fact that most regions in the
world remain at best only very weakly politically integrated and regional organizations
therefore cannot be relied upon tostitutionalize and secure peaceful cooperation

among their members. o

Indeed, dserving the trajectory of development of the EU leads to the supposition that both
the horizontal expansion of the EU's territory through the inclusion of new member states and
its vertical expansion to create more institutions that deal with deeper domestic issues are a
manifestation of integration of different for(8cheller & Eppler, European Disintegratibn
nonexisting Phenomenon or a BlirSpot of European Integration Research?, 2014, fn 8)
recent times the EU has attempted to improve its role in reconciling differences among member
states, and so, alongside the emphasis on the economic dimension of integration, the
developmentsfahe EU treaties have also emplzasi the social dimensidifrerrera, 2017, p.

5). Neverthel ess, Aithe current EU predi camen
juxtaposition between four distinghstitutional orders: the market, national sovereignty,
democr acy @arcra,@&7, p. 41T leeefore, to best assess integration, it was of
the utmost importance to look at sectoral changes (economic, po$itical, institutional). In

doing so, contemporary disintegrative dynamics were witnessed as taking place
simultaneously with integratio(Scheller & Eppler, European Disintegratibmontexisting
Phenomenon or a Bid Spot of European Integration Research?, 2014, 4i0) &ppler,
Anders, & Tuntschew, 2016, p. 2nd across various policy are@s$azakis, 2019, p. 11)
affecting even the mostbast institution of the EU: the Eufbaffan, 2019, p. 4)

As the EU moves forward, it faces a growing challenge of keeping the polity unified, as well
as keeping it functionalFerrera, 2017, p. 3)The first facet of this challenge is thiie
integration process has oppositidrita core. Economically speaking, the integration creates
both positive and negative externalities. It often leads to further public support for the EU, but
it also triggers a challenge to cohesion. Socially speaking, the integration creates a feeling of
collective identity on the one hand, but als
a struggle among membstates on the other ha@daher, 2019, p. 18)The second facet of

the challengés the dynamic aspect of EU membership. Membership in the EU is not locked
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down. The Treaty of the Functioning of the EU TFEU regulates membership withdrawals. In

its article 50 (1)(2)(3jLisbon Treaty, 2013)it states:
A () Any Member State may decide to withdraw from the Union per its constitutional
requirements
(2) TheUnion shall negotiate and conclude [a withdrawal] agreement with that state.
(3) The Treaties shall ceaseyearpafterthel v t o
notification [of its intention to withdraw], unless the European Council, in agreement

with the Member State concerned, unani mou

The provision of unilateral membership withdrawal is vague and can beretestlifferently

by legal experts. Therefore, the withdrawal process is very complicated and divisive
(Gazowski, 2b0it it 6s, still passibleoAsBquently, attempting to understand
which dynamics govern thdevelopment trajectory of the EU and what drives it is a vibrant
and promising research area. This theme will be central to this Gaedn this, a primary

guestion governing EU studies presents itself: How likely is EU disintegration?

In his comprehensge literature review, Webber analyses several studies that address the
likelihood of disintegration and the underlying causes since the signing of the Maastricht treaty

in 1992 to the present day. Both pessimistic and optimistic arguments are identifield, w

defend the likelihoodandndni kel i hood of the EU6s disintegr
that disintegration is likely, suggest that the underlying causes for disintegration are the
absence of a European identity and the absence m#liable set of centrally enforced
boundaries. Theyalsodent i fy that the Eurozone and the
for the polity. Those weaknesses can leadniorasustainable monetary union, conflicts over

resource distribution, the rise pdpulism, mass protests, and the incapacity of building an EU
system(Webber, Trends in European political (dis)integration. An analysis of postfunctionalist

and other explanations, 2019, pp. 1113910)

Converselyarguments that predict that disintegration is unlikesuggest that the underlying
guarantees for the EU6s sustainability are |
the EU, and that diversity governs the EU. They identify that the Pptesents the best
alternative for advancing interests and that enlargement is an opportunity. They predict that
possible developments of the EU are differentiated disintegration, flexible borders, and
identities (Webber Trends in European political (dis)integration. An analysis of

postfunctionalist and other explanations, 2019, pp. 113M)
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The introductory chapter of this book will provide an overview of the major definitions and
concepts that lie at the corétbis research project. After this, it will frame the general lines

of the academic debate on European Union Integration/Disintegration, define the general
research question, and present the argument of this book. Lastly, it will reflect on the

significarce of this project.

I. THE FOUR CONCEPTS ON THE EUG6S TRAJEC(

The academic debate on the European Union's trajectory revolves around four key concepts:
Integration, Differentiation Integration, Differentiated Disintegration, and Disintegration.
The following section presents an overview of the relevant definitions and conceptualizations

of these terms and identifies their interplay and juxtaposition.

2.1. EU Integration

Integration (In) is a process through which political units acquire the responsib#ibaed
decisionmaking and shared problesolving through a standardized proc@$syer, Rhyming
Europe: Integration Theory Meets Comparative History, 2018, ntggration facilitates the
construction of a communitpy enhancing the feeling of belonging to that community,
establishing institutions to govern this community, increasing-oependence and exchange,
and guaranteeing aspirations of peace among sovereign popul@eumsch, Burrk, &

Kann, 1957) It is considered an arrangement of the market and judicial systems among EU
member states, which consequently brings about political Integr@tidimann, A Multi

Level Approach to European Identifyoes Integration Foster Identity?, 2017, p. 1366)

The European politthas witnessed a continuous process of integratiomrofadening
(sectoral), deepening (vertical)and widening (horizontal) forms(Schramm, European
disintegration: a new feature of EU politics, 2019, @vZ¢bber, Trends in European political
(dis)integration. An analysis of postfunctionalist and other explanations, 2019, p. 1135)
Deepeningmeans deeper integration in a poliagea by renouncing on state authority
simultaneously with the transfer of responsibilities from a national institution to a
supranational institution, i.e., the European UnMfdeningindicates the accession of new
member states and is conventionally labeled as enlargeBreadeningrefers to integration

in new policy areas. To date, EU integration has concluded:
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fimembers states sharing a customs union; a single market in which goods, services,
people, and capitamove freely (known as the "four freedoms"); a common trade
policy; a common agricultural policy; and a common currency (the euro), which is
used by 19 member states (collectively referred to as the "eurozone"). -TwerEy
members (and four nelBU counties) participate in the Schengen area of free
movement, which allows individuals to travel without passport checks. Also, the EU
has taken steps to develop common foreign and security policies and has sought to
build common internal security measuvéArchick, 2018, p. 1)

Integration is not a ondimensional process that touches on intensity algiakner &

Plattner, Populist Radical Right Parties and EU Policies: How coherent argdahmesg?, 2018,

p. 2) Rather, it is a mukdimensional form of development that occurs at different speeds and

in different ways concurrently along different economic, political, and social spectrums
(Neyer, Rhyming Européntegration Theory Meets Comparative History, 2018, pFi23tly,

the economic spectrumrevolves around the intensitf mutual operations and the resulting
interdependencies. |1t involves t heBtzel&nsacti
Risse, A Litmus Test for European Integration Theories: Explaining Crises and Comparing
Regionalisms, 2018, p. .6pecondly, theolitical spectrumrelates preeminently to those
institutions that govern the prose®f integration. It handles the functionality of these
institutions and their ability to govern the various -gultities correctly. The capability to
govern depends on two factors. Oar ¢ dn,e0 omre th
policy field over which supranational bodies have acquired jurisdiction. There are three
categories of issuareas. High politics touch on matters of core state power and sovereignty,

such as foreign, defense, or monetary policies, among others. Low politics tooneiters

of domestic, micro, and public policy, such as fisheries or agricultural laws. And lastly, hot
politics are issues that are highly material to the public and susceptible to mass politicization

like identity and migration. On the other hand,thesend f act or i s the fdeg
or the degree of sovereignty that the member states have ceded to the benefit of the
supranational bod{Borzel T. , 2013)

Thirdly, the societal spectruntouches on the intensitfo A Eur opeano i dentit
belonging to the EU, and the public's support for the reinforcement of EU membership in
respective states. Consequently, a vaitinction can be drawn betwesgystemic integration,

which is the integration of institwtns and political bodies into a unified political system, and
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social integrationwhich is the integration of a person into a social commuy@@gheller &
Eppler, 2014, p. 11)

2.2. EU Differentiated Integration

Differentiated integration is a concept that has extended from the concept of integration. It
goes further by distinguishing between the different scales andasedories of integration
and mirrors the muHpaced integration proces8Differentiation rders to the situation in
which a member state receives an exception from EU law, leading to differentiation within the
t errit or yHolarfger & Tosun, 2019, p. 644)ifferentiation is a core characteristic
of the EU(Leruth & Lord, 2015, p. 20lesigned to address the differences among EU member
states and prevent these differences from deterring further integration. In this conmieetion,
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union THEdhes differentiated disintegration
in various of is articlesArticle 326 of the TFEU states:
AAny enhanced cooperation shall comply w
cooperation shall not undermine the internal market or economic, social and territorial
cohesion. It shall not constitute a barrierdodiscrimination in trade between Member

States, nor shall it distort competition

Additionally, Article 334 of the TFEU states:
AThe Council and the Commission shall ens
in the context of enhandeooperation and the consistency of such activities with the

policies of the Union, and shall cooperat

Differentiated integration touches on various sca(e®lzinger & Schimmelfennig,
Differentiated integration in the European Union : Many concepts, sparse theory, few data,
2012, p. 293)Dyson & Sepos, 201Q)eruth, Ganzle, & Trondal, Exploring Differentiated
Disintegratian in a PosBrexit European Union, 2019, p. 13U rules and policies are not
legally valid inallmemberstatéesr not excl usi vel (chimeélfendig i n me
& Winzen, Grand theories, differentiated integration, 2019, p. 1172)

Differentiated integratin is an institutional fact which impacts most EU |geruth & Lord,

2015, p. 7) It represents the concretization of political cleavages within Europe since it allows
for countries to either integrate or amit of particular policy areas. It has simultaneously
allowed the embrace of those cleavages, all while unifying among differences. However, it has
also facilitated the further expression of cleavages among EuropeariB&ditany & Kroger,

2019, p. 1) Differentiated integration cannot be strengthening or weakening, but taéer
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structure of those institutions which govern differentiated integration and the domestic
institutions responsible for implementidgferentiatd integrationhave the largest impact on

differentiated integratida effectivenes@_avenex, Krizic, & IDEA, 2019, p. 16)

2.3. EU Differentiated Disintegration

Differentiated disintegration is pattependent, being determined by the institutional design
that has resulted from EU integratifreruth, Ganzle, & Trondal, 2019, p. 1013jmilarly to
integration and differentiatedhtegration, it is defined as a muttimensional process
(Vollaard, 2014, p. 9% hi ¢ h mat e seledile reduetion of anstata's allherence to the
integrated legal rules, which results inauerall lowering of tle level and scope of integration

‘Eto the possible extent of the completgéhdrawal of such state from EU membership

(Schimmelfennig, Negotiating differentiated disintegration in the European Union, 2019, p. 2)

Two types of differentiated disintegration may be distinguished. Firstxternal
differentiationis when a member state dismisses its membership but stipeates with the

EU on some policie€Schimmelfennig, Brexit: Differentiated Disintegration in the European
Union, 2018, p. 1154)This amounts texit + cooperation Secondly)nternal differentiation

is when a member state makes a partial exit from the EU, which touches on somegbddicy

but not on its membershifSchimmelfennig, Brexit: Differentiated Disintegration in the
European Union, 2018, p. 1154f)is membership + opbut It is thus a selective reduction of
integration in level and spe. Although differentiated disintegration is considered as a tool

that allows further integration to be possib|8chimmelfennig, Brexit: Differentiated
Disintegration in the European Union, 2018, p. 1158}he cas®f crises, it carries several

ri sks. These risks must be responded to by i
diverging interests and needs of member states are addressed and contained as a means for
sustaining the European poligchmidt, 2019, p. 312)

2.4. EU Disintegration: A Process and an Outcome

Disintegration is a highly debated concept

A first perspective considers disintegrationaasoutcome Four scenarios or outcomes of
disintegration are possible based on the degree and progression by which they might happen.
The first istermination which represents the complete collapse of the EU following the signing

of a Dissolution Treaty by all membstates. In this situation, EU member states decide on

dissolution after holding national referendums in which the public votes for this dissolution.
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Such an event would thus mark the total rejection of an institution (the EU) by its members
(Neyer, Rhyming Europe: Integration Theory Meets Comparative History, 2018, [i. 5)
representt he f or mal renunciation of the Treaties
offices in Brussels, Strasbourg, and Luxembourg woalttitute an indisputable breakdown

of t h €Keldmen) Built to Last? The Durability of EU Federalism, 2007, p. 61)
Consequently, it is a collective decision taken among EU member Stiatesecond ipartial
withdrawal which is the withdrawal of some states from the EU. Partial withdrawals may
consolidate the EU, which would still exist as a union among the rergaimember states. It

is thus a unilateral decision taken by a member state independently. The tindakening,
which is constituted by gradual dissolution from a strong union to a simple forum, following

a series of opbuts or opins, and with the @ssibility of states turning towards other
supranational institutions or the strengthening of their national institutions. The fourth is
dispersionyepresented by a growing asymmetry in membership, which directly and negatively
affects the functionalityfahe polity due to having EU membershipa carte(Kelemen, Built

to Last? The Durability of EU Federalism, 2007, pp68).

A second perspective considers disintegratioa psocess
AEuropean disintegration can be understood as erosion processes promoted by the
individual or collective actors within and outside the European AeNgl system. It
results in the lowering ofhe legal, economic, territorial, sociocultural and/or
legitimating integration level to a status quo an{8cheller & Eppler, 2014, p. 26) A
polity is considered disintegrating when there is a weakening in boundarplcand
systerrbuilding, a deceasing congruence of boundaries and increasing permeability,
as well as when there is a diminishing enforcement of behavioural conformity and
l oyalty to the p¢@bllaardy20lhbp.8) f el l ow actors. o
Consequently, disintegration as a process can be envisioned in different ways.
From a compliance outlook, the process of disintegration is one involvingampliance
with the decision and rules taken at the level of a particular inetitbir the units which form
it, namely the EU member states, thus resulting in ana(bleyer, Rhyming Europe:
Integration Theory Meets Comparative History, 2018, pTBis process can be delineated by
three trajectories: firsprocedural trajectorywhereby the shared institution does not dissolve
but instead loses authority gradually; secom&mber stateentred trajectory where the

member of the institution opt® discontinue its membership; thirchtegrated trajectory
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whereby disintegration impacts on the EU's territory, actors, and policies in their integrity
(Neyer, Rhyming Europe: Integration Theory Meets Comparative Histor§, p0B)

From a problensolving and cooperation outlook, disintegration is the process according to
which factions, irrespective of their nature (state,-state actors, suftate actors) and scope
(geographical regions), choose to carry on prokdelving procedures individually outside

the framework of shared institutions. Disintegration thus undermines shared psuhlémg
procedures, whereby only a common and politically salient issue motivates units to enlarge the
scope of their shared insttions, and they choose to opt for shared prokdeiving.
Consequently, disintegration is considered congruent with unilateral prsiolemg (Neyer,
Rhyming Europe: Integration Theory Meets Comparative History, 2018, p. 5)

From an exchange and interdependence outlook, disintegration is markesl dgcrease in

the intensity and character depicting the relation between members, and a consequent decrease

in steadiness, linkage, and structural connectiigruth, Gaenzle, & Trondal, 2017, p. 4)

2.5. EU Integration vs. EU Disintegration

Scholars have not agreed to whether integration and disintegration are directly opposed or not.
Borzel and Rissbave resisted this opposition and instead suggested that integration is opposed

to "no-integration, stagnation, or encapsulatigBbrzel & Risse, A Litmus Test for European
Integration Theories: Explaining Crises and Comparing Regionalisms, 2018, iprof)

another perspective, integration and disintegration are considered intertwined and take place
simultaneassly, even though both concepts are juxtapob#dgration is the ability of the

European polity to reconcile between open/closed systems and economic prosperity/social
cohesion(Ferrera, 2017, p. 3)n contrast, disintegration is the process by which a polity or a

system comes to be divided into smaller constituer{&ppler, Anders, & Tuntschew, 2016,
p.5YFurt hermore, disi nt egr aepeaniogrpolicysleve)hwedenmgp posi t
(territory), Schovaanth eBuropean digirdegratipne a ew feature of EU
politics, 2019, p.2) It can be Aper manent v/ s temporary
driven by redistribution(gains) vs. cogiSchramm, European disintegration: a new feature of

EU politics, 2019, p. 3)

Last but not least, the efidrm of the EU or itsfinalité is not clear.Therefore, it can be
consideredhat when the indicators that determine the integration process have reached their
highest values, integration is judged to be comEppler, Anders, & Tuntschew, 2016, p.

6) (Ferrera, 2017, p. 6Conversely, disintegration is reached when those indicators achieve

their lowest possible value.
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2.6. Concepts Mapping: Integration, Differentiated Integration,
Differentiated Disintegration, Disintegration

19

Figure 1 below visualizes the interplay among the various definitions and concepts on the

evolution of the EU trajectory.

Figure 1: EU Membership Evolution MatrixSi mp | i f i ed
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- Status I. Integration: the area including states which participate consistently in the
integration process. By ceding further authority to the EU, they allow th@ €£U
authority to expand further in a specific policy area, but also to expand further to
include new policy areas (ex: state w).

- Status Il: Differentiated Integration: the area including states which opt into new policy
areas but opt out of ceding additibmaithority to the EU in a specific policy area in
which it has previously opted in (ex: state x).

- Status llI: Differentiated Integration: the area including states whicimdptdeepen
the authority of the EU in an integration policy area in whichstgraviously opted in
but opt out of integrating into new policy areas (ex: state y).

- Status IV: Differentiated Disintegration: the area including states which refrain from
deepening and broadening the EUOGs tasut hor i
guo in old or new policy areas. In this context, a status quo means that, as the EU moves
towards further integration, a member state lags behind. Additionally, this area includes
states which decide to eptt from a policy area in which it was preusdy integrated
(ex: state z). Consequently, the scope of differentiated disintegration adopted in this
project is limited to internal differentiation. It differentiates between amember
state which has bilateral relations with the EU, a previous mestate which has
disintegrated but kept bilateral relations with the EU (such as the UK), a current
member state which is moving backward by preserving a status quo in light of further
integration, or a current member state which is refraining from applgrevious
commitments to the EU, and therefore applies differentiated disintegration.

Therefore, disintegration is the grey box area. It is the area that includes member states which
have fully withdrawn from the EU and so are no longer members of theegbrdless of the
bilateral agreements reached after exit negotiations. These bilateral agreements are similar to
bilateral agreements among any two sovereign and independent states. Consequently, the grey
area into which the UK stepped following the kwg of Article 50 in 2017, is the

disintegration area.

To conclude this section, the mapping represents the overall status of the EU. Tracking the
trajectory of states allows us to understand the dominant behavior of member states, and
thereby to asseswhether the EU is heading in the direction of further integration or

disintegration. Although this certainly presents an important research area, this book does not

deal at length with it. There is an underlying dynamic leladdeled as EU Member State
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Orientationto Exit, which is a prerequisite research area andtwhitt be conceptualized in
this chapter. However, before doing this, the following section will provide an overview of the

literature on EU disintegration.

[lIl. EU DISINTEGRATION: THE ACADEMIC DEBATE

EU disintegration is a newly emerging and promising academic researchAapeaary

trigger for the debate on EU disintegration has been the recurrent crises that have marked the
EU's contemporary historgrises, which involve various actorsg&s and nostate actors),
present major drivers for disintegration. Uncertainty, conflicting interests, dependencies, and

costs all govern crisd$lazakis, 2019, p. 13)

Scholars have identified the main crises tfeated the European Union in contemporary
history. These crises touched on areas connected with various issues, each of which had a
different outcome on a micipolicy level as well as on a maerttegrationtrajectory level.

Table 1below (Webber, European Disintegration? The Politics Of Crisis In The European
Union, 2019, p. 113&)ites the identified outcome at a matewel:

Crisis Area Outcome

Eurozone Monetary and Fiscal Further Political Integration
Ukraine Security and Foreign | Status Quo

Schengen Security and Territorial | Sectoral and Vertical Disintegration

Brexit All areas Withdrawal (Horizontal Disintegration)

Table 1: Crisis Outcomes in the EU

The diverse outcomes of the crises on the trajectory of the EU have created a research puzzle,
and several factors have been identified as influential on crises out€benstrength of the
institution that governs an issue area had an impact on the autéahe crisis, which affected

that issue aredhe Euro crisis had various disintegrative pressures due to the bitterness felt by

individual member states. Nevertheless, pressures were dissuaded by the European Central
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Bank ECB as it is a strong instiiom (Schramm, 2019, p. 2Conversely, the Schengen crisis,
which also had disintegrative pressure as a result of the perceived threat on security and
identity, led tothe violation of the Dublin Treaty through the closingoofders by member
statesand the failure to send migrants back to the country of first dbtrg.to the absence of

a strong governing supranatiomadtitution to tackle the issue, pressures in this issue area did
not abatgSchramm, 2019, p. 3Moreover,crises have resulted in pressures. These pressures
led to crisislinked policy reforms, mainly in monetary policyottever, these reforms were

not enough to guarantee the sustainability of thg(f[Edlkner, 2016, p. 238nd deter further

deadlocks.

Given the novelty of the research topic, scholars have not yet defined olliviesisof
interpretation. Consequently, this book draws upon two lines of the debate. The first is a line
that considers the EU as an entity that is prone to disintegrative dynamics, given its structural
design and constituents. The second is a line thaiders that EU member states are the

trigger of disintegrative dynamics.

3.1. The EU as a generator of disintegrative dynamics

Analyzing the series of crises and their outcomes on the EU's trajectory presents deep insights
into the current situation of the EUWevertheless, crises are not the only causes behind
disintegrative dynamics. They are rather the manifestation of loopholes, weaknesses, and
special features proper to the EU as a unified systdra.design of institutions, internal
processes, and thepigs of tools available to conduct politics between the EU and member
states have all impacted the EU's trajectory even outside of periods of crises.

First, regardinghe EU's institutional design, this naturally presents many challenges. The EU
is ahybrid model of institutions. It is formed of a supranational level in which EU bodies have
acquired authority over the dispensation of sovereignty, on the one hand, and an
intergovernmental level where states have acquired authority over the decisitegadtion

in other policy issues, on the other h§Acchick, 2018, p. 1)it is a supranational organization
formed by supranational institutions (the council, parliament, and commission) that tackle legal
issues, but iis also a series of intergovernmental institutions that tackle political i@sager,
Rhyming Europe: Integration Theory Meets Comparative History, 2018, fit. i§)also a
conundrum of different unions: a parliamentantergovernmental, economic, community,

and monetary uniofFabrini, 2015) Therefore, the EU has no rigid institutional degMftte,

Anticipating the Institutional Consequences of Expanded Membership of the European Union,
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2002, p. 235)Furthermore, the EU's system is midway between a federal state and a nation
state(Pelinka, 2011, p. 23 onsequently, the federal guarantees for the Union's sustainability
donotexisft Jovanovi | ,. The &Ui8 a polity.that3agks japidity, elasticity, and
essential harmonizatidifdazakis, 2019, p. 14)

Secondyegarding the tools that are made available by theHglzinger and Tosun discuss

the impact of differentiated integration/disintegration, which is available for member states.
They distinguish two types of differeation in the EU and assign respective consequences to
the EU's sustainability. On tlome handinternal differentiatiortargets EU member states who
wish to optoutof specificpolicy areas. The EU has supplied-opts, meaning that it allowed
many states to refrain from integrating into specific institutions or policy abeas-supply

of optoutshinders EU functionalitypecause it increases the heterogeneity among EU states.
Additionally, states that wish to eput from a specific policy area but do not have the
bargaining power to achieve it, feel discriminated against. Thus, EU membleesioimes
perceived as neheneficial, and public encouragement for further integnatiecreases
(Holzinger & Tosun, 2019, p. 655pn the other hanéxternal differentiationargets norEU
member states who decide to adopt EU rulesappied to normembers such as Switzerland
and the UK after Brexiin a similar manner to bilateral agreements between two states. Th
EU overcompensates ofins from noammember statesneaning, nottU states that perceived

a certain benefit in integrating into specific policy areas or institutions with the EU without
being full members, have been granted the benefit, without them needing to commit to the EU
or Apayo for t h e. Qvexraorapensdtion tlehds yo steuggles regarelidg
resource distribution, which has regdltin adverse effects on public suppand EU
legitimacy (Holzinger & Tosun, 2019, p. 656] he interplay between ovsupply and over
compensation triggers feelings of unfairne€ansequently, the EU faces a rule of law
challenge that threatens its legiiny. The EU's commission, although responsible for the
enforcement of the rule of law, has not been able successfully to aveamumtiance of EU
member states with EU lawBalkner, Fines against member states: An effective new tool in
EU infringement proceedings?, 2016, p.,48spite the range of tools available, which extend
from soft tools (such as naming and shaming) to hard tools (such as penali&sdlkngr,

Fines against member states: An effective new tool in EU infringement proceedings?, 2016,
pp. 4748).

Third, regarding enlargement, the deepening and broadening of the EU's jurisdiction, as well
as the increasing imvement of the EU in core state powers and institutions, has become more

complex over time, the territory has become less homogeneous, and the public has become
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more influential in EU politic§Genschel & Jachtenfuchs, Mordagration, less federation:

the European integration of core state powers, 2016, p.I®3ight of this development,
scholars have argued that the EU now needs a "stabilizing hegemon" to prevent disintegration
(Webber,Trends in European political (dis)integration. An analysis of postfunctionalist and
other explanations, 2019, p. 1150he composition of the EU following the widening process,
which currently includes 27 Member States (excluding the UK), has atso ¢pnsidered a
challenge in the ELEnlargement is also a contributing factor to disintegratidmas created
constraints for reaching agreements and managing coordination among member states. The
integration of new member states brought further exggeand resources that are draining at

the decisiommaking level(Maher, 2019, p. 9)The continuous enlargement of the EU has
challenged its decisiemaking process, tested the ability of the institutions to govern an
enlarged EU, and defied its institutional structWitte, Anticipating the Instituanal
Consequences of Expanded Membership of the European Union, 2002, p.ERB5)
enlargement, which leads to the inclusion of an additional influential heterogeneous set of
states and stat&ctors, sukstateactors, and nostates(Maher, 2019, p. 9)has been
considered as a restraining factor for further integration since an increasing number of states

leads to an increasing number of viei@ardwell, 2019, p. 9)

In conclusion, altbugh the EU has the goal to achieve an-el@ser union, nevertheless the
polity has endogenous features that challenge this gdajhtrof the various crises that have

hit the EU, new regulations and the establishment of new institutimesurgher limited the
decisionmaking power of member states over the affairs of the polity, as well as over their
domestic affair§Scheller & Eppler, 2014, p. 7Although the EU is a polity that has proper
features whichmake it prone to disintegration, member states also present a challenge to the

goal of the EU, irrespective of the polity, as will be proven below.

3.2. The EU Member States as generators of disintegrative dynamics

Aside from the weaknesses which charactatjzbe European Union is a contemporary form

of an institutional and political arrangement that has resulted from the free determination of
states to create it. Member states, thanks to their willingness to cooperate and unite, guarantee
the EU's sustaability (Guibernau, Prospects for a European Identity, 2011, pC8Byversely

to Scheller & Eppler, Muller & Maurer believe that the EU presents a nurturing environment
for t he advance meimdrestsy espeoediyreh a globad teeelt tleaigh its
Common Foreign and Security Policy, it also preserves for the member states their influence

on the domestic leve(®1uller & Maurer, 2016, p. 3)However, this might backé whenever
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member states are dissatisfied with the outcomes of EU pollmsestic institutions are
bodies that are de facto enforced. Unlike them, supranational institutions rely on member states’
preparedness to join, sustain, and reinforce ttheamz & Marks, Regional Institution&esign

Pooling and Delegation, 2016, p. 51B)ember states, along witon-state actorgCavlak,

2019, p. 68)and substate actorg§Lavenex, Krizic, & IDEA, 2019, p. 3)are the primary
decisionma k er s regarding a stateos member ship
behaviors at different levels and stages of the decisi@king process help to determine the
trajectory of the integration/disintegration procékavenex, Krizic, & IDEA, 2019, p. 7)

On another notehe competitive aspect of the intergovernmental setting of the EU drates st

to think only in terms of national interests and to conduct politics based on the calculation of
costs and benefi{&errera, 2017, p. 11Pespite the institutionalized consensus, the positions

of member states amlatile, influenced by many events, and in a constant state of change.
These changes in positions can be advanced {mpemting through alliances within the EU

or individually through domestic suppd@dibnes & Menon, 2019, 161) Consequently, while
member states undergo a quest of achieving their interests through the EU, an assemblage of
factors lead to struggles among them in relation to the type and content of policies, as well as
to the level of decisiomaking aithority and the scope and boundaries of decisiakers

(Vesan & Corti, 2019, p. 991)

Moreover,h e EU i sbaas efiidt roeagtayni zati on. 06 Therefore,
amendment of treaties to follow ifsace. Treaty ratification requires the compromise and
consent of EU member states as well as their ability to attain agreements regarding conflicting
issuegWilde & Lord, 2016, p.146) Addi t i o n a tomplicated amekfasfBddgings @ a
p o | i(Tsepalis, 2002, p. 402peing a dynamic institutional modefithin which intense

static and dynamic interdependencies across various sectors lie. This intricacy necessitates a
high level of coordination among member states for the EU to function succeg¢bfalier,

2019, p. 9)

Furthermore dissatisfaction with policy outcomes has challenged the EU's legitimacy. In
particular, Euroscepticism, wthi is based on considerations that domestic interests and EU
interests are not convergent, has intensified-siage conflictfHazakis, 2019, p. 13Yhese
considerations become even more relevant in times of crisis as economic indices and
observations, which drive attitudes towards the EU, become especially low and n@gatsee.
indices and observations are what drives Euroscept{diessun, Wetzel, & Zapryanova, 2014,

p. 206) Consequently, EU member states generate disintegrative dynamics.
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3.3. The EU and EU Member States, A Paradox of Interdependencies:

Mapping the Academic Debate
The EU has witnessed a series dbaeks ranging from the economic crisis of several of its
members to the establishment of Stkptical movements which advocate the abolition of EU
institutions. Nevertheless, the degree of interdependencies among EU member states, as
achieved by the comtuous process of integration and despiteayts, has enhanced the
attachment of states with one another to the extent that detachment has become very difficult
to accomplish( Gazows ki, .2016, p. 1294)

Due to the widerange of definitions, conceptualizations, and predictions of likelihood
involved, the academic debate on EU prospects is far from an agreed subject. Figure 2 below
is a synopsis of the debate. The literature review concludes that disintegrative dyreamics h
been presented as either overlapping, simultaneous, or separated. There is no clear distinction
between the causes, consequences, and the ways that disintegrative dynamics become

manifest.

To recapitulate the literature on disintegration, B is ahybrid and complex institutional
structure whose enlargement has resulted in increased heterogeneity. The EU pooled EU

member statésovereignty while also preserving their control over the fate of the EU.

EUROPEAN UNION ﬂ

- Complex Polity Advancing National Interests

MEMBER STATES

- Multiple Actors

- Conflicting Interests
- Diverging Statuses
- Politicization

- Over-supply and
nsation of

Consent of Member States

- Discrimination ﬂ

G ine Paradox Dv Mutual Need Between EU and ﬂ Contradictory Pressures on EUEU

rernin; s

overning Faradox Uynamics Memiver States Member States Mutual Relationship
H From Enlargement

Figure 2: Mapping of The Literature on The Cause®dbtate WithdrawalA Binding Core with a
Contradictory Framework
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In summary, the EU and the Member States are represented in the literature as separate entities,
both of which are very complex and dynamic at their core. A mutual need ties these two entities
for both their survival and the advancement of their interégtde the EU needs the consent

of the member state to survive, the member states need the EU to ageaeranational

interess like securing peace and prosperié¢fithough connected by a congruence, the EU and

the member state interact within a codicéory framework. On the one hand, Article 50 of the
TFEU, which allows member states to withdraw from the union voluntarily, is a contradictory
and threatening force that puts the existence of the EU into question. On the other hand, the
need of membettates to advance their respective national interests, which are at various times
inconsistent, diverging, and internal conflict, is countered by the intense interdependencies
which tie all of them together through EU institutions. The continuous roureddasfyjement,

which, although they have presented many opportunities to fellow member states, have further
intensified clashing dynamics, have also carried additional inconsistent needs and interests and
increased heterogeneity. Enlargement also intensifi@érdependencies, which are
involuntary and compromise on member states' preferenteonclusionyarious factors

have had an i mpact on the EUG6s functioning,
to hold on to their membership, among #hdactors aredeterioration of the economic,
political, socia] and institutional situation, a detrimental redistribution of resources and
burdens among EU member states, heterogeneity among EU member states, the various crises
that triggered public and ptical parties skepticism, the emergence of challenger
governments, and the discrimination that is allowing some states to secorgpt impose

opt-outs on other EU states. The following chapters will detail in depth those factors.

IV. THE RESEARCH PUZZLE

Disintegration is a mukdimensional proceg&ppler, Anders, & Tuntschew, 2016, p.that

needs to be understood comprehensively in its inte¢8theller & Eppler, 2014, p. 2)
whether considering that disintegration means the complete breakdown of the EU or a minor
process of disintegrative subtleti&cheller & Eppler, 2014, p. 5SRittberger and Blauberger

st at ave nebdaa expand ouorceptual and theoretical toolboxes to better come to grips
with the disintegrative dynamics, which have come to bear on the EU in the context of crisis
p ol i (Riitberged & Blauberger, 2018, p. 43§chramm also admsithat it is necessary to
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find and analyze the risk that challenges the process of integf&amamm, European

disintegration: a new feature of EU politics, 2019, p. 4)

The series of crises that the EU has fdtadke placed on the national agendas of EU member
states the question of EU membership. Although the literature on EU disintegration is quickly
developing, the literature on EU Member States Disintegration has not been extensively
addressed tegraly. Theefore, the starting claim is that the EU is an extension of member
states and is not a separate entity. Therefore, to understand its trajectory, a deeper
understanding of the behavior of EU member states as sovereign and independent entities
needs to be deloped. Additionally, the EU is a means to an end and not an end itself. It is a
means to reconcile member states' interests and optimize their status. The satisfaction of
member states is thus the cornerstone of the EU's sustainability and functionality.
Consequently, the EU member states' behavior towards its membership constitutes a
significant research area.

On another note, disintegration, whether understood as a process or an outcome, is not
distinguished from the underlying factors which it mangefcademics have usually focused

on disintegration as a manifestation, but the path leading towards it has not been given adequate

attention.

V. THE ADOPTED DEFINITIONS

Disintegration is not a conceptually still phenomenon independent of associatéchlpolit
developments. It is thus fundamental to understand it better and employ it more correctly.
Below is an overview of the definitions adopted in this book concerning disintegration.
Starting with the principal unit of analysis of this research projeetEU member states, is
defined as legitimate integratedndentity that represents a sovereign and independent state,
as part of the larger entity the European polity. It is an aggregate actor encompassing the sub
conceptsA dfgovistdameal i t i & aln da ditt dbeslt, pondodtsi ¢ .

politics within domestic, intergovernmental, and supranational spaces.

The EU Member Stat®rientationto Exit EUMSOEIis a domestic and unilateral process of

aggregation of domestic factothat lead a member state to start considering exiting from the
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EU. It is thus a metgphenomenon proper to each member state, which embraces a multi
layered process and outcome of compounde¢psotesses and sidutcomes.

The EU Member Stat®ecisionto Exit EUMSDEIs a domesticpolitical decisionmaking
process that is based on the veto players constellation of an EU member state and after which
an orientation to exit becomesdacisionto exit and consequentlinvoke Article 50 of the

TFEU.

The EU Member State Exit Negotiation EUMSEN is an irdgegnmental process whereby

an EU member state negotiates the terms of its exit from the EU, and which can either hinder
or facilitate the exit.

The BJ Member Stat€xit EUMSE is the outcome of a fixed instance whereby a member
state withdraws from the lE EUMSE is thus a unilateral decision, resulting from
intergovernmental bargaining with the EU and other EU member states. The United Kingdom
is an example of an EU member staxd.

The European Union Weakening is the process by which an increadergmifition among

EU member states reverses the deepening and broadening of the EU. It is thus a dynamic and
collective process that results from intergovernmental bargaining among EU states regarding
optouts and opins. The EU weakening relates dirgctio differentiated disintegration.
Differentiated disintegration is a multlyered, multidimensional, multfactional, multi
sectoral, multiactor process by which member states voluntarily limit the authority of the
European Union, either through omiout of new policy areas or by halting the deepening of
integration in the current policy areas of integration.

The European Union Disintegration Hazard EUDH is the dynamic indida&ttmeasures the
likelihood of EU Disintegration. It considers the numbers of EU member states that withdraw
from the EU and the narrowing of the authority of the EU, which ultimately weakens it. EUDH

is the measure of the risk of EU disintegration thatigexhby the EU and the remaining EU
member states.

Lastly, the European Union Disintegration EUD is the outcome of a collective decision by
member states to dissolve the EU or the result of the unilateral withdrawal of all member states.
It is thus an istance which accounts for the complete collapse of the EU. It is a fixed outcome

resulting from intergovernmental bargaining. Figure 3 below maps the above definitions.
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EU DISINTEGRATION
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Figure 3: Matrix of EU Disintegration Studies

In conclusion,EU member statexit is a form of political change that involves changes in
policies, changes in political systems, and changes in the status of a member state and involves
a multistage, multlevel process. Therefore, EU integration is the status quo and a decision to
exit by a member state is a change in the status quo.

VI. THE RESEARCH DESIGN

This book's research area of interest is the EU Member State Preference to Exit and how a state

reaches it.

Which factors are likely to lead a member state to reach a unilateraigored to exit from the
EU?

The book is an inclusive analysis charactsed by a precise approach that seemed
underdeveloped in EU studies: Integrated and Aggregated. The aim is to provide the most
comprehensive theoretical and empirical premisesufaterstanding the newly emerging

phenomenon of member stdtesentation to exit

As previously defined, for an EU member state to exit from the EU, it has first to follow a

domestiedecision making process that leads to the decision to invoke Artidetbé TFEU,
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and then it has to undergo an intergovernmental bargaining process to negotiate the terms of
its withdrawal. Only themloesthe member state exit become effective. Therefore, this book
distinguishes factors that trigger disintegrative dynanaied lead an EU member state on a
path towards a decision to exilJ member states are considered tadi®nal actors that

simultaneously take constructivist considerations into account.

In reply to the research question, this book argues that, if an EU member state has a high
aggregate material losa convergence of aAEU position among itactors and isnot deeply

integrated ito the EU then this state is more likely bavean orientationto exit from the EU.

By aggregate material loss, it is meant that policy performance has led to deterioration instead
of growth, that redistribution has led to inequitable sharing of burdens, and that tenure of
membership and heterogeneity has teddispersion. By convergence attors anti-EU
positions, it is meant that simultaneously governments prefer not to comply with EU laws, that
political parties promote anrEU discourse, and that the public is eurosceptic sBgllow
integration, it is meant that states are partially integratedviatious areas making it less

costly for them to withdraw.

Nevertheless, this research project does not claim that the factors are exclusive. Those factors
have been aggregatand companded based on the EU empirical and theoretical studies and

EU politics in practice. However, new factors can be added or current factors can also be
omitted with time.

The contribution of this research to the EU disintegration debate is conceptuativeyrarad
empirical. First, the main purpose of this project is to bring back the state at the core of the EU
disintegration studies. In this research project, both entities (EU and EU member states) are
described and perceived as complementary entitlesEU is the umbrella entity of member
states. The EU's interests and goals are congruent with the EU member states' interests and
goals. The EU is thus an extension of member states and not a separate entity as per Figure 4

below, in contrast to Figures&ction 3.3.:
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Shared
Decision-Making,
Cost, Benefit

Common Interest

THE EUROPEAN UNION
ENVIRONMENT

Figure 4: The EU as an Extension of EU Member States

Second, the EU Member State is a dynamic unit of analysis. This research focuses on
understanding the EU Membstate.

Third, this research approach distinguishes between the overlapping concepts and definitions
that exist around disintegration. ConseqlyenEU Member Statérientationto Exit is a
concept that has a significant focusdomestic factors that influence a decision to withdraw

and distinguishes between a complimentary domestic arena, the Veto Players politics of EU
withdrawal, and an intergernmental arena, where state bargain their exits, all whilding

on the principle that EU member states are collectively thehfatiers of the EU.

Fourth, in this research project, claims are tested according to a comprehensive, integrated, and
praxis-oriented approach. Although previous research projects on EU disintegration tested
some of the factors which will be employed in this research, none have placed these factors
within an aggregate concept.

Fifth and lastly, this research project is Idnginal in covering the peridgidom 2008 to 2020.
Therefore, the analytical model developed by this project serves to track the past events and
preferences of EU member states, but it can also be employed as a forecasting tool to track the

propensitesoAn EU member statebs exit.

The following chapter presents an overview of the theory framing this research project.
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The EU member state is an actor that enjoys a specificity, which incites a research perspective

and a theoretical framework that answers this specificity.

An EU member state eéxis a hreestage process; the first is the domestintextual situation
wherea constellation of factors redirect a member state orientation towards an exit from the
EU rather than a status quo or a deeper integration; the second is a domesticpulaioah
charactered by the convergence of veto players preferences which aseégtic and which

leads to setting, on the political agenda, an EU exitich couldleadto a decision to invoke
Article 50 of the TFEU; thehird is an intergovernmentasetting where bargaining power
determire the negotiation results, and that is where a mestagwhich has already achieved

the two preious processesgegotiates the terms of its withdrawal

Since a member state's decision to exit seems like an issue of pure domestic politics, it would
have been obvious to deduce arguments about domestic politics from theories that are designed
for the purpose. However, EU membership as a policy subjectfésedif fromother policy

subjects and poliecynaking processes. EU membership is a political orientation that impacts

most policy subjects and polieyiaking processesf member states.

Additionally, although the decision of a member statgitbdrawfrom the EU happens at the

domestic level, it is still bounded by the intergovernmental setting and the specificity that EU
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membership brings to a state. Thus, sticking to theories of domestic politics while ignoring
theories of EU Integration/Disintegration wdlhave been unfortunate. First, it would have
impeded the exploration of interesting premises those theories present for understanding the
behavior, preference formation, and decisioaking paths of a state, as part of a larger group

of states with simér statute$ members of the EU. Second, it would have stripped the main
unit of analysis from its specificity of being a member of precise intergovernmental and
supranational settings; these settings have
politics. Third, the EU Member state is an aggregate actor that operates in-eevalisystem

and reconciles among mulével subactors, meaning that with EU affairs being more salient

and subject to politicization, the EU member state can no longeluco EU politics alone,

neither at the domestic level based on national elite preference nor at the intergovernmental
level based on EU elite preferences. Instead, it should now account for the preferences of other
actors which engagement in EU politicstbeen growing, such as the public. Therefore, this
entails a theoretical framework that understands how preferences and orientations are formed,
namely, which aggregates preferences ofattbrs under one umbrella actohere the EU

member state.

In this regard, the three grand theories of EU integration offer useful insights for understanding
disintegrative dynamics. However, none is alone able to explain disinteg(sitieinber,
Trends in European political (dis)integmti An analysis of postfunctionalist and other
explanations, 2019, p. 113&ather, each theory explains part of the puzzle.

Despite scholarly attempts at reversing theories of integration to explain disintegration, the
grand theories of EU integrah have each specific limitation in accounting for disintegration.

In brief, Liberal Intergovernmentalism LI and Neofunctionalism NF are optimistic theories
(Webber, 2019, p. 29T hrough their emphasis on economic interests and interdependencies,
LI and NF claim that integration is irreversible and, therefore, that disintegration is rather
unlikely (Webber, How likely is it that the European Unionllvdisintegrate? A critical
analysis of competing theoretical perspectives, 2014, p. Bé3}functionalism PF, through

its emphasis on politicization and mobilization, although pessimistic and admitting of the
likelihood for disintegration, also hdisitations in accounting for the different outcomes of

the various crises that the EU has faced, where some lead to further integration ao other
optouts (Webber, Trends in European political (dis)integration. An @l of
postfunctionalist and other explanations, 2019, p. 1149)
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The following chapter employs these three theories in a complementary manner and deduces

from each, which factors influence the disintegration decision.

Liberal Intergovernmentalism waemployed as a starting theoretical base. LI is a rationalist
model that accounts for bothvels - the domestic and the intergovernméntd is state
centered and focuses on material issues. However, the model of domestierading in LI

is superfical and presents two major limitations which needed to be complemented by the two
other theories of EU Integration. On the one hand, LI does not account for the institutional
setting that frames and limits decisions. Therefore, to complement this limjtatio
Neofunctionalism claims are employed. NF highlights that EU membership is bounded by
institutions and that the interdependencies created by the continuous process of EU integration
generate a cost that makes the reversing of the integration processiexp®n the other

hand, LI considers the state as a sole and center actor and does not study other actors such as
political parties and the public, despite their growing influence. With the increasing impact of
nonstate and subtate actors, a thorougionsideration of domestic politics with a higher
focus on government constellations party systems, and public opinions is of fundamental
relevance for understanding EU member stadex i t deci si ons. Thus, I
and voters' flair is alsalevant. Additionally, political parties end up forming the government.
Hence, looking at government constellations is also related. Therefore, PF claims are employed
to compensate for the limitations of LI. PF focuses on the role e$tate actors andasiders

that identities and nematerial issues are influencing politics. It highlights how EU affairs
have been politicized and how the public has been recently constraining the elite.
Consequently, the theoretical model that is best fit to explain thentember state
disintegration decision is an integrated one in which theories of EU integration are

complementary.
This chapter overviews the three grand theories of EU integration, discusses their limitations,

and highlights their complementarity in eapling the EU member state's disintegration

decision.
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l. LIBERAL INTERGOVERNMENTALISM LI

1.1. LI Central Claims

Liberal Intergovernmentalism LI is a rationalist, staémtered theoryCavlak, 2019, p. 68)
(Wiener, Borzel, & Risse, 2019, p. 8%tate rationality means that "state action at any given
moment is minimally rational, in that it is purposively directed towards the achievement of a
set of consistently ordered geand objectives{Moravcsik, Preferences and Power in the
European Community: A Liberal Intergovrnmentalist Approach, 1993, p. #8fh)is regard,

LI admits that membership in the EU serves the goal of advancing alahterests.It is thus
unlikely for a state to commit to advancing EU integration if the process does not serve its
national interests. In this senkéclaims that domestic politics is a driver of government action

at the international levéMoravcsik, Preferences and Power in the European Community: A

Liberal Intergovrnmentalist Approach, 1993, p. 481)

On another note, as heory of state bargaining, LI considers the political economy to be a
determining factor d@nd cooperation or lack thereof in the Edooghe & Marks, 2019, p.
1116) In this sense, a state decides to move forward with integration lédiiigwilling to
guarantee the minimum neededaqeeration that achieves the intended interest of that state
(Hooghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1116)herefore, the question of how integration moves forward

in any given area depends the degree of cooperation needed among states to achieve their
interests in that areHooghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1116Lonsequently, LI examines the
European Community as the outcome of strategies practiced by rajmrexhments, who
operate based on power and preferelfpesavcsik, Preferences and Power in the European
Community: A Liberal Intergovrnmentalist Approach, 1993, p. 48&) adds that national
pressures and interstatearaining regulate state preferenoglgrom, 2017, p. 80)
Consequently, the EU member state would have a preference towards disintegrating from the
EU if its membership is requiring it to cooperate and compromise wiihaelivering on

substantial returns.

Moreover, LI claims that the main issue driving state behavior regarding the European Union
is the economyMoravcsik & Schimmelfennig, Liberal Intergovernmentalism, 2009, p, 70)
or material gains. Thereford,l is an intergovernmental premise for understanding the

disintegration decisions of rational EU member states in their pursuit to meet national interests
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and secure material gains. In this sense, it is arguethth&U membestate would consider

disintegrating from the EU if its membership is not leading to material gains.

LI distinguishes between two levels of decisioaking, the domestic and the international:
AThe model of rati onal st at e -ctnstrhired i or o]
preferences implies that international conflict andageration can be modeled as a
process that takes place in two successive stages: governments first define a set of
intereg s , t hen bargain among themselves in
(Moravcsik, Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal

Intergovrnmentalist Approach, 1993, p. 481)

LI claims that interstate bgaiining concerning integration takes place at the second decision
making level: in this case, the intergovernmental level. The respective bargaining power of
each state is determined by their capacity not to reach an agreement while still containing
possille losses from disagreeme(iloravcsik, Preferences and Power in the European
Community: A Liberal Intergovrnmentalist Approach, 1993, p. 49Herefore, the EU
member state would disintegrate if the domestic decisiaking process leads to a decision

of withdrawal and if the state was able to bargain its exit at the intergovernmentallesel.

a theory that tr ack sredgardingae imbgeation aslangthree stdgesp o s i t
"forming national preferences, reaching a substantive bargain, and creating regional
institutions"(Wiener, Borzel, & Risse, 2019, p. 6&herefore, integration only movesard

if states perceive a beneficial gajBergmann & Niemann, 2015, p. 178pd have the
bargaining power to move it forwa(@ergmann & Niemann, 2015, p. 174onsequently,
disintegraion moves forward if states do not perceive a material gain and have the power to

move the integration process backward.

LI assumes that states are the primary actors and deoisikers by their possession of power

and legitimacy. They also possess ttezisionmaking and the legal status to govern EU

treaties (Wiener, Borzel, & Risse, 2019, p. 65)LI highlights the function of national
governments, which is to protect the interest of the nation and its citizens. rasdgi& and
Schi mmel fennig describe, the rational actor s
substantive agreement, and finally create (or adjust) institutions to secure those outcomes in
the face of f(Motausike&k Sahimenelfennig, Lilmetalyndergovernmentalism,

2009, p.69) LI is thus a ground t heo-makingfpmecessunder :
regarding its member in the EU (Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, Liberal
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Intergovernmentalism, 200@nd forecasting the consequences of the interactions between
society, decisioirmakers, and states altogeth@loravcsik & Schimmelfennig, Liberal

Intergovernmentalism, 2009, p. 68)

Conseqgently, LI provides a framework for understanding the adjustments that rational states

carry out for their membership status in the EU, based on material calculations.

1.2. LI Deduced Factors
The factors that influence the position of an EU state regarding its membership which were
deduced from LI claims are detailed below.

First, LI considersgovernments to be rational actors who possess power and preferences
(Moravcsik, Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal
Intergovrnmentalist Approach, 1993, p. 481) argues that, when determining national
preferences, governments mainly look at the advantages and disadvantages of economic
interdependnce(Moravcsik, Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal
Intergovrnmentalist Approach, 1993, p. 48dpwever, it also stresses that state preferences
are issuespecific(Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, Liberal Intergovernmentalism, 2009, p. 70)
Thereforethefirst factor that is determining a state's position towards EU membership that is
deduced from LI is state performance. Performance is considered to be spanning across various
types of issues. It thus includes economic performance but also covers silesrtisat are
political, social, and institutionallhe member state assessesdomesticsituation namely
whether policy performance after becoming an EU member is proving to be triggering progress
or deterioration to its development in various issueasr Therefore, in terms of policy
performance, the more the EU member state experiences deterioration, the higher is the
likelihood for that state to exit the EU.

Second, LI distinguishes a twatage decisiomaking process, which includes the
intergovenmental as well as the domestic level. At the intergovernmental level, LI considers
that states amational unitary statesho act as single actors and whose acts and decisions are
driven by their calculations of advantages and disadvantages of anydgopty, being
encouraged by the purpose of maximizing returns of decisions and minimizing shortfalls
(Moravcsik, Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal
Intergovrnmentalist Approach, 1993, p. 49IMe bargaining theory, which LI stresses, asserts

that there is a guaranteed gain in states' collaboration and that those gains must be fairly shared

between them. The distribution of gains is directly related to the bargaining supremacy
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(Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, Liberal Intergovernmentalism, 2009, p, thE) consequent
benefits it can secure, and the satisfaction of a state regarding its membership. Therefore,
whenever an EU member state loses its benefits, it is argued that it will question its
membership. Additionally, whenever a state does not pobsegaining power to secure its
benefits, it will also question its membership. Therefore, a second determining factor of a
state's position towards EU membership is the redistribution of benefits and burdens. In terms
of redistribution, the member state ssesses whether the decisions taken at the
intergovernmental level, which determine the return on its investment into the EU, are proving
detrimental or beneficial. Therefgrthe more the EU member state experiences a detrimental

redistribution of benefit and burdens, the higher is the likelihood for that state to exit the EU

Third, matters of fairness and equity, translated by homogeneity or dispersion among member
states, play a role in inciting those states to consider withdrawing from the EU.ILibera
Intergovernmentalism explains the complexity of reconciling diverging and conflicting
national interests of member states, especially during crisis periods that challenge integration
rather than facilitate ifTosun, Wetzel& Zapryanova, 2014, p. 199k is during these critical

times that EU member states raise expectations of the role of the EU in achieving fairness and
securing homogeneity within the polity. Howeveome states have handled a larger share of

the buden than others, were subsequently more affected, and therefore performed less
compared to fellow stat€Borzel & Risse, A Litmus Test for European Integration Theories:
Explaining Crises and Comparing Regionalismsl&0p. 10) That is due in part, as LI
explains, tothe government's action being constrained by foreign alliar{bésravcsik,
Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal Intergovrnmentalist Approach,
1993,p. 480) and hence, being unable to reawerresources to their favor. Another element

that impacts homogeneity among EU state is their tenure as members. Old states have been
accustomed to the polityds r eopenaierHeweeenmnew an d
member states are still adapting to the established acqui which poses an additional challenge
on their performance. Nevertheless, those states knew in advance that membership in the EU
imposes requiremesiaind adaption to thecqui that is already in place. For that matter, when
analyzing the extent to which tyeare dispersed from the EU overall mean, the time factor
needs to be taken into consideration. Consequently, a third determining factor of an EU
member state position towads the EU is Dispersion iefunction of the tenure of the state

as a member of the EU. Theember state assesses whether EU membership is serving as a

tool for it to catchup on the development achieved by other states, in the case of a bad
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performing $ate, or if EU membership is of any added value in the case of good performing
states all while taking into consideration its tenure. The more an EU member state is dispersed
from other EU member states, and the oldeag beera member of the EU, thedher is its
likelihood to fileexit the EU.

a)

Fourth, L | has addressed gover nmelrchimndthabnatiorsav i o r
interests are based on preferences that are formed liberally in a pluralistic environment
(Moravcsik, Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal
Intergovrnmentalist Approach, 1993, p. 480) his explanation of LI, Pollack labels the
preference formation process as the aggregation of interests of government leaders and the
preferences of other domestic factions, which translates into a position or preference towards
EU integration(Pollack, 2001, p. 225)States aggregate interests and act rationally to advance
their preferences at the EU level, and member states governments rationally select institutions
that are designed to maximize their utility (ely. allowing for credible commitments)”
(Pollack, 2001, p.233F  he term faggregationo i s at the <c
understanding EU Member State Preference to Bansequentlythe EU member state

would consider withdrawing from the EU if the aggregation of preferences of its various
domesticfactions consolidates behind a preference to dmitthis regard, LI stresses the
process of a fndeliberate delegation and po
preference of a state to further integrate and which deters disintegration. It consists of
reinforcing domestic institutions, assisting in developing domestic choices, and supporting
institutions in complying with EU law(Moravcsik & Schimmelfennig, Liberal
Intergovernmentalism, 2009, p. 73herefore, the commments of domestic institutions, the
advancing of EU integration, and the deterrence of disintegration are complementary. In this
sense, LI admits that cooperation among states, their willingness to compromise on their
sovereignty, and their decisiamaking powers are based on their views on national interests.
Conversely, LI emphasizes the imposed compromise on sovereignty that results in
disintegrative forces and leads member states to consider withdrawing their membership
(Scheller & Eppler, 2014, p. 15A manifestation of those disintegrative forces is -non
compliance with EU law. Nogompliance can span across all types of issues, from high
politics to low politics; from macro to micAevel issuesThe more thgovernment of an EU

member state is necompliant with EU law, the higher the likelihood for that state to exit the

EU.
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1.3. LI Limitations

Although LI offers interesting theoretical premises for understanding EU integration, however,
it does possess limitahs when it comes to explaining EU disintegration.

LI limits the field of interactions in the EU to two levels, the domestic and the international.
However, other levels are also valid, such as EU/State, EU MSENOMS, Public (norstate
actors)/Governmnt(Rosamond, 2000, p. 14X)Vhenever an EU state withdraws from the EU,

it is not only its relationship with the EU that is affected but its relationship with other states
and other organizations as well.

Regarding actorsgnother limitation of LI is that the role of natate actors is not given the

correct importancéScheller & Eppler, European Disintegratibmon-existing Phenomenon

or a Blind Spot of European Integion Research?, 2014, p. 18y a matter of fact, with the
increasing politicization, noestate actors, political and societal, have gained a growing
influence on EU politicsAlthough LIconsiders that the challenges to the EU lie in nationalism

ard sovereigntyScheller & Eppler, European Disintegrationon-existing Phenomenon or a

Blind Spot of European Integration Research?, 2014, pits)es not emphasize the growing
influence of the public on stted deci si ons regarding EU 1inte
though Eurescepticism has been on the rise and profoundly been influencing EU politics in

the last decad@Vebber, How likely is it that the European Union will disigrate? A critical

analysis of competing theoretical perspectives, 2014, p. 341)

Moreover, regarding policy isstseas, LI assumes thatamomic conflicts that pressure
coalitions, which are centered around economic gains and losst#g araindriver behind a
government's decision to further integrate into the EU ofMatks & Hooghe, 2008, p. 5)

This assumption ignores current political developments within the p@#éghe & George,

2006) which are hard to separate from identtyven politics.LI takes the impact of identities

and affiliat i(Bonzel & Risse,rA Lgmus hest dod Buropean Integration
TheoriesExplaining Crises and Comparing Regionalisms, 2018,pl10) di d not fdend
identityo and thus fails to account for the
crises that the EU has fac@brzel & Risse, From the Euro to the Schengen Crises: European
Integration Theories, Politicization, and Identity Politics, 2018, p..1@2}his sense, LI

stresses that identity is an exogenous variable in integration stBdieel & Risse, From the

Euro to the Schengen Crises: European Integration Theories, Politicization, and Identity
Politics, 2018, p. 87)
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The section above has assessed the major premises that LI offers for understanding EU member
state propensities of exit and concluded with relevant factors that impact an EU member state
preference to exit. However, looking at LI alone does not cover all relevant grounds and
presents limitations in explaining domestic politics Therefore, LI needde complemented

by NF and PF.

I NEOFUNCTIONALISM NF

2.1. NF Central Claims

NF emphasizes the role of states and-state actors while highlighting how all actors both
inter-state and intr&tate are interdependdiwiener, Borzel, & Risse, 2019, p. 4&F pays

great attention to NGOs and cinaktivists and considers those as influential actors in the
integration proces@Niener, Borzel, & Risse, 2019, p. 60ec-functionalism offers claims
which were disregarded by other theories of EU integration. It arbaéstates shall not be
studied with a focus on governments alone, but-state actors shall also be taken into
consideratior{Cavlak, 2019, p. 68Focietal and political groups for instance aim to preserve
their benefits through state institutio®ates are a sphere where societal dynamics come into
play and where different social groups advance their various intéfestghe & Marks, 2019,

p. 1114) Similarly, supranational institutions are used as an arena kstaigs and noestate
actors to push for their policy interests whenever national obstaclegNigseann & Zaun,
2018, p 16) Therefore, if the supranational institution is better suited to achieve their interests,
societal actors will push for further integratitdooghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1114and thus
supranational institutionsill become more robust, and the integration process automatic
(Hooghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1115)

Furthermore, NF takes account of pl uralists
international level to be theesult of a mixed progression influenced by both domestic and
international bureaucraciéBelgrom, 2017, p. 12Consequentlythe EU member state would
consider disintegrating from the EU if its membership is not admgnts national interests
and if supranational i ntuitions constrain, r
Additionally, in the cases where national institutions are perceived as insufficient for achieving

a specific goal, actors turn to supranational institutions, which lead to integitdboghe &
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Marks, 2019, p. 1114However, whenevesupranational institutions do not serve the interests

of national states, then actors are likely to turn on them.

On another note, NF links institutions and individuals, as well as domestic levels and regional
levels, while accounting for a shift in lalfies and valued.uhmann, A MultiLevel Approach

to European Identity: Does Integration Foster Identity?, 2017, p. 1362)

In addition, the central claim of NF is that economic integration will spiér and
consequently lead to political integratibcuhmann, 2017, p. 136.MF defines the spHbver
aspect of integration as a process by which the integration in oneas=saideads to the
integration in anotherssuearea.NF is centered around the claim that a domino effect of
integration from one area to another is an automatic andravamsible process and that
economic integration would lead to political integratifahmann, 2017, p. 139. NF also
highlights how institutions can acquire independence and a leading role in the integration
procesgWiener, Borzel, & Risse, 2019, p. 4&Ithough at an earlier stage actors' consent
was needed to pushrfdurther integration, later, through the squiler effect, institutions
would acquire independence in taking the integration process further. NF thus explains the
integration process through the independence of supranational institutions in taking#ss pr
forward(Czech & KrakowiakDrzewiecka, 2019, p. 592)

On a different note, NF accentuates the positive-epér effect of integration, which serves
to decrease the cost of legislating. Interdependencies entdesciosaig EU member states are
not easy to eliminat€Cavlak, 2019, p. 76)Despite political trouble, integration, although
hindered, would still move forwartHodson & Puetter, 2019, p. 1159peciallysincean exit

of a member state from the EU will entail an increase in c3tech & Krakowiak
Drzewiecka, 2019, p. 591 onsequently, NF believes that the only discontinuation of the
integration proceswould carry with it a very high pri¢g€avlak, 2019, p. 65)n sumthe EU
member state would consider withdrawing from the EU if it is less integrated into its
institutions and if the costs of disintegration are nghhNF, therefore, refers to the spilack
effect as the reverse process of integrafieppler, Anders, & Tuntschew, Europe's Political,
Social, and Economic (digntegration: Revisiting the Elephant in Times of Crises, 216,
5).

Accordingly, NF claims are also integrated into the theoretical framework of this book to
account for the interdependencies among EU member states, the costs which a withdrawal
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could potentially carry, and the role of societal actorsiastitutions in determining whether

disintegration can be executed.

2.2. NF Deduced Factors

A determining factor based on NF is the cost of reversing previously established
interdependencies. For exampNeo-functionalists predict the spitiver that touchean
monetary and fiscal areas. It explains how member states prioritized the conservation of the
Euro, allowed the empowerment of supranational authorities, and gave way to further
integration among therBorzel & Risse, From the Euro to the Schengen Crises: European
Integration Theories, Politicization, and Identity Politics, 2018, p.IB&aims that integration

in an area leads to the effect of further integration in other areas, thus reachingaamible

state, which even discontinuing would carry with it a very high g@avlak, 2019, p. 65)
This irreversible fAaspecto implies that a w
state.NF admits that, as thiategration process moves forward, the preferences of both state

and nonstate actorschange, depending on the costs and benefits generated from
interdependencéHooghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1115Jherefore, interdependencies influence
preferences for further integration, status quodisintegration.Hence, framed by Neo
functionalism claims, it is argued that a state can only go further with a decision to withdraw

if the costs of the withdrawatletermined by the high interdependencies created by the process

of integration, turn out to be manageabile.

Interdependencies in various issue areas created among EU member states and EU institutions
by the process of integration, entail a coktisintegration, require complicated decision

making, and are pattbependant, whichnfluence a state's decision to exit or .ntT h e
Schengenfree r av e | regime é, the euro, the Social
Charter of Fundamental Rights as waells t he Justice and Ho me
(Schimmelfennig, Prepublication: Negotiating differentiated disintegration in the European
Union, 2019, p. §)in addition to otherreas of economic and social policies are highly
interdependent. The movement of goods and services (tFaae)gn Direct Investmengs

well as the movement of people (foreign Europeans residing in a European state), can mirror
the extent of interdependencies of an EU member state with other EUastdtdse EU as a

whole.

Consequently, an EU member state calculates the costs that a withdrawal might carry based on

its degree of integration in the EDhe argument is the more integrated an EU member state

is, the higher is the cost of exiting, and the lower is the likeliliood to exit the EU.
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2.3. NF Limitations
Although NF offers interesting theoretical premises for understanding EU integration,

however, it does possess limitations when it comes to explaining EU disintegration.

Similarly, to LI, NF pays little attention timlentity and prioritizes economic interegi®nes,

2018, p. 441) Neofunctionalism does not admit that identities have an impact on EU affairs.
It claims that these are dealt with nationally and it does not accephdsatidentities might

lead to the reversing of the integration pro¢&sszel & Risse, From the Euro to the Schengen
Crises: European Integration Theories, Politicization, and Identity Politics, 2018, p. 102)
Additionally, NF disregards the segregation of issues and claims that an uninteneaeespill

will eventually cause the integration process to move forward. However, the empty chair crisis,
which the EU faced during pmamlate]mradict€iear | e s
functionalist claims that integration is a nmversible procesi&Scheller & Eppler, 2014, p.

11). Another main setback of NF is that it did not address the end goal of EU integration, or
the question of where the spiler stopgScheller & Eppler, 2014, p. 12t merely refers to

a spilkback that accounts for éasusquo (Scheller & Eppler, 2014, p. 13)

After having discussed the main claims of LI and NF and highlighted their limitations which

revolves mainly around identities and politicization of EU affairs, PF is employ#d ttee

gap.

. POST-FUNCTIONALISM PF

3.1. PF Central Claims

PF argues that the identity and distribution of resources determine, especially when politicized,
the preferences of actors regarding governance and institutional deBighifts the debate

from questions around the economy to include identity. PF sdbat public preferences
cannot be simplified to mere material calculatiq@hmitter, On the Way to a Pest
Functionalist Theory of European Integration, 2009, p..Ai.2)aims that identities rather than
economics drive the public's opinighlooghe & Marks, 2018, p. 50&nd considers that
understanding how and when identities are mobilized against EU integration is important for
comprehending state preferences towards EU integrdff@igrom, 2017, p. 20)This
mobilization is the result of active Eufceptic political parties seeking electoral gains, which

PF admits are influentigPelgrom, 2017, p. 22Y herefore, exclusive identities are mobilized
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by competing political parties, and this mobilization leads to conltd®ghe & Marks, 2018,
p.502) One of PFd&Gsthator e ar gument

"the reallocation of authority is constrained by the politicization of exclusive identity
in mass politics. This is conditional on the character and salience of an issue, how it is
connected to other issues, whether a decision enters massspalitd the ideologies

of the actors who make key decisib(tdooghe & Marks, 2018, p. 503)

PF thus highlights how politicization has rendered European affairs more relevant to the public

and consequently more exposed to communal discourse and matters of {&entity 2019,
p. 4)

From a different perspective,oBtfunctionalism has indirectly addressed the impact of
integration in areas of state sovereignty among member states. PF admits that the involvement
of EU institutions in matters of national sovereignty has led to the politicization of EU affairs
and a onsequent challenge to EU integration emanating from exclusive ideliKiibs,

2019, p. 1221)Additionally, PF

fiemphasizes the politicization of exclusive national identities that constrains the
process andcontent of European integration. The improvement of channels of
democratic representation and the increasing involvement of EU decis&ars in
areas of core state powers have raised the political salience of European integration
and have linked it morelosely to collective identity. While a mass European identity
is possible, its construction is much slower than the European institution bailding
(Kuhn, 2019, p. 1221)
PF is centered around nstate actorgMarks & Hooghe, 2008, p. 2)t stresses communal
interests in contrast to national intere@arks & Hooghe, 2008, p. nd highlights how
European integration has not only led to economic integration but also impacted interactions
between various communities and destabilizedrsidf and sekldeterminationRauh, 2019,
p. 4). PF addressdbe growing challenges to further integration, emanating from the public,
that has initially arisen from the growing authority that the EU achieved through integration
(Schimmelfennig & Winzen, Grand theories, differentiatetggration, 2019, p. 1173PF
prioritizes national belonging and selétermination over coperation on a supranational
level (Hooghe & Marks, 2018, pp. 56802) Therefore, "governance and politics are
detemined not by their functionality but by emotional resonar{@’Uszczak, 2019, p. 35)
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which in turn constrains rulers to pursue conflicting functional and political @mszczak,
2019, p. 3).

Postfunctionalism is a theory that presumes #mtntegration moves forward, the actors that
are concerned by the process would change along witBctmitter, On the Way to a Pest
Functionalist Theory of European Integration, 2009, p..2.épnsiders nationalayernments

as the primary decisiemakers of the trajectory of EU integration and rejects the role of
supranational institutions. It also highlights the conflicting interests between the EU elite and
national governmeni{$iodson & Puetter, 2019, p. 1154)emphasizes the effect of the sphere

in which a discussion regarding a policy area is made on its ou{¢tooghe & Marks, 2019,

p. 1117)

In this sensePF admits the possibilityfdeuropean disintegration given that Eurosceptic
political actors have been empowered, while-|puvopean actors have taken a neutral stand,
especially on critical issues such as identity and redistribuiitrech & Krakowiak
Drzewiecka, 2019, p. 593PF has predicted that the RPd&hastricht Treaty period would
bring challenges for the integration process and forecasted that EU integration will likely

become a core political issue among EU member dtdtetson & Puetter, 2019, p. 1154)

Consequently, PF can account for disintegration as well as the-gtmtubecause it
understands EU integration as a paradoxical process where diverging identities and beliefs are
brought tgether, and where institutions are jurisdictionally designed in a way that enhances
divides rather than deters thefdooghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1117PF also admits that
preferences are influenced by domestic actdashtenfuchs, 2002, p. 65@&)ence, the EU
member state would consider exiting from the EU whenever the public becomes eurosceptic,
the political partiesadopt a negative discourse towards the EU, and the government fails to
comply with EU laws.

PF complements LI and NF because it assumes that the social dimension plays a determining
role in the integration process, mainly through the influence of thégtogn (Eppler, Anders,

& Tuntschew, 2016, p. 8PF also assigns a disruptive role to the interplay between identities
and the pursuit of economic gaiftsooghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1117)

3.2. PF Deduced Factors

The factors that influence the position of an EU state raggrts members and which were

deduced from PF claims are detailed below.
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First, the Apermissive consensuso that all ow
of their respective states, independently of the public, no longer existsbidraseplaced by

an Aunpermi ssive dissensus, 0 by involaadi ng t h
other EUrelated policiegWebber, How likely is it that the European Union will disintegrate?

A critical analysiof competing theoretical perspectives, 2014, p. 38B)ideas are integrated

to complement thémitations of LI and NF and extend the theoretical scope to account for
identity and voters' preferenc&ince governments always seeletection, one of the critical

demands that governments are confronted with is the demands of their voters. \Usters th
infl uence EU me mmaking. Is this regasdthe pdildic is slentified as

influential. Postfunctionalism thusmaintainsthat the attitude®f the public and political

parties challenge the capabilities of national governments to pushniegration agenda

(Tosun, Wetzel, & Zapryanova, 2014, p. 200)

Postfunctionalism accounts for the increased salience of EU politics athengublic and
highlights how identities drive this politicizatiofschimmelfennig, Brexit: Differentiated
Disintegration in the European Union, 2018, p. 1189)focusing on the identity aspect of
salient issues, PF explains howinlisgration dynamics emanate from the public. It claims
that, when integration touches on identity, it becomes politi¢Belin, 2019, p. AGenschel

& Jachtenfuchs, Morentegration, less federation: the European integration of core state
powers, 2016, p. 52)Accordingly, Euroscepticism increas@raun, 2019, p. 10)and the
electorate in respectivenember states put pressure ofyag intensity on the national
government towards less integration or even disintegraftlwerefore, identities can challenge
integration(Boérzel & Risse, From the Euro to the Schengen Crises: European Integration
Theores, Politicization, and Identity Politics, 2018, p. 87)

PF stresses the role of national governments
or less integration. Therefore, similarly to LI that is stzatered, PF can account for the
orientation to exibf a governmenthatconcretizeshroughnon-compliance with EU lawThe

more the government of an EU state is1ecompliant with EU law, the higher the likelihood

for that state to exit the EU

PF has also addressed the role of political parties in generating disintegrative dynamics.
Identity-related issues that awaken nationalist feelings are a fertile ground for the right parties
to mobilize the publiqGrande, Sewarzbozl, & Fatke, 2019, p. 144F)ostfunctionalism

emphasizes the effect of the public and political parties who try to shift attitudes towards
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Euroscepticism. Therefore,h e me mber st ate considers pol it
the EU indetermining its position regarding its membership sta@is.also stresses the
influence of the sphere in which politics 1is
and party primaries open the door tonthebilization of national identity imposing a constraint

on i nt gHpogada & Markg) 2019, p. 1117)herefore, at the EU level, differentiated

paces for integration are witnesg@aaun,2019, p. 9)depending on the degree of salience of

EU issues among the public in respective member statés. al so ar gues t hat
identity, and distributiond have a | arge i mp
(Marks & Hooghe, 2008, p. 3Hence, if states believe that EU membership impdetstity,

rendering the state less efficient amdulting in detrimental redistribution, then EU member

states will question their institutional structure as a part of a larger supranational entity and
consider withdrawingThe member state considers pabtireferences towards the EU in
determining its position regarding its membership statherefore, the more Eurosceptic is

the public in an EU member state, and the more binding public referendums about the EU are

in that state, the higher the likelihotat it to exit the EU

3.3. PF Limitations

Although PF offers interesting theoretical premises for understanding EU integration,
however, it does possess limitations when it comes to explaining EU disintegration.

PF reduces debates on integration to mere considerations of identity while disigdaedi

impact of economics, politics, or institutioffRauh, 2019, p. 12)PF also ignores that,
irrespective of growing politicization and Euroscepticism, interdependencies that have been
achieved through EU integratioraye a high impact on the possible withdrawal scenarios.
Additionall vy, PF does not present a possi bl
material considerations, cost and benefit calculations, or institutional drivers. Some member
states might ndie as skeptical as others, but could still, due to rational considerations, consider

EU membership withdrawal.

Moreover, PF ignores the intergovernmental decisnaking level. EU member states are part

of a larger supranational entity and are bound Iy tbupranational and intergovernmental
commitments. Therefore, the bargaining setting at the intergovernmental level plays a role in
thewithdrawalprocess. On the one hand, it triggers disintegrative dynamics whenever the state
lacks bargaining power arid unable to secure benefits from its membership. On the other

hand, it constrains a state from achieving an exit. Whenever the state lacks bargaining power,
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withdrawalbecomes costly and subject to conditions imposed by fellow member states and the
EU, which are in a stronger position. Consequently, this book distinguishes among two levels
of decisioamaking that lead to the EU Member State Exit. On the one hand, the domestic level

i s where the member stat e stakethdheiextprocassiso f i |
determined by the various factors which have been identiigtiis level, a lack of bargaining
power, among other variables, pushes the EU member state to question the benefits of
membership. On the other hand, the intergovernmental level is where bargaining power is not
a factor influencing the decision of a stab exit the EU, but rather a determining factor of
whether the withdrawal happens or not. At the domestic level, weak bargaining power is the
trigger for exits whereas, at the intergovernmental level, strong bargaining power is a pre
requisite for execug the exit. Accounting for the intergovernmental setting even if the
decision of disintegration happens domestically is mandatory for a better understanding of a

member state's exit from the EU.

In conclusion, PF cannot present sufficient theoretieahpes for understanding EU member
state withdrawal decisions or preferences for an exit. However, it presents useful premises on
how to include influential nostate aairs and their constructed ideals in studying a member

state withdrawal process.

[V. CONCLUSION: INTEGRATED THEORY OF EU MEMBER
STATE EXIT

In conclusion, LI, NF, and PF are respectively unable to account for EU disintegration, but in
a complementary manner. EU integration is not as strong as LI and NF claim, nor as delicate
as PF claims(Webber, Trends in European political (dis)integration. An analysis of
postfunctionalist and other explanations, 2019, p. 11#4Bxlaims that disintegration is
unlikely because it cannot compensate for the material benefits offered by cooperation and
therefore integration. However, if LI is reversed to predict disintegration, then the
disintegrative drive would signify a matdriass and a challenge to the state. As for NF, it also
claims that disintegration is unlikely since integration is-rerersible. However, if NF were

to be reversed to account for disintegration, then the disintegrative drive would signify a
decrease odiscontinuation of sharing among economies and societies of different member

states(Webber, 2019, p. 53Wwhich leads to a higher cost of legislation and a lower cost of
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withdrawal LI understands integration as the resiltollaboration and rivalry between EU
member states' national governments, whereas NF understands integration as the result of
collaboration and rivalry between social actdqidooghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1115)
Additionaly, both LI and NF consider international bodies as the concretization of
interdependencig#iooghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1116)herefore, according to both LI and NF,
disintegration is unlikely in light of institutionalideeconomic interdependenci@&/ebber,

How likely is it that the European Union will disintegrate? A critical analysis of competing
theoretical perspectives, 2014, p. 358)

As for PF, it claims that disintegration is possilit stresses the unsettling role of the dynamics
between conflicting identities and functional burd@dsoghe & Marks, 2019, p. 1116n

this case, the disintegrative factor would be represented by the incredisincesaf EU affairs
among thepublic, paired with the absence of a strong common European identity and

transnational European political part{®gebber, 2019, p. 53)

The weaknesses of the grand theories of EU integration are aligned with the weaknesses in the
academic trend in analyzing the EU integration and the EU disintegration. The EU and the EU
member states are still described as two separate entities whiobfffacginst each other,

rather than that viewing the EU as an umbrella entity of independent EU member states, each
of which has an integration/disintegration trajectory proper to it, and in which the sum of those
trajectories determines the strength oalwreess of the EU.

In this regard, the theoretical framework that can explain the European Union member state
preference to exit complements the three grand theories of EU integration. In summary, a
synthesis of the three grand theories is u$éd chager excluded the commonly perceived
rivalry between NF v. LI v. PF, and instead combined the three theories to produce a rich
toolkit (Slaughter, 2011, p. 6dr deducing factors that influence EU member states' position
towards their membership of the EU. TaBleelow overviews the main features of the theories

of EU Integration.
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Liberal

Intergovernmentalism

Neofunctionalism

Postfunctionalism

role in theintegration
process

Main Claim | State rationality and | Spill-over from Communal centrality
centrality and economic integration | and supremacy of
supremacy omaterial | to political integration| identity politics
considerations

Arena | Two-level arena: Domestic and regiong Multi-level governance
domestic and levels are linked,;
intergovernmental Individuals and
institutions are linked
Primary | National government | Non-state actors and | Communities, nofstate
Actor institutions actors, public and
political parties
Issue | Material issues drive | Interdependencies Identity politics
politics drive politics
Political Goal | Meeting national Meeting national Meeting communal
interests interests interests

Government | Aggregation of Influence of domestic| Aggregation of

Behavior and | interests of governmer] and international communal preferencesg
Preference| leaders and domestic | bureaucracies on influence government
Formation | factions government behavior| behavior

EU | Institutions manage Institutions can Institutions
Institution | bargaining power but | become independent| destabilizing selule
Role | do not have a primary | and lead the and selfdetermination

integration process

but do not have a role
in integration, only
national governments
do.

Deduced sub

- Member state

Degree of integration

- Public skepticism

factors | integrated in the EU - Political Parties
performance Skepticism
- Redistribution of - Government
benefits and burdens preference formation
- Dispersion irthe
function of tenure
- Government
preference formation
EU Member
State | Material loss Low cost ofexit The politicization of
Disintegrative EU affairs and
Factor increased skepticism

Table 2: Synopsis of the Grand Theories of EU Integration
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Therefore, to understand how member states decide to invoke article 50 of the TFEU, an

integrated theoretical model is best fit to determine the influential factors (Figpetew):

National Interests

Liberal Inter-

Supranational
Institutions lead the
integration process

Neo-

State-Centred c a
Functionalism O

Material Issues

Interdependencies

Post-
Functionalism

Identity

National
governments lead
the integration
process

Non-State Actors
Centred

@)

Communal Interests

Figure 5: Integrated Theory of EU Member State Exit

Following the previous introductory conceptual chapter which defined the cooic&i
Member State Preference to Exit, this theoretatapter supported the core claims of the
concept by employing insightful premises from the three grand theories of EU integration.
Although all three theories do not offer a clear set of premises for understanding disintegration
on their own, they servedogether as a theoretical basis for developing a theoretical
understanding of EU member state propensitiegithidrawal.It is important to highlight that

the factors which were considered as determining for a member state to develop a preference
to exit,were deduced based on a recent constellation of variables that proved to have influenced
EU politics in the last decade. Therefore, over time, if some old factors which were less
fundamental rise to prominence, or some new ones enikeyethe proposed rdel ought to

be amended. However, for the time frame studied in this p(@@a82020) the member state
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as an aggregate actor is still the primary decisiaker; material benefits are still a
determining factor for a state satisfaction withthe EUjpubc o pi ni ondés r el evan
much more in the last decade than in the period that prec€dedequently, the factors

identified above were classified into three pillars based on their nature and the claims that they

serve.
The next chapter on ethodology highlights how thiactors that influence the EU Member

Preference to Exit wilbe operationalized and empirically tested. The following nine chapters

discuss every factor on its own.
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METHODOLOGICAL CHAPTER:

A PRAXIS-ORIENTED MACRGQUANTITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION FOR UNDERSTANDNG EU MEMBER
STATE EXIT

CHAPTER OUTLINE

A StateOf-TheArt

A The Methodology
A The TimeFrame

A The Limitations

A Bibliography

l. STATE-OF-THE-ART

As mentioned in the previous chapter, this research project addresses a fundamental question
in EU disintegration studiedVhich factors are likely to lead a member state to take the
unilateral decision to exit from the EtIhe argument of this book is as follows: if an EU
member state has a high aggregate material loss, a convergencd=tf positiorsamong its

actors, and is not deeply integratedbithe EU, then this state is more likely to have an

orientation to exifrom the EU.

EU member state orientation to exit is the result of a constellation of factors which were
deduced following a literaturgrounded method Fal kner |, The EUG6s <curr
policy effects: research designdacomparative findings, 2016, p.d)d are designed in three

pillars.

The first pillar that determines an EU member state's position towards the EU pertains to
material considerations. This pillar is formed by the aggregation of three factors wdrieh w
analysed each at a respective institutional level; Integrated Performance evaluated at the
domestic level, Redistribution evaluated at the intergovernmental level, and Dispersion
evaluated at the supranational level. The factors that form Pillar hosreecessarily

independent. They were deduced based on the claim that a state is a zatiorald that
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material consideration is relevant in EU member states withdrawal decisions. However, each
factor covers a political arena. Factor 1 focuses ondtmestic level and evaluates the
performance of the state independently of, and not in comparison to, other EU member states.
Factor 2 focuses on the intergovernmental level and evaluates how the willingness and
capabilities of EU member states transléteough intergovernmental bargaining, and result

in a certain(re)distribution of benefits and burdens. This redistribution might be, directly or
indirectly, beneficial or detrimental to a state. Factor 3 focuses on the supranational level and
assesses @results of supranational institutions' polityaking on the performance of a state,

here in comparison to other EU states and the average of the EU. At this level, the tenure of
the state as a member of the EU is taken into account since not all atetdsekn members

for the same period, and hence, not all of them have been operating according to EU standards
and requirements, for the same period. The first pillarigiie Aggregate Materidhdexfor

each member statefThe member state rationallyssesses whether EU membership is
detrimental or beneficial. The higher is dggregatanateriallossof an EU member state, the
higher is the likelihood for that state to exit the;Eue higher the aggregate material gain, the
lower the likelihood for that state to exit the EU.

The second pillar that determines an EU member'sgaasition towards th&U relates to
interdependencies and the role of institutions, and the consequent cost of disintegration. It
covers three areas: integration in areas of state sovereignty,anadthe free movement of
people.The movement of goods and services (trads)well as the movement of people
(foreign Europeans residing in a European state), can mirror the extent of interdependencies of
an EU member state with other EU states and the EU as a @boksequently, an EU member

state calculates the costs that ghdiawal might carry based on its degree of integration in the
EU.

The third pillar that determines an EU member &aiasition towards the EU aggregates the
preferences of three groups of acttine governments, the political parties, &nel public

The factors | look at in Pillar 3 are not necessarily independent. The public represents voters;
voters determine which political party gets to govern, and the government is formed of winning
partiesd coalitions. H o w e vnemore sakedt and politicizedy t h a't
the state is no longer considered as the central actor but rathstagibctors have gained an
increasing influence on political processes. Therefore, each factor focuses on a specific actor.
Regarding governments; lattugh thee are formed of winning parties' coalition, however,

other influential government stitutionsdo influence the course of politics in a state, which is
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not necessarily formed of elected parties. Although this book does not look into the micro
structure of state institutions, however, it assesses the compliance of state with EU laws,
usually a decision taken by a government based on the interplay of all government features
including structure, and composition among others.

Regardingpolitical partes although assessing the public is fundamental for understanding
political partiesd performance, however, the
parties' influence and preferences. As the literature on political parties clarifiegngeall

parties are newly emerging parties, which are not winning, however, are managing to highly
mobilize around EU politics and are influe
competitive electoral environment. Therefore, assessing all activegyarinning or not, is

relevant to understamdy the political direction in a state.

Regardinghe public it expresses its opinion in elections, but also, in referenda. Additionally,

voting turnouts and public engagement differ between elections amdn@debased on the

salience of the issue in question. Therefore, focusing on understanding public opinion (rather
than voters' opinion) as a staalbne factor is relevant.

Conseqently, whenever the three main influential political actors/decisnakers in an EU

state have a converging af preference, then the likelihood for that state to exit becomes

higher.
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Figure 6: Synopsis of The Methodology
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Therefore, the adopted appeban this dissertation is that the accumulation of factors leads to

an orientation to exitlt is important to highlight that the factors aggregated lead to an
orientation to exitOne factor at a time is not enough. For instance, when looking at material
indicators alone, even in cases of deterioration, one cannot assume that a sheteearill
orientationto exit. However, if the material deterioration has been politicized in addition to

other EUrelated issues, then the accumulation of factors will likely leach tori@ntation to

exithLi nking the fate of me tsimglehcausal &adtar segrhs o r i €
unfortunate'(Jachtenfuchs, 2002, pp. 6634)

.  THE METHODOLOGY

2.1. The Methodological Perspective

This research project adopts a macro, muittiensional, multactor approach to
understandindeU Member Stat®©rientation to EXtEUMSOE The model presented in this
book can not be empirically verified but by benchmarking the score with that of thén&K, t
only member state to have left the EU during the period studied in this research project.

Therefore, wo methodological aspects are central to addressing the research question

In contemporary history, the only case of a statedrawalis the case of UK. Thus, the value

for the UK in2017will be considered as theenchmark. 202 was the year the Ulvoked
Article 50 of the TFEW i si nt egrati on. The assignment of
and forecasting technique which i s(Bohmeltuabl e,
& Freyburg, Forecasting cldacdessrarules, 2607080, e S 0 C ¢

2018, p. 1669)The closer an indicateralue for a member state is from the benchmark, the

1)

higher the likelihood that the member state will decidesxi. Neverthel ess,
specific result of integration or digagration is desirable or not, is a normative question that
shoul d not gui de c o(Epplerp Andess|] & Tuntsclsew,dERIOESE I 0 N S (
political, social, and economic (djgitegration: Revisiting the Elephant in timekcrises,

2016, p. 6) ConsequenthEUMSOEi s fi a n -biansdeidc anteoarE&pplere Anderst o

& Tuntschew, Europe’s political, social, and economic-)di®gration: Revisiting the

Elephant in times of crises, 2018, 6) of compounded dynamiceeasured yearly at year

end.

Ph.D.Candidate: Martine Andraos | Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reimut ZohIinh6f&edembeB, 2021



EU Member State Exit: Understangd EU Disintegration Through Aggregation 67

The end index, EU Member State Exit, is an ascending score. The higher the score the higher
the likelihood of a state exit. Therefore, in some instances, and to keep consistency, we

inversed some indicators by multiplying them with)(

2.2. The Normalization and Aggregation

In this research project and the various instances of aggregation, indicators in the data set have
different units of analysis. Thereforegforeany aggregation, the indicators are noraeli

Various methods of normahtion could be dam . i St and a rsdores) adnverwsn (o r
indicators to a common scale with a mean of zero and standard deviation of one. Indicators
with extreme values thus have gOEGCD 08 p.r ef f ¢

28). Z-scores is the normalization methodology that was used.

The data sets include the EA8 placed in alphabetical order, with Austria placed as the first
entry, and the UK as the last. The datasets cover the pesn@®08to 2020. Therefore, the
first entry is Austria in 2008 and the last entry is the UK iBQR0 herefore, the normalization

formula adopted and computed in Excel is the following:

Entry Formula: Normalization OveraH Variable X (Example Taken: Austria)
1 (X' Austia, 2008'- Average (X 'Austria, 2008' : X 'UK, 20)) / STDEV.P (X 'Austria, 2008’
X'UK, 2@0)
5 (X' Austria, 2009- Average (X 'Austria, 2008' : X 'UK, 20)) / STDEV.P (X 'Austria, 2008’

X 'UK, 2(0)
As for the aggregation, tHerincipal Compone#inalysis has been adoptethe objective of
this project is to analyze EU member states' orientation to exit the EU in the period from 2008

to 2020 and forecast for the coming thirty years.
A series of indictors are relevant for the analysis. Those used are:

1. Performance of EU state based on the Legatum Prosperity Index LPI, an aggregate
indicator of economic, social, political, and institutional pol@ay aggregate indicator
of 294 variables)

2. Net Redistribubn of benefits and burdens based on the EU budget redistributiom in
function of Tradeg(EU states investment in the EU, return on investment in the EU,
intra-EU imports, intraEU exports)

3. Dispersion of EU state based on the LPthafunction of EU nember states tenure
(an aggregate indicator of 294 suhdicators reused, number of years a state has been

an EU member)
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B

Integration in the EU in areas of state sovereigstpre of opins in five policy areas)

o

Integration in the EU based on the relianta state on trade with the Huntra-EU

imports and intraEU exports reused)

6. Integration in the EUs based on the number of citizens of an EU state that reside in
other EU state@umber of people)

7. Public EU skepticism based on the average of negatiseers on the EU to a series
of questions taken from the Eurobarometer sufpeycentage)

8. Political Parties EU skepticism based on the political discourse of parties expressed in
their manifestos taken from the Manifesto Profscbre)

9. Governments EU d@pticism is based on governments compliance with EU law

calculated according to the number of infringement procedquotasber)

Therefore, the set of data used in this research project consists of numbers, scores, percentages,
aggregate indices, includespetitive data (such as trade used twice, LPI used twice), and
consists of a large number of variablessimilar cases, it is common, afirat idea to render

the datareadabhlé¢ o el i mi nate some of It Thi s proces
(Brems, 2017)However, by eliminating variables, we might be missing many features that

are relevant for the empirical analysis and forecast, and our conclusion.

Anot her option woul (@rerhse20lY)Aedascriped bPrdis, ffeat@ec t i on 0
extraction i s, i n a rdeattaes éte no fi nteemd Vv anrdiegohelneds
each fAnewod independent variable is a combin
variables. However, we create these new independent vesi@bla specific way and order

these new variables by how well they predict our dependent varigBlems, 2017)

T h e r e Primaipal Component Analysis (PCA) is the general name for a technique which

uses sophisticated urdgng mathematical principles to transform several possibly
correlated variabl es i nto a smaller number
(Richardson, 2009, p. 2k is a method of feature extraction that allows #iygregation of a

| arge number of i ndependentamathemated dlgoghmi nt o«
that reduces the dimensionality of the data while retaining most of the variation in the data

s e (Rimngnér, 2008, p303). PCA is thus mostly used to reduce dimensionality.

In the case of this research project, we are analyzing 28 EU Member States, over the period
from 2008 to 2020. The number of variables used is nine. There are 364 observations in total.

Visualizing nine variables can be quite misleading, especially shecedriables used are
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interrelated in a way or the other. PCA is a technique that analyzes a data set that contains
several interdependent quantitative varialfieisdi & Williams, 2010, p. 433)reduces the
dimension (nine), keeps the important data, and thus eliminates noise. Consequently, it allows
understanding a large number of variables through only a few variables (the principal

component).

V | Analyzing a large number of data

Using datasets more than once in different contexts

\Y
V | Using different types of data
\%

Aiming at predicting a trend

In this sensefithe goal of principal components analysis (PCA) is to reveal how different
variables change in relation to each other and how tleey aa s s o(OEC®,t2@08, @. 26)

PCA permits to recapitulate larger numbers of data setasnualler indicator, the Princa
Component, and identify trends amahg units of analysis. After ceaing the mean of the

data set, the primaryrincipal ComponeRC1 is calculated. PC1 usually represéiné most
variance. The secondariyrincipal ComponeC2 is then calculated. It optimeis the
estimation. Sometimes, a third pringigomponent is alseomputed. After checking how
many P C06 sdtoaapresent theslatgest variance, the data is weighted accordingly and
then aggregated into one single index. In this research project, the R software has been used to
compute the PCOgataimdtescr eate the aggre

The adopted methodological approach might seem to have endogeneity issues. For instance,
in the model, the public and the political parties are separated as two different factors, although,
to some extent, parties are responsive to votées (gtiblic). However, the separation was
needed to better distinguish among the three typastofs the public, the partisaand the
institutional. As for the endogeneity issue, it was resoingde Aggregate Actors Preference
Indexwhich calculatethe correlation among thifferent playerand hence, reconnects voters

and parties.

.  TIME -FRAME

The past decade from 2008 t2B@an be labeled as a period of crisis for the European Union

which has been divided between a period of heightened crisis from October 2008 to May 2013,
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and a period of recuperation from November 2013 to November (&, Baake, Jonung,

& Nowak-Lehmann, 2019, p. 1263nd the Covidl9 Pandemic in 202@onsequently, this
longitudinal research project covers the period between 2008 &fd Pide choice of this
time-frame isnot only based upon the fact that it includes two significant challenges that faced
on the EU theFinancial Crisis of 2009 and the Migration Crisis that started il 2@&&r the

Arab Spring led many Arab nationals to flee their countries and reacheghts 2015 but

also because this tinfi]mme led to the most recent round of data publications at the time of the
data collectionBesides, Croatia is studied in retrospect, given that it only became an EU

member state in 2014.

Nevertheless, to have moreliable findings, in addition to the aggregation of the nine
normalized indicators (stage | and stage Il in Figure 6) by computingitiegal Conponent,

we cdculated the Sum and the Average. The results of the three methods are fGhagter

X of this book.

IV. THE LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT

Several limitations have challenged the research project, from availability and accessibility to

data set, to time constraints.

The primary challenge of this research project was to find quantitative data for all relevant
indicators in the model, and for those indicators to cover the regezniod (20082020), and

be available for all EU member states. For that matter, in segbggiters, relevant points to

the model are discussed in the theoretical and conceggictadns however, no empirical data

was assigned. Nevertheless, it was still important to mention what could inflaestags
position regarding its membershap aeas of future research.

Additionally, the research project is a.Bhproject, meaning, it is constrained by a time limit.
Therefore, many points that were relevant to the model could not be explored.

On another notethis research project looks at aisg of factors, precisely at outcomes, and
aggregates them to conclude how their integrated impact affects the position of a member state
regarding EU membership. Thus, it does not studgleipth the processes that lead to the
outcome. For example, in tishapter on Etsceptic parties, the question regarding the salience

of EU affairs is an important one, however, it is not the subject of the chapter. The chapter
takes the outcome, which is the presence of challenger panigsdds the impact of their

skepticism on the overall path to disintegration. Similarly, in the chapter on redistribution, the
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details of how the budget redistribution has been assigned is an important one, however, the
chapter looks at the outcome which is the result of the pro¢essistribution, and adds its

effect on the overall path to disintegration. Likewise, in the chapter on the cost of
disintegration, although some swgecured opbuts because they might have had a higher
bargaining power, which could lead to the asstimmpthat thosetates are in a comfortable
position they created, however, this chapter looks at the outcome which is how integrated those
states are and add the effect of their degree of integration and the consequemtittuttaatal

to the overalfactorswhich determineghe likelihood of a stat® exit.

Last but not least, the database used was not complete. From the data set of the Eurobarometer,
we chose a series of questions that were recurrent in all states. However, none of those
guestions were asked in Croatia2@13. Therefore, we had a missing value for Croatia in
2013. What we did is calculate the average of Croatia 2012 and Croatia 2014, and fill the
missing value. In the data set on elections and political parties extracted from the database of
the ManifestdProject, the values for Malta 20@®20 were missing. Therefore, we calculated

the mean of the values of E2¥(including the UK excluding Malta) for that same dataset and
filled the values for Malta. In the data set on iffld trade, the values for UK 20 were
missing. For that matter, we simply replicated the value from 2019 to 2020. It is also relevant

to note that Croatiads numbers from 2008 to

To conclude similar to any other academic contribution, the model of the EU mestdter
orientation to exiis not a final model. Consequently, the relevant points discussed but not
included empirically in the model are an invitation to other interested scholars to take the model

further, or for the author to further develop the modduture research.
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I I D D

l. INTRODUCTION

States are independent and sovereign umbrella entities, embedding a set of institutions that
have a legitimate authority to design, legislate, and execute policies. The ultimate goal of a
state is to best serve the interests of its citizens within ade®fied territory and abroad. A
definitive standard of a functional and sustainable state is its ability to achieve economic,
political, social development towards prosperity through reliable and accountable institutions.
Even when a state becomes a mendjea larger entity, its ultimate purpose shall remain
unchanged. Membership in a | arger organizat:.i
It needs to serve as an extension of its capabilities to fulfill its obligations towards its citizens
bette. An extension of capabilities can be an increase in the returns of a state following its
membership or aeduction of the costs generated from the various processes (domestic and
foreign) aiming at sustaining development and achieving prosperity wheclstétte was
previously subjected to before becoming a member state. The argument in this chapter is, in
terms of policy performance, the more the EU member state experiences deterioration, the
higher is the likelihood for that state to exit the EU.

The menber state undergoes an assessment of its integrated performance within a domestic
context. Integrated performance is the resulting overall performance of a state in terms of

improving the economy, assuring that politics are aligned with the interebts sibte and the
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citizens, guaranteeing social wéking in its various aspects (health, education, living
standards among others), and committing to executing tasks through transparent and
accountable institutions. Integrated deterioration is the warsgni o f a stateods

performance in comparison to the previous year.

The chapter herein overviethe role of economic, political, and social performance on EU
integration. It highligha the various mechanism employed by the EU to assist membes stat
in development. It then eval@stthe integrated performance of EU member states and

discussethe results.

I INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE OF EU MEMBER STATES

Assessment of the economic situation in the EU and among EU member states has dominated
mostliterature on the EU, especially since the introduction of the Euro. Later, as the Euro crisis
heightened and impacted the eayday lives of citizens, particularly in struggling states, the

social criterion became more included in EU studies.

The integated socieeconomic status of a state impacts its attitude towards policies, more
precisely in the case studied herein, those policies mahtgtéhe EU.A lack of socie
economic devel opment, or fAdeteri or agrateen o o f
dynamics as it challenges a core goal of the union. Growth, if not achieved, challenges the
legitimacy of the EU as a governibgdy and poses a constraint to its sustainal{ifigrole,
RodriguezPose, & Storper, Gesion Policy in the European Union: Growth, Geography,
Institutions, 2011, p. 1100)n the wake of theSchengen crisis and the rise of populist
movements, social and political criteria became more prominent in the debate next to the
economic critea, with identityrelated matters gaining more focus.

EU integration researchers thstsidied economic, political, and social factors. However, not

in an integrated and correlated manner. Therefore, studying the economic, political, social
situation in anEU member state in their integrity while including the performance of the
institutions of a state also asiadicator of development or deterioration, is a new and valuable
academic venture.

The performance of EU member states has been affected by specific factors which are proper
to the European polityFi r st |, Athe coexistence of mul tip

institutional foundations of nationalelfare states and the Europeangnteat i on pr oc e
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(Vesan & Corti, 2019, p. 9903econd, thgeographic, capabilitieand economies differences
(Farole, RodriguePose, & Storper, Cohesion Policy in the European Un{drowth,
Geography, Institutions, 2011, pp. 169091); third, the pluralist environment of the EU
(Carbone, 2008, p. 327have resulted in @olicy incoherencgCarbone, 2008, p. 327)
cumulated divides among EU member states, and extended to run along various overlapping
lines (Vesan & Corti, 2019, p. 979This led to the merger of EU affawgth other policy

related affairgVesan & Corti, 2019, p. 98@nd impacted the growth of member stékesole,
RodriguezPose, & Storper, Cohesion Policy in the European Union: Gro@&eography,
Institutions, 2011, pp. 1090091)

However, EU member states are not witnessing the aspired development andigdowtls t e a d
of facilitating a virtuous circle of higher economic growth, rising living standards, democratic
politics, and deepening political integration among EU member states, economic integration
has generated some harmful negative externalities thatehréhe political cohesion of the

b | o(Maber, 2019, p. 8Although the reason is still not defined, speculations point out that
cohesion policy, application measures, and the scale of interference might be theekambn b

this development discrepan¢ifarole, RodriguePose, & Storper, Cohesion Policy in the
European Union: Growth, Geography, Institutions, 2011, pp.-109Q) Other assumptions
highlight that, in the case di¢ EU, politics is sorted; each scheme mirrors different ideals and
goals. The diverse political processes require harmony to prevent divergence. However,
achieving convergence in policies is challenged in the EU by the horizontal coordination
among membestates in the absence of a robust coordination sy&anbone, 2008, p. 327)
Rosamond argues that economic openness achieved through integration has led to a precarious
model that is based on increased development rates proper-fzevieliming states and absent

in developing stateRosamond, 2016,. [869)

In his analysis of the possible causes of the Euro crisis and the deterioration of the performance
of member states, Stockhammer confirms that the approach adopted by EU leaders to address
the crisis has led to two models of growth: admlst e d gr owt h constructed
bubbl es and r i s(Btockhanhreen 20¥ hpo363hd ah exbaibased growth
constructed up o(stockhamnpen 2016, p63).r pl us es o

Additionally, some attribute the failure to sustain growth to the institutional design of the EU.
The hybrid nature of the decisionaking processes between intergovernmental and
supranational levels has impacted the ability to achieve policgreacgCarbone, 2008, p.

328) AThus, any fr es Wwoulllmeovkll advised © cetorsgleracomper | | c y
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set of potential tradeffs and interrelations: overall growth and efficiency; irttaritorial

equt vy ; territori al democracy and governance
(Farole, RodriguePose, & Storper, Cohesion Policy in the European Union: Growth,
Geography, Institutions, 2011, pp. 169091)

In the wake of the crises, EU member states were affected even more by the lack of growth,
and the question of EU member states withdrawing due to deterioration gained a higher
rel evance on Whheall &dtké sonfranged hydharmful effectgurozone
members, in which economies are already precarious ardamopetitive, were profoundly
impacted, especially in light of the mistrust these states carry towards reg(ifatibrser,

2016, p. 22Q)The global tatuses of affected EU states were devalued due to the increase in
sovereign government debts and agnowth of GDP(Gerhards, Lengfeld, Ignacz, Kley, &
Priem, 2018, p. 6)Economic development inequalities have increased between different
regions in Europe, but also between different regions within a state. Similar to the secession
movements that were withessed in Catalonia, or Scotland, and others caused by economic
segmerdtion and congruent with cultural distinctiveness, the phenomenon could be duplicated
at an EU leve(Creel, Laurent, & Cacheux, 2018, p. 3)

.  METHODOLOGY: LEGATUM PROSPERITY INDEX AS THE
MEASURE FOR PERFORMANCE

To evaluge the integrated performance, this chapter refers to the Legatum Prosperity Index
LPI (Legatum, 2020Q)LPI goes further than the conventional macroeconomic dimensions and
does not rely on factors of wealth solely to evaluate state performance but moves forward to
include social and political aspects of a stat®l is the only index that includes this larg
amount of data, 294 indicators, chosen after extensive consultation with experts and academics.
The indicators are grouped into 12 pillars of prosperity which are, Safety & Security, Personal
Freedom, Governance Pillar, Social Capital, Investment Envieot, Enterprise Conditions,
Market Access & Infrastructure, Economic Quality, Living Conditions, Health, Education, and
Natural Environment, all covering economic, political, social, institutional areas, for a period
starting 2007 to 2020. The carefullyasen indicators are retracted from reliable sources, then
standardied based on

AThe distance to frontier approach whi ch

indicator with the value of the logical best case, as well as that of the logical worst
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case. As a result, the distance ttee frontier score captures a country's relative
post i on. This approach al so enab(Leaumys t o
2020)(Legatum, The Legatum Prosperity Index, 2021)

Moreover, indicators were aggregated into one final dotli@ving two steps; the first step is
a sum of indicators, which results are the score for domains; the second step is a calculation of
the means of the domains, which results are a score for prosperity. This makes the index not

only comprehensive and ilnclesall needed data, but also ugeendly and easy to anag.

LPI is used in this book because it was fundamental to move from the common focus on
economic performance to a more integrated approach for understanding performance. LPI
includes indicat@ on innovation which are fundamental for understanding states' performance
in a period where knowledge and technological advancement are determining (datbrs
2018, p. 8) among other social, political and institutional factors. While economic
performance is best analyzed in an extended period, the LPI being comprehensive and
accounting for political and social aspects is reliable to use yearly.
ALPI a s c er t hdnad igstitutidna dimessorsi age vital complement for
wellbeing in addition to economic dimension which cannot uniquely be relied upon for
sustai nabl (K&hap& Amau,201i7, . @)

This book does not excludibe availability of other interesting and reliable indices that
measure performance. The Sustainable Governance IndgB&®IsmannsStiftung, 20219

one reference for assessing performance. Unfortunately, the index amdlatesl data
accessible to researchers covers only the period starting from 2014. Therefore, this book

excludes this index from the data sets analyzed.

As a rational actor, an EU member state starts with the evaluation of its material situation
domestically in an integrated mannBeterioration is one trigger that sends an EU member
state on an exit path. This trigger is a quantification of the protyegsstory of an EU member

state andnfluences withdrawal prospects. In this chapter, it is argued that the more the state
is experiencing integrated deterioration, the higher the aggregate material losses and the higher
is the likelihood for that state exit the EU.

Progress is analyzed by simply looking at the scores of the LPI per ear per EU member state

and comparing it from one year to another. Therefore, when the LPI of a given year is less than
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the previous year, we witness deterioration, ConWeradnen the LPI of a given year is higher

than the previous year, we withess growth.

IV. DISCUSSION

Table 3 below visualizes the performance trajectory of every EU member state from 2008 to
2020. Every EU member state has a different trajectory. While CymaigHungary are the

only States that witnessed a clear deterioration trajectory, others like Austria, Bulgaria,
Czechia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, Malta, Portugal, Spain, and the UK had a
sustainable growth trajectory instead. It is also nttatisome EU states had years of obvious

crises. 2010 was difficult for Austria, France, Germany, and Ireland; 2011 was difficult for
Belgium, ltaly, and the Netherland; 2012 for Croatia and Romania; 2013 for Denmark and
Greece; 2014 for Luxemburg, Slovakand Sweden; 2015 for ltaly. In this sense, one can
conclude that the usual fAclubso of states wi

time. RatherEU states perform independently of one another.
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Admitting that economic indicators do not me
evaluated a stdsgperformance in its integrity, including various issuweas. This allows for a

clearer insight into a state situation. On another note, the fact that the UK had an almost
sustainable growth trajectory over the last decade andadiwithdrawn from the EU refutes

claims that economic drivers are the only drivers for EU member'staiesom the EU. The

UK is a case that proves that there is an integrated set of factors according to which an EU

member state evaluates its prospextexiting.

This chapter 6s nileerens aaatiapal ooatext in whch at niemlier state
assesses at the domestic level whether EU membership is proving detrimental to its own
economic, political, and/or social and institutional developm&hie more the state is
experiencing an integrated deterioration, the higher the likelihood for a state to exit.the EU
Although deterioration might not only be caused by the challenges brought by EU membership
but by other domestic reasons, however, as fara become more salient and politicized,
leaders might use the EU as a pretext behind deterioration. Nevertheless, integrated
deterioration is only one factor out of several that impact a member state's decision to exit the
EU and is only partially regmsible for exit propensities. The following chapters will discuss

other factors that increase a member state's decision to withdraw from the EU.
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CHAPTER II:
REDISTRBUTION OF BENEFITS AND BURDENS

CHAPTER OUTLINE

A Introduction
A EU Schemes of Redistribution In Times Of Rest
A EU Schemes Of Redistribution In Times Of Crisis
A Methodology: Evaluating Eu Schemes Of Redistribution
A Discussion
A Bibliography
l. INTRODUCTION
Redistribution is a primary aspect of i nteg

provided the necessary glue for a productive interplay between thd atigaomy (economic

sphere) and parth ased democr acy (Férmera, | ThetSteio dkkars pdtueer e ) 0
2016. Mission Impossible? Reconciling economic and social Europe after the euro crisis and
Brexit, 2017, p. 1B The distribution of gains is directly related to the states' bargaining

supremacyMoravcsik & Schimmelfennig, Liberal Intergovernmentalism, 2009, p. 71)

However, integration has an embedded redistributive struggle, similar to how disintegration
has an endogenous co®orzel & Risse, 2018, p. 92)t is thus fundamental for the
functionality and the sustainability of thei®pean polity to address redistributive problems

and rebalance thenfFerrera, The Stein Rokkan Lecture 2016. Mission Impossible?
Reconciling economic and social Europe after the euro crisis and Brexit, 20177 patd)s

because whenever an organization is less efficient, it does not operate per democratic practices,
and its scope is limited @few issues that are material to member states, then members are
likely to withdraw(Borzyskowski & Vabulas, 2019, p. 349)

Consequently, i n the EU, the redistribution
talormaki ng the distribution based on economic
sensitiveo r aashdkffammarma RodrigpePwse; & Storper, Regional
inequality in Europe: evidence, theory and policy implications, 2019, p. RRhber states
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in the supranational organization are similar to shareholders in a comyl@never the cost

is higher than the return, the risk of withdrawal arid@srzyskowski & Vabulas, 2019, p.

348) The EUG6Gs budget is, i n parMattladacide37pf me m|
Therefore, EU member states expect a return that is at least equal to their inv@datidat
2006, p. 34 However, the EUOGs budgetcontrisutonsada al | o

member state@Viattila, 2006, p. 37) Me mber st ates might percei vi
resources and burdesmaring schemes as inequitable or -beneficial. Indeed, more
controversies around the distributiocahsequences of integration may lead toiduestefit

based opinions of the European projgdbbolt & Wratil, 2015, p. 253)Which factors are

likely to lead a member state to take the unilateral decision to exit th&élit)@hapter argues

that the more the EU member state experiences a detrimental redistribution of benefits and
burdens, the higher is the likelihood for that state to exit the EU.

Redistribution is an inpeutput process between the Eldd the member @ Precisely,
redistributionof financial benefits and burdens defined as a process during which member
states6 financi al contributiongsantdo tthlee EBWG
redistribution of that budget to the benefit of member statesturn for their investment
generates the output. Financial redistribution is a process agreed upon during regular times
within EU institutions in the presence of representatives of member states like any other policy
making process. On the other haretlistributionof sovereign benefits and burdendefined

as a topdown process during which the EU demands the member states to take responsibility
for a hazardous burden to the benefit of the EU as a collective entity. Sovenedsm
redistribution is a ad-hoc process resulting from crises and unpredictable events, which not
only causes financial challenges to the EU, but involves other political and sovereign factors;
for example, the refugees' allocation challenge witnessed during the Schengenhicisis
touched on the sovereignty matters of territory, security, sovereignty, and identity. This area

however is not addressed in this book.

The chapter herein tackles the redistribution of the financial benefits and burdens It starts with
an overview of edistribution schemes in the EU in times of rest and then in times of crisis. It
then evaluates whether these schemes have been beneficial or detrimental to EU member states

and discusses the results.

Ph.D.Candidate: Martine Andraos | Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reimut ZohIinh6f&edembeB, 2021



EU Member State Exit: Understangd EU Disintegration Through Aggregation 84

I. EU SCHEMES OF REDISTRIBUTION IN TIMES OF REST

Along with the advancing of EU integration, the polity has established several institutions,
charters, and policies, to best guarantee a fair and equitable distribution of shared resources.
These initiatives revolve around equity and daity (Nicoli, 2015, pp. 223). Regarding
socioeconomic equity; as gogerforming states tend to push for further integration, given the
gains generated from a more profound union, they commit to compensatipgrfeaching
states(Rodden, Strength in Numbers? Representation and Redistribution in the European
Union, 2002, p. 170)Therefore,an equitable scheme of distribution touches not only on
economic equity but also aocial equity and political equity. Social equity is the substantial
non-discriminatory supply of socioeconomic resources equally among member states and
individuals. When the EU does not guarantee social equity, capacity concerns arise among
member statesmanating from economic and social heterogeneity. Regarding political equity;

it is the nondiscriminatory spreading of power and authority guaranteed by the process of
equality of voice in decisiemaking. When political equity is not met, sovereigntp@srns

arise emanating from political heterogeneity (including cult{Bsjlamy & Kroger, 2019, p.

6). Regarding solidarity; along with burden sharing, solidarity is a core aspect of the European
Union. It consists of thintermember state distribution of resources and responsibility to best
optimize collective benefits and reduce collective costs. This optimization, driven by economic
aspirationgMattila, 2006, p. 38and considered @chievable unilaterally, is a core motive
behind EU membership. However, a lack of optimization translated into additional
responsibilities and costs towards peer member states, in addition to more substantial unilateral
burdens, present risks for thedgtation process.

On another note, EU membership is possible following a set of prerequisites that potential
members need to achieve. Redistribution comes to complement this philosophy. It offers states
support for attaining those prerequisites. Neveeg®lwith various rounds of enlargement, the

EU became a polity of states, each having its performance or development level.
Consequently, it established institutions to better assispéddrming states in catching pace

with goodperforming states thumgh engaging the latter, which are beneficiaries of
enl argement , in the formerdés devel opment.
First, the principle of cohesion initiated by the EU is a means to deter disintegrative forces
emanating from unbalanced distribution within the common borderless rffarkelin, 2005,

p. 95)
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Second, the Structural @esion Fund SCF is a primary channel also for that same matter of

unbalanced distributio(Breuss, Egger, & Pfaffermayr, 2010, p. 470)

ACohesion policy has historically yYeen
equality of economic outcome and opportunity through redistribution), growth
(reducing the underutilisation of resources) and legitimacy (promoting and preserving
the legitimacy of the EU and its institutions). These create a complex EU policy field
witha certain number of objectives that
(Farole, Rodrigue#®0se, & Stroper, 2011, p.1099) iany fresh | ook
would be well advised to reconsider a complex set of potential -tfisleand
interrelations: overall growth and efficiency; intégrritorial equity; territorial
democracy and governance capacities; and social equityt vin i n (pdrolec e s 0
RodriguezPose, & Stroper, 2011, p. 1091)

On another note, rounds of enlargement have intensified distributional conflict and rendered

some EU states losgBlimpe & Schneider, 2007, p. 584)hese distributional conflicts lead

to controversial solutions. Old EU member states discriminated againgoimevs, and EU

member states who are beneficiaries had to compromise to the benefit of EU member states,

which are at a disadvanta@@lUmper & Schneider, 2007, p. 563 owever,

AAlthough theEU budget is redistributive from both the revenue and expenditure side;
in other words, poor member states pay a smaller shatbeotosts and receive a

| arger share of the expenditure than r
expenditure side was analysed in more detail, it was found that only the structural funds
which are significantly redistributive. Spending on intenpalicies seemed to operate,

in fact, in the opposite way: the richer the member state is, the more it stands to benefit

from the internal policie3(Mattila, 2006, p. 48)

EU SCHEMES OF REDISTRIBUTION IN TIMES OF CRISIS

Schemes of redistribution are affected by crises, and by conflicts among political actors. In

both cases, redistribution matters are politicized.

Crises expose systems to shocks, which in turn destabilize those systems through targeting

a !

at

c

controversial potical possessions and convictiohd=a |l kner |, The EUOGsS curr

policy effects: research design and comparative findings, 2016, p. R@lit)cal processes
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have influenced the mechanisms of budget designchadge, and crises affect political
processes.

Additionally, the capacity of legislators to gather imming alliances is a prerequisite for
guaranteeing policy chand€iti, 2015, p. 263) The ideological convictionforeto players

also determines the direction of policy charf@di, 2015, p. 264)In the case of the EU,
scholars talk about lefight and preEU-antrEU positioning (Citi, 2015, p. 267)
Consequently, it is partisan preferences that drive the budget design in the European polity
rather than the influence of regulatory processes for policy déSign2015, p. 277)

The EU has not been able to dieyecapabilities to solve redistribution issues in times of crisis
while simultaneously avoiding politicization for two reasons.

On the one hand, when redistribution schemes are dealt with under regulatory processes, and
the EU pools more decisiemaking power from the member states, redistributive issues
become politicized. The transfer of authority to the supranational level sparks, among the
national public, first, feelings of marginalization in decision making and, second, feelings of
compromise on nato n a | sovereignty. 't al(Bomel TWal | enge
From EU Governance of Crisis to Crisis of EU: Regulatory Failure, Redistributive Conflict,
and Euroskeptic Publics, 2016, p. Bherefore, an equitédscheme of cooperation guarantees

the right to seHdetermination(Bellamy & Kroger, 2019, p. 6)selfdistinction, right of
expression of marginalized communities, and collective deerm@king(Bellamy & Kroger,

2019, p. 12)At the core of democracy and just redistributive schemes lies the ability to voice
out political opinions and align fairly economic, social, and political deméRdsm, 2019,

p. 10) On another note, Europeanization of identities is argued to facilitate the design of
redistributive policies at a supranational lefigbpler, Anders, & Tuntschew, 2016, p. And
achieve dstributive justice to states who are the most permeable and least capable of coping
with economic and social crisfRoom, 2019, p. 3)

I n times of <c¢crisis, the EUOG6s e c on shuofals secu
haveto lead to the politicization of redistributive schen(Esrrera, The Stein Rokkan Lecture
2016. Mission Impossible? Reconciling economic and social Europe after the euro crisis and
Brexit, 2017, p. 3) The motivation behind strengthening the union or not fully engaging in
strengthening the union depended on the distribution schemes and-bbadiegy at the EU

level, the respective strength of states in terms of resources and permeability iishiner
consequent bargaining power, and, the probable cost arising from disinte¢&atvamm,

2019, p. 3)
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On the other hand and in contrast, addr ess
concludes that the lE in its supranational layer, does not possess the authority to solve
socioeconomic disruption given that dall con
policies are r es éNeyer Rhyniing Europantegpadon ThedryaVteetso
Comparative History, 2018, p. 23)he EU has thus proved to have limited capabilities in

dealing with issues of redistributigBorzel T. A., From EU Governance of Crisis to Crisis of

EU: Regul#ory Failure, Redistributive Conflict, and Euroskeptic Publics, 2016, p. 11)
Therefore, overlapping conflicting lines emerged within the EU -pasis which are of
Afunctional, nor mat(Vesaa & Caatin2019,tpeOr i t or i al nat u

A( 1) JIhaking \ersus market correcting prioeis of the European (Monetary)

Union; (2) National social sovereignty/discretion versus EU law/conditionagy;

Supporters versus opponents of fiscal stability or er@dnal transfers (creditor

versus debtor conflict4) Intra-EU6 sy st emi ¢ c o mpwadelhigni ond b
welfare EU countries and lowage/lowwve | f ar e EU countries (06c¢
OWestern versus Centr al(Vesan&CoHia@2819,.09700 me mb

The inability of EU institutions to embrace the mydéice, multidepth, multiwidth integration
that individual states desire and require affects perceptions of fairness within (BelEchy
& Kroger, 2019, p. 1)

3.1. Redistribution During the Euro Crisis
After the introduction of the common currency, the EU witnessed economic disruption, paired
with social disruption, which enlarged the inconsistency between the different groups of the

society and between states whidve different economic levels.

The EU managed, during the euro crisis, to depoliticized redistribution through regulatory
processes. EU member states needed to comply with these new reg(Bidiazes & Risse,

2018, p. 89)The Euro crisis has led the establishment of new institutions that deepened the
invol vement of the EU in member statesd fin
include nAt he Btahility aeildynthe Macroecanonicarhbalance Mechanism,

the Europearsemesterand the Single Supervisory Mechanisrihese institutions granted

the EU higher regulatory authority over memt
of redistributi on, (Bodzel & Risse2018,51t88)Merenver, thepEiJo s i t i ¢
created bodies externally to EU law, granted them the authority to regulate, and placed under

their jurisdiction controversial portfolios and issues. The Eurogroup, for example, was
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handling the austerity measure duringhe cri si s outside the EUG6
(Jovanovi | ,.Adiichdly, thp posshilitysfdr an influential member state to
impose an opbut or optin to another weaker member state contributes t@akand political

inequity and divide EU member states between the states which credit the EU and the states
who are liable to the EBellamy & Kroger, 2019, p. 1)an aspect which was intensified
during the crisefurthemore,during the Euro crisis, the bgukrformers or the states in crisis

were dependants on the geperformers. Bagberformers did not have the bargaining power

to decide for their national policies and own strategies to overcome the crisis. Giverhthe hig
cost of disintegration from the EMU and the strength of the ECB, states in crisis submitted to
the policies mandating a change in structure, which were eventually designed by stable states
(Schramm, 2019, p. 2Mattersof redistribution during the Euro crisis have categorized EU
member states as either debtors or creditors. The debtor countries had to cut on spending
according to austerity measures, whereas creditor countries had to support debtor countries,
according tahe philosophy of solidarity. However, in both cases, expectations backlashed and
triggered dissatisfactiofBorzel & Risse, 2018, p. 87)

3.2. Redistribution During the Schengen Crisis

Similar to the Euro crisis, the EU tried to resolve the Schengen crisis through regulatory
channels away from public politicization. However, the strategy did not deliver the expected
results. EU member states perceived redistributive schenmesgastabé. The refugee crisis

has led to the design of redistribution policies, mainly in the quota of refugees that needed to
be relocated in respective member states. A conflict over the replacement of refugees among
member states aros@Vebber, 2019, p. 159)Consequently, members refrained from
complying(Borzel & Risse, 2018, p. 9@nd responded individually, constiig their borders.

Front liners such as Greece were mostly burd¢Bédzel & Risse, 2018, p. 91)

22.3 million norEU citizens are residing in the European Union until Janugry2018
(Eurostat, 2019, p. 9EU member states were categorized into two. The States of First Entry,
which are the bordering states that had to handle the most substantial burden, and the
Continental States, which were less confronted by the direct burden. In both cases,
dissatisfagbn arose, and controversies regarding border security and welfare capacities of EU
member states increas¢Borzel & Risse, 2018, p. 87)'he Dublin Regulation of 2013
mandated that entry countries have the responsitolibelp refugee@Popa, 2016, p. 98An
allocation of responsibility based on the geographic proximity of a country to areas of conflict

and its accessibility to migrants made the Dublin Regulation precarious andtedibjeo
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opposition from member states, mainly entry states. Consequently, in some cases, states chose
not to comply. In other cases, states did not have enough capacity and resources to comply. A
growing risk of terrorism also faced EU member statest iSheow the Dublin Regulation was

rendered illegitimateg(Popa, 2016, p. 98) Accor di ngl vy, the EU red
redistribution scheme that took into consideration the GDP of countries and other economic
factors,their ability to offer social care, and their security personnel resources. The EU also
allocated a budget per refugee, and a quota of refugees to host per member state. State signed
on the scheme except for Hungary, Slovakia, and Romania. As for th®&Htpark, and

Ireland, they secured an oput The scheme lost legitimacy when signatories failed to
implemert it (Popa, 2016, p. 100)

Like the dependence weaker sgttad on more influential states for support during the Euro

crisis, the Schengen crisis also intensified interdependencies. Weaker states, which were the
most affected, most burdened, and the least capable of managing, were dependant on the
influentialsta es 6 consent for the relocation of ref.
and administrative operations. A paradox dynamic was governing the process. Stronger states
which were least affected were least motivated to attain an EU joint responsitileme

(Schramm, 2019, p. 2Unlike the strong EB in the case of the Euro crisis, there was no

supranational institution with enough authority to manage the refugee(8gsisamm, 2019,
p. 2)

SovereigrAburden redistribution schemes in times of crisis have carried challenges and
setbacks at EU and state levels. The Dublin System, the Common European Asylum System,

and other systems regulating the flow of refugees have proved to fistribute the burden

among EU member states correctly. The philosophy stating that a refugee stays in and is the
responsibility of the s t{Motaga & ®Rdpopbri, 2084tp. &Nt r y p
burden on member states which are at the EU geographic forefront with areas of conflict
(Moraga & Rapoport, 2014, p. 639ther than the political and social co¢kdoraga &

Rapoport, 2014p. 650)which are difficult to quantify, hosting refugees and asylum seekers
carry wi t h receptisn, acanrmnhodatioh, mdminidtrative procedures, deportation,

i ntegrati on mgMosagar&erapopor2dld, p.646) o n O

The EU faced two major crises. The Euro crisis touched on the redistribution of financial
benefits and burden&uropeanCommission, EU Expenditure and Revenue , 2880)the

Schengen crisis touched on the redistribution of sovereign benefits and burdens. The outcomes
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of these crises on redistribution have driven member states to question their membership in the
EU. Since the sovereign benefits and burden are adiadienges thatace the EU in times of

crisis, this chapter will not coverdue to the inability to access relevant d#ttavill only look

at the established systematic redistribution scheme. However, compagings of

redistribution schemes in time§rest and times of crisis is an interesting research area.

IV. METHODOLOGY: EVALUATING EU SCHEMES OF
REDISTRIBUTION

A detrimental scheme of redistribution is a scheme after which burdens outweigh benefits, and
investments outweigh returns. This section details the quantification method.

Along with the advancing of integration, the EU has established several inssifuti@mnters,

and policies, to best guarantee a fair and equitable distribution of shared resources. However,
it is essential to distinguish between fair and equitable redistribution evaluated collectively by
comparing EU member states among each othey bemeficial v/s detrimental redistribution
evaluated unilaterally at a domestic level for every member state separately. The latter is the

subject of this chapter.

Redistribution distinguishes between direct benefits and indirect benefits. The diefdtiben

the share that an EU member state invests in the EU budget (investment). The indirect benefit
is the return a member state gets from its membership through informal channels or institutions.
Previous research has been done aiming at quantifyindpehefits of EU membership.
However, no study has covered £8, nor the timdérame that this research project looks at.
Therefore, there is a limitation in trying to quantify the benefits of EU membership.

This chapter has tried to compensate for thigtdition by looking at therade numbers of EU

states within the EU. To quantify and understand redistribution, the below calculations were
effectuated. First, we identified the two relevant indicators (Ix) from the EU budget sheet.

I1: Total Expenditue of the EU to the Member StateEuro, here | abeled as dnF
determines the direct benefits of EU member states from the EU budget

12: Total Revenue of the EU from the Member Stakeuro, here | abeled Al nve

determines the diretturden an EU member state carries in terms of EU budget
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Those indicators were employed to calculieect Redistribution. In this case, the higher the
Direct Redistribution, the higher the burden and the lower the benefit, the lower is the Direct

Redistribution the lower the burden and the higher the benefit

Total Revenue from the Member State to the EU (Investment)
Direct Redistribution= -
Total Expenditure of the EU to the Member State (Return)

However, the EU budget is not a fair mirror or redistribution in the EU. Some states benefit
indirectly from access to the single market, especially if they are ebgolocbuntries. For that
matter, and to achieve reliablesults, we calculated the béitethat EU states get from trade.
Labeling it as Indirect Redistribution, we substrackegborts with the EUin Euro, from
importsin Euro (EU, 2021) It is usually common to calculate trade balance by subtracting
imports from exports. However given that the aggregate index we are constructing is
ascending (the higher the index, the higher the likelihood for a state exit), and to remain
consistent with other indicators, we wanted indirect redistribution to be higher if thassta
benefiting less. If indirect redistribution is negative, it means that the state has a high number
of exports and does benefit indirectly from the EU. However, if it is positive, it means that
imports are higher than exports and the country doeberafit as much from trade and the

single market of the EU.

Open Marketmports
Indirect Redistribution= -
Open MarkeExports

After calculating Direct Redistribution and Indirect Redistribution, we summed both values to
obtain NetRedistribution, a more reliable value of how much EU states benefit or not from the

EU. Net Redistribution was then divided by the GDP per Capita.

Direct Redistribution

Net Redistribution= +
Indirect Redistribution

Net Redistribution thusepresergbudget shares weighed by trade numbers.
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V. DISCUSSION

An EU member state perceives a Detrimental Redistribution of Benefits and Burdens DRBB
when its benefits are less than its burdens, or when its return on investment is less than its
investmen Conversely, an EU member state perceives a Beneficial Redistribution of Benefits
and Burdens BRBB when its benefits are higher than its burdens. fiadohelsFigure ®elow

visualize the results of the outcomes of redistribution schemes.

One can notice that EU states are generally subject to an equitable redistribution as compared
to one another. However, Germany and the Netherlands seem to be the ones that benefit the
most as compared to other states, whereas, France, the UK, and Raraahia ones that

benefit the least. However, when looking at the EU states on a case by case basis, the results
highlight that over a decade, the EU redistribution scheme targeting EU member states is
characterized by inconsistency, making the EU budgetgise factor rather than a factor for
sustainability and compensation of-baeicks whenever those happen. The problem lies in the
absence of a benchmark representing a beneficial redistribution and one representing a
detrimental redistribution. Prewis research has considered that the closer an EU member state

is to the EU average, the fairer the redistribution, and the farther an EU member state is from
the EU average, the less fair is the redistributiattila, 2006, p21). However, when looking

at each state and considering that decisions regarding EU membership acergéats,
meaning that EU member states assess their situation unilaterally, and not in comparison to
other states, one can conclude that tedigtion in the EU is a critical factor that could be

generating exit drives among EU states
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It is important to mention that countries like Germany seem to pay much more than they receive
from the EU in terms of direct redistribution. However, it does so because it benefits not from
the EU directly, but rather from the access to the Europpen market; a benefit worth
compensating for and securjriy contributing to the EU budget.

This chapter 6s amiional cantegt,unmmber statessassesa whether the
decisions taken at the intergovernmental level, which determines their ogtunrestment

into the EU, are proving detrimental compared to their investments. The more the state
experiences a detrimental redistribution of benefits and burdens, the higher the likelihood for
a state to exit the EUThe following chapters discuss ethfactors thatnfluence a state
decision to exit the EU.
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l. INTRODUCTION

A core objective of EU integration is to assist countries in achieving a benchmark performance
(Farkas, 2013, p. 1) Therefore, reducing the gap between wealthy andweaithy states
(Mattila,2006,p.3dand overcoming differences among t he
strategy for sustaining the poliflammarino, RodriguePose, & Storper, 2019, p. 27a)d is

a primary aim behind the integrati procesqGrabner, Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schitz,
Structural Change In Times Of Increasing Openness: Assessing Path Dependency In European
Economic Integration., 2018, p..2As conjunction and growth can existnsilitaneously

(Farole, RodriguePose, & Storper, Cohesion Policy in the European Union: Growth,
Geography, Institutions, 2011, p. 108@Xegration is thus supposed to result in convergence

and developmen({Borsi & Metiu, 2015, p. 658)

The EU aimed at providing all EU member states with equal development opportunities
(Dunnzlaff, Neumann, & Niehues, 2011, p. 1B§)establishing various funds and assistance
institutions. AThe 1992 Maastricht Treaty s
before entering t he (Horsir&dete, 015, pldBEurthermoe, Uni o n ¢
the European Pillar of Social Rights of 2015 is an explicit attempt of the EU to encourage
social homogeneity among EU member st@tessan & Corti, 2019, p. 977)

Unfortunately, efforts at guaranteeing homogeneitpiag member states have been hindered

in the EU (Carbone, Mission Impossible: the European Union and Policy Coherence for
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Development, 2008, p. 323)he integration process has embedded divergence forces despite
the efbrts to erase discrepancies among member qfaéesle, RodriguePose, & Storper,
Cohesion Policy in the European Union: Growth, Geography, Institutions, 2011, p. 1095)

The more an EU member state is dispersed from other EU member states, the higher is the
likelihood for that state to exit the EU.

About state performance and based on the scores of the Legatum Prosperity lndeiine
Dispersioras thefixed distance between an EU member staterg and the EU meafmean
of the scores of EA28).

The chaptetackles the topic of dispersion. It highlights how dispersion triggers disintegration
dynamics. It then details the adopted methodology for measuring dispersion among member
states, clarifies how it is analyzed in function of the tenure of the state emmlaemof the EU

and, discusses the results.

Il DISPERSION AS AN ENDOGENOUS ASPECT OF THE EU

EU membership modifies the objectives of states, their choices, and their arrangements with
other member states, but it does not deter conflictmtefests between thegbattich &
Inderberg, 2018, p. 10Pn the one handjventhe varying levels of performance of respective
economies andhe ability to acquire technological capacitiest all member states have
comparable capabilities to react similarly to the new dynamics brought with the membership
in a supranational bod{Gréabner, Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schiitz, Structural Change In
Times Of Increasing Openness: Assessing Ha#pendency In European Economic
Integration., 2018, p. 1)On the other handpunds of enlargement, which unified states that
were initially performing differentl{Dunnzlaff, Neumann, & Niehues, 2011, p. 1283ve

also impacted the way resources are shared in the EU and have intensified esgevenn

Achieving homogeneity and evenness has been a challenge for the EU. Attaining growth has
also been difficult. Integration is a form etolution, yet, it has caused the discrepancy of
development paths among member stai@sédbner, Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schiitz,
Structural Change In Times Of Increasing Openness: Assessing Path Dependency In European
Economic Integration., 2018, p..W¥ith integration moving forward, dispersion hasreased

in pace and strength and created overlapping lines of co(flctera, The Stein Rokkan
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Lecture 2016 Mission Impossible? Reconciling economic and Social Europe after the euro
crisis and Brexit, 2017, p. 4Discarepancies in opportunities are still present among member
states despite efforts to achieve equality of opportui@grbone, Mission Impossible: the
European Union and Policy Coherence for Development, 2008, p.Wr2#)en development

is a rooted geopolitical aspect of European integrteler, Jordan, & Morton, 2019, p.

806) Consequently, instead of deterring divergence and heterogeneity among member states
(Becker, 2017, p. 840)ntegration has dissolved protection instruments without generating
compensation instrumen{Becker, 2017, p. 8443gnd intensified divisions among member
states to the detrimentofh e A p e r i prheeefore, lamapEaterd weakness of the EMU
thatunderliesthe euro crisis, is that it disregarded the economic and political discrepancies of
the various national factior{Bieler, Jordan, & Morton, 2I®, p. 805) It treats member states

as parts of a larger entity without weighing on their distinction as different fagiosler,
Jordan, & Morton, 2019, p. 806)Ynevenness has thus hindered the capability of the EU to
resolve the crisi§Bieler, Jordan, & Morton, 2019, p. 817)

Furthermore, differences among EU states do not only lie at the development level but also at
the respective solution for overcoming the crisis. In the Netherlands, for example, fiscal
discounts lead to economic recapture. However, in Italy, the same solution did not achieve the
same result. On the contrary, cestting had to be replaced with moneyeictjon, an opposing
solution to the alternative that the EU proposed to adopt. Consequently, skepticism towards

the EU rose even among the conventional supporters of th{g&temans, 2019, p. 16)

HeterogeneityintheEUths mat er i al i zed through Acl ub cony
that states with similar economic models tend to share common patterns of development and
thus create convergence clu@orsi & Metiu, 2015, p. 658) Additionally, the starting

devel opment | evel, along with other fistructu
preferences, a n d (Bas & Metiy 2085np. 66@)aontributei teetlse aclub
segregaobn. Therefore, the conjunction is only possible among areas that originally enjoy
similar structural featureg¢Farole, RodriguePose, & Storper, Cohesion Policy in the
European Union: Growth, Geographgstitutions, 2011, p. 1091Although clubs do form,

however, divergence is still the prevailing trend among all qMiagousek, Rughoo, Sarantis,

& Assaf, 2015, p. 212)Accordingly, the primary segregation of Bwmber states is done in

four clusters(Grabner, Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schiitz, Structural Change In Times Of
Increasing Openness: Assessing Path Dependency In European Economic Integration., 2018,

p. 4) based orfour developmental pathway&rabner, Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schitz,
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Structural Change In Times Of Increasing Openness: Assessing Path Dependency In European
Economic Integration., 2018, p..3owever, othegrouping options were also identified and

adopted.

2.1. Economic Division: Export-led and Debtdriven

EU member states can be divided into two main categories; drgoahd debtdriven. This
categorization dates from before EU integration started, but issvewstrengthened by the
European Monetary UnigiBieler, Jordan, & Morton, 2019, p. 81Ttegration has intensified
instead of minimized difference@rabner, Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schitz, Structural
Change In Times Of Increasing Openness: Assessing Path Dependency In European Economic
Integration., 2018, p.4) and <cr eat dck dei telcern btnge)es oeratio n B dhe e ¢
(Gréabner, Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schitz, Structural Change In Times Of Increasing
Openness: Assessing Path Dependency In European Economic Integration., 2018, p. 4)
Di fferences @ dinajualdy, & decreask ef aggregate demandpnica
competitiveness, financial deregulation, in addition to institutional factors such as the absence
of an adequate political and fiscal governance structure and the lack of directed industrial
polici e (&mbner, Heimberger, Kapeller, & Schiitz, Structural Change In Times Of Increasing

Openness: Assessing Path Dependency In European Economic Integration., 2018, p. 4)

2.2. EconomicCultural Division: Core and Peripheral

EU states can also be divided between core states and peripheral states. The former being the
goodperforming states and the latter, the dpadforming state¢Ferrera, The Stein Rokkan
Lecture 2016 Mission Impossible? Recomglieconomic and Social Europe after the euro
crisis and Brexit, 2017, p. 67 his division among core and periphery was the first structural

materialization of disintegrative dynami@ecker, 2017, p. 845)

2.3. Monetary and Fiscal Division: Creditors and Debtors; North and
South

Member states can also be divided into two categories based on their financial and monetary
statuses within the EU. They are either Creditors or Debtors, with creditors designing policies
and debtors stressed to abide and corfipéyrera, The Stein Rokkan Lecture 2016 Mission
Impossible? Reconciling economic and Social Europe after the euro crisis and Brexit, 2017,
pp. 67). Sates were also divided between North or Nuvigst and South or Soutfast(Borsi

& Metiu, 2015, p. 657)The regional fiscal divide, mainly between northern and southern

countries, can enhance aspirations for disintegrganremans, 2019, p. 1)
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2.4. Tenure as the EU Member States

EU member states are also divided along with their respective tenure as EU member states.
Old or New member states are identified, and their tenure of membership has been studied as
an intervening variabl@Borsi & Metiu, 2015 p. 657)(Tosun, 2014, p. 383)

[ll.  DISPERSION AND THE CONSEQUENT DISINTEGRATIVE
DYNAMICS

The European Union is laeterogenous polity formed of different stafetale & Koenig
Archibugi, 2016, p. 236)It is assumed thatigintegrative dynamics are partially the result of

di fferences and A ma(Schele& Eppler, 28014; p. 18ndng hmeanbec e s
states. The divergend¢ms touched various aspects of statehood and generated disintegrative

subtleties.

A study of previously dissolved monetary and economic unions (ex: the Latin Monetary Union,
the Scandinavian Monetary Union, the Audttongarian Economic Union, the
Czechoslovakian Economic Union, the Soviet Economic Union, and the Yugoslav Economic
Union) proved that all dissolutions had common causes. The causes were; lack of economic
homogeneity increased and deviating inflation degrees, theospill effect of banking
problems from one member state to the other, the absence of political consgopdd su
political decision making in times of crisesJ o vanovi | ,. SuBsequently, the lack3 6 1)
of fiscal union could lead to disintegrative dynan{i€¢evacs, 2018, p. 31)

Europea Integration is said to be hindered by cultural divergences amongst old member states
and new member staté8kaliyski, 2019, p. 389)Divergence touch on various economic,
political, social, and structural aspecBifferences among EU member states is not limited to
economic divergence, but also touches social and political scopésaano their instability
(lammarino, RodriguePose, & Storper, 2019, p. 27Hther than ecomuic inequalities, the

EU lacks capabilities to address insecurities among member states which emanates from the
competition and the conflict of interests. A commitment to social and economic justice is
necessary to prevent disintegrati@@oom, 2019, p. 10)

Therefore, the heterogeneity and dispersion caused by thepacdtd integration process lead

to disintegrative dynamics among EU member states and along with all aspects of statehood

and society.
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IV. METHODOLOGY: ASSESSMENT OF DISPERSION AMONG
EU MEMBER STATES

Dispersion is a member statentered assessment of its integrated performance compared to
the performance of other EU member staltels. the distance of that state from the EU mean.
Whether tle state is performing better or worse than the EU as a whole, it is irrelevant for this
indicator. Dispersion is an ascending score calculated based on the values of the Legatum
Prosperity Index previously used in chapter 1 of this b®b& higher the dgersion, the higher

is the score, and the lower the dispersion, the lower is the score. Dispersion is calculated by
subtracting the LPI score of the state of a specific year from the mean of the LPI score of the
EU of that year:

Dispersion = LPI EU Mean LPI EUMS

After calculating the dispersion, the positive values are kept as is, and the negative values are

multiplied by ¢1) since a distance in this case can not be negative.

However, dispersion alone is misguiding. Recent joiners are supposedly dispersed and are in
the process of adapting and developing to reach the performance of old EU states, although
this dispersion should not be extreme given the reforms' prerequistersns of economic,
social, and political issues. For that matter, dispersion is weighed by tenure. The tenure of an
EU member state is calculated by subtracting the year of entry to tHEuwbtpeanUnion,

2021)from the year of the research time frame that is being analyzed.
Tenure = Year Being AnalysédYear of Entry
Then, to calculate dispersiger tenurewe simply multiplied dispersion by tenure.

Dispersion per Tenure= Dispersion* Tenure
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V. Discussion

Dispersion by Tenure
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Dispersion by Tenure
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Figure 9: Dispersion/Tenure (2068020)

An EU member state becomes skeptical towards its membership in the EU whenever it assesses
its performance as compared to other states and concludes that it is either performing far better
than others or far worse than others, all while taking into acdtsute@nure, which is the time

that state has had to adapt to EU standards and laws. Meaning, a new member state is supposed
to be dispersed because it has not had enough time to adapt to the new environment. Yet, this
state still expects a degree of horaogity among its peer member states, especially that all
states are subject to the Copenhagen Criteria, preconditions to joining the EU. However, a
dispersion of an old state means that it is an outlier and whether it performs far better or far
worse tharothers, the membership benefits become questionable. The graphs below visualize
the dispersion within the EU.

Based ora visual reading of thgraphs below, it is concluded thtae dispersion in the EU is
divided into two periods: frord008 to 2014 and from 2015 to 2020.
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In the first period, we notice three main clusters of states

Cluster 1: Denmark, Germany, Luxemburg, and the Netherlands are a sustained cluster
of states thaperform better than others and are the most dispersed in the function of
their tenure over the complete time frame, from 2008 to 2020. An exception is
identified for Luxemburg in 2014 where it took a step forward towards the EU mean,
however, the year afteit retook its position among the cluster of states. Well
performers and most dispersed are states that have a high likelihood of exiting the EU.
Cluster 2:Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Sweden, and the
UK form a consistentluster above the EU mean

Cluster 3: Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Spain form a

consistent cluster that has been performing below the EU.mean

In the second period, the three clusters of states become five:

Cluster 1: Denmark, Germany, Luxemburg, and the Netherlands still performing above
the EU mean.

Cluster 2: Austria, Belgium, Finland, France form a second cluster that still performs
above the B mean.

Cluster 3: Greece, Ireland, Italy, Sweden, and the UK form a cluster that performs
above the EU mean

Cluster 4: Bulgaria, Cyprus, Hungary, Portugal, Romania, form a cluster which
performance is approximately equal to the EU mean

Cluster 5: Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland,
Slovakia, Slovenia, and Spain form a consistent cluster that has been performing below

the EU mean.

It is of relevance to mention that the clustering above is based/sualreading of the scatter

plot and not based on a cluster analysis because in thisveadeave a single variable.

Additionally, thenumber or combination of the clustei®es not affect the final index. Rather,

the value of the Dispersion/Tenure is whaedily impacts the final exit index.

It might be argued that the catap effect of economic growth and the time needed for new

joiners to catch up on good performexgre not considered in this chapter. However,

dispersion in this chapter is not only edted based on economic indicators, but rather based

on the 294 indicators of the LPI that cover economic, social, political, and institutional

indicators. This means that the bad performance on indicators that are not economic and that
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relatetocritich I ssues such as security, terroerisme
up effecto. When this factor adds up to the
book), it can be argued that the likelihood of a member state exit is high.

Onanother note, it is of relevance to clarify that dispersion here does not only account for the
bad performance of a state in comparison to other states but rather accounts for a gap of
performance, be it better or worse. In the case of a state thafasnieg much better than

other states, and sees a benefit in being outside of the union since they do perform better than
other members then the catigh effect would also not be valid.

Thi s chapt er dgsshemoeeitha staterisglispersed from other EU member states,
the higher is the likelihood for that state to exit the. Bbe following chapters will discuss
additional factors, which, in their aggregation, increase the likelihood for a member state to
exit the EU.
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CHAPTER IV:
AGGREGATE MATERIAL INDEX

Aggregate Material Index is the index that compounds the indices on performance,
redistribution, and dispersion. It aggregatesrtteonal assessment of an EU member state
towards its membership in the EU. This chapter argues that the higher the Aghtatgaial

Loss of an EU member state, the more likely it is for it to exit the EU.

Aggregate Material Loss is an ascending score. To generate the aggregate index, the three
factors that were assessed in the previous chapters were normalized and then aggregated. Using

thePrincipal Compone#tnalysis function in R, the Aggregate Material Index was computed.

Additionally, in the coolusion of the book and for methodology compan matters, the nine
factors (among which are included the three factors that cdestita Aggregate Material

Index) were addedp, and also were averaged.

The Aggr@ate Material Index proves that EU member states have, in the last decade,
experiencediosses rather than benefits. An interesting observation is for the UK. The peak of
the Aggregate Material Loss Index is in 2016, the last round of published data before the UK
invoked Article 50 in 2017. This is a confirmation that Aggregate Materialdsode impact

thedecisions of member states to exit the EU.

This chapterassesses wheth&U membership is detrimental or beneficiblevertheless,
Aggregate Material Lossisongne of sever al factors that
regarding exiting from or remaining in the EThe following chapters discuss the next stages.
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CHAPTER V:
DEPTH OF INTEGRATION IN THE EU
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l. INTRODUCTION

St at es have hi storically perceived me mb er ¢
(supranational, regional, i ntergovernment al €
for the various benefits, they offer; however they are still prone to dissahes gé&neral
mapping of states withdrawals from | O06s has
cost invested bytates in adjusting to the new environmentsjostc e s si on t o | OO0 s
number of withdrawals is not minimé@Borzyskowski & Vabulas, 2019, p. 340)he focus

area of this chapter is on membership in the European Union, mainly, the extent to which a
state is integrated into the EU by focusing on its integration in areas osstaeignty, its

trade ties with other EU members, and the stock of people it has in other EU member states.
Since the latter two have been discussed and considered as obvious goals of EU integration
(access to the free market and the free movementagig)e this chapter will discuss the

former, integration in areas of state sovereignty, since this aspect of EU integration has caused
some controversies among member states and considered to be a threat.

First, a sovereign state is a legitimate authdhst has the power to govern its territory, its

people, and its resources to best guarantee national security, assure equality among its citizens
and achieve prosperity.

Second, areas of state sovereignty are issues that are highly relatable to temestate and

include Acoercive force, p u (ienscbel & Jaamtanfuchs,, a n d
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2016, p. 42) They thus touch ofhigh politic® affairs such as monetary, fiscal, territorial,

security, defense and f oreign affairs. A state IS SO0OVEe
coin money, rai se taxes, I s(Ganscheldeldchtenfudhanp | e me
2016, p. 43)within a weltdelimited territory. he exi st ence of the fnAsta
ability to control those sets of powers. When the control is not present, the state is no longer
existing (Genschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2016, p..43)

Third, integration in areas state sovereignty is the voluntary or the involuntary choice of EU
member states to pool their authority in areas of core state powers, which are proper to the
nationstate, and place them at the EU level. These areas, as mentioned above, inclside issue

of monetary, fiscal, security, defense, and foreign aff@enschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2016, p.

42).

Although the recent crises have made of EU integration has become a controversial issue that
created aspiration for withdrawals even at the social level, however, the actual execution of the
withdrawal might have a detrimental impact on a sf@stinger, 2019, p. 4Jt carries with

it a high cost in light of the governing interdependencies reached following the long process

of integration(Schimmelfennig, 2020, p. 24)

The argument is thenore integrated an EU member state is integrated into areas of state
sovereignty, the higher its revenue from trading with the EU, and the higher the number of
citizens residing in other EU states, thigher is the cost of exiting, and the lower is the
likelihood for it to exit the EU. Therefore, rational calculations of possible disintegration costs
are based on its degree of integration and are quite determining whether a member state can

practically handle the costs of exiting or not.

Thischapter overviews the debate on EU member state integration and outlines the major areas
that the integration process touched on. It then discusses the major crises that the EU faced,
highlights how the crises generated disintegrative dynamics. Latetaitscthe methodology
adopted to quantify the cost of exiting the EU. Lastly, it discusses the findings.

Il EU INTEGRATION

The broadening, widening, and deepening of the EU triggered questions around EU
membership and contributed to an institutional salasnong member statéSchimmelfennig

& Winzen, Grand theories, differentiated integration, 2019, p. 11I4& expansion of the
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EU6s authority is mat er i-rmakingzcenters myareas bfegtats hi f t
sovereignty from national to supranatiof@enschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2016, p..4&) the

outset, the expansion of the EU mandate was not paired with the improvement of the
capabilities needed to meet the new responsibilities. The EU still lacks formal police or army
body proper to it. The EU has a limited number of administrative peet@md is unable to

increase its budget by issuing taxes and d@gbé&nschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2016, pp-48.

However, when taking a closer look at how the expansion of EU authority translated at the
level of institutons, the EU createdew bodies to channel its mandate better. It has also
increased the number of personnel that runs and constitute its b@keschel &
Jachtenfuchs, 2016, pp.-4%). Below is a norexclusive listof the main areas that integration

affected.

The economic and monetary union EMU; 1988rked the first serious attempt at establishing

the Economic and Monetary Union, an umbrella project based on a core pillar: the introduction
of the common currencyhe Euro, in 1999Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), 202@)

state needs to meet a set of biding economic and legal prerequisites before it can join the EMU
(Which countries use the Euro?, 2020)

The Schengen Agreemeiiti s fian agreement between some E
neighboring norfMember States to gradually remove controls at their common borders and
introduce freedom of movement for all nationals of the signatory Member StatesEbther
Member States drhi r d c qSchemngeni &greéement, 2020)Originally an
intergovernmental initiative among seven states, the agreement is now part of the set of rules

under which the EU operatéSchengen Agreement, 2020)

The Area of Freedom, Security, and Justice ARGBecame valid after the signing of the

Lisbon Treaty on December 1st, 2009.
Al't was created to ensure the free movem
protection to citizens. It covers policy areas that range from the management of the
European Unionds ext e-operation irbawvil @néd crisminat o | ud
matte's and police cepperation. It also includes asylum and immigration policies and
the fight against crime (terrorism, organised crime, cybercrime, sexual exploitation of
children, trafficking 1 n hunjustceldreedamg s , i
and security, 2020)
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The EU Charter of Fundamental Rights EUCHRSs a legally binding charter that became
effective after the signing of the Lisbon Treaty on December 1st, 2009.
AThe European Charter of Fundamental Rigliitsompasses the ideals underpinning
the EU: the universal values of human dignity, freedom, equality and solidarity, which
have created an area of freedom, security and justice for people based on the principles
of democr acy a (Edropeam Ehanteudf Fundanfientdl Rights, 2020)

Common Security and Defence Poli€gDP, Framed by the Treaty of the EU TEU, signatory
member states are committed to the continuous developmentCaimmon Security and
Defence PolicyCSDP to meet the security, defenand foreign affairs needs resulting from
the changing global environmef@ommon security and defence policy, 20Z@articipation

in the CSDP is not legally binding. An EU member state can still keep its denisiking
power over its Defence and Security Policy. The decision regarding the develagrtisnt
CSDP is taken unanimous{iKi EU future relationship: defence and securityoperation,
2020)
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Table 6: EU-28 Optins and Opbuts in Areas of State Sovereignty (2a80)

From 2008 to 2020, no changes apt-ins/optouts took place for member states except for

Croatia as a late joiner and the UK as the withdrawing state. For empirical analysis purposes

and a better understanding of the path that leads to Brexit, the UK remains among the units of

examinatio. Table 6 below overviews EU member state integration in areas of state

sovereignty.

Trade and Peopldéi T h e

singl e

mar ket ,

someti mes

al so

cornerstones of the European Union (EU). It refers to the fmegement of people, goods,

services and capital within the EU, the-called ‘four freedoms' laid down in the Treaty of

Rome. This has been achieved by eliminating barriers and simplifying existing rules so that

everyone in the EU can profitfromadirect cess t o

1 The table includes the UK although in 2020 it had completely withdrawn from the EU
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Therefore, IntreEU Trade, which refers to the openness of a state is a primary indicator of its
integration in the EUEuropeanCommission, 2021Additionally, the Free Movement of
People,a principle of the TFEU, is also an indicator of integrations since it provides EU
nationals with the right to work, reside, and gain access to social benefits in other EU states

(EuropeanCommission, Employment, Social Affairs Bradusion, 2021)

[ll.  CRISES POSTINTEGRATION AND CONSEQUENT
DISINTEGRATIVE DYNAMICS

The expansion of the EUOG6s authority in area:¢
challenges ankbad to the shattering of administrations, territory, and political authority of the
EU (Genschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2016 4R). The EU witnessethree phenomena.

On the one handhe propagation of its institutions; the more the EU deepens its mandate, the
more it creates new institutions and the more its decisiaking and exercise of power is
segregatedGenschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2016, p..4IMose new institutions operate according

to either EU law or international laiGenschel & Jachtenfuchs, 2016, pp-48j.

On the other handhe segregation of its political agenda; the involvemetih@EU in areas

of national sovereignty intensifietthie politicization of EU affairs where Eurosceptics built
upon national feelings of selfientification and opposed the inveiment of the EU in areas
they believe are strictly the responsibility of the national authority. The political segregation
thus translated into a sharper division between opponents and EU prop@wmashel &
Jachtenfuchs,@.6, p. 50)

Scholars argue that irrespective of the acquired authority and capabilities, the EU does not have
direct interference in state sovereignty. Instead, it uses its authority to regulate the common
space among member states in areas of national sovereigrygoeth of the mandate
expansion is to coordinate decisioraking centers rather than centralize thi@enschel &
Jachtenfuchs, 2016, p. 48t first, further integration in areas of state sovereignty proved to

be a confimation that the extent to which the policy field is related to state sovereignty does
not constr ailRosagand, 2000Most meimkets moved on with the integration
trajectory. Nevertheless, some decided teayitfrom the early stage$he choice of a state

to either transmit powers in areas of national sovereignty or either refrain from doing so for
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identity and sovereignty consideration is labeled constitutional differentié@ietlamy &
Kréger, 2019, p. 12)

3.1. The Eurozone Crisis: Issues of Monetary & Fiscal Sovereignty

The exemplary step towards EU integration in areas of national sovereignty was the
establishment of the Eurozone. The Maastricht treaty of 1992 mandates EU member states to
introduce the Euro as their national currency. To date, nineteen EU states arersnantie
Eurozone. Although perceived as a promising project presenting significant benefits to its
members, however, Eurozone skeptics economics experts think that regardless of its adoption
by nineteen member states, the Eurozoneianmot 6 opriemal écand t hey nev
sustainabilityBorzel & Risse, 2018, p. 98)

The Eurozone faced a shaking crisis between 2010 and 2015. In the wake of the crisis, the
political elite in Europe has admitted the seriousmédghe challenges facing the Eurozone

and, paired a failure to overcome the crisis with an existential threat to the European polity
(Laffan, 2019, p. 4)New institutions were established, such as the Permanent European
Emergency Fund and the European Stability
designed the Fiscal Compact and the ESM by issuing intergovernmental decrees in particular
legal processes thaesulted in the undermining of possible domestic disagreement and
obstructionBorzel & Risse, 2018, p. 90The EU has also gained the authority to issue bonds
and offer support to lowperforming economies. The EU hasd¢lguaranteed itself a direct say

and decisiormaking power in member states on national bud{feesrera, 2017, p. 6)
Additionally, the EU put legal frameworks in place which mandated further involvement of
the EU, andtie empowerment of its institutions, in financial matters of member $Biiezel

& Risse, 2018, p. 89)

The Euro crisis has thus resulted in the establishment of the Banking Union. Therefore, the
crisis led to further itegration(Borzel & Risse, 2018, p. 84Jhe response of the European
politicians to the eurozone crisis included supplementary intervention in fiscal, monetary, and
economic matters of national stat@die Euro crisis hasubsequently triggered further
solidification of the EUb8s role and institut
member states.

Despite claims that the strength of the ECB lies at the core of the further integration in
monetary and fiscabolicies among member states, however, it was EMU members who
decided to move forward with integratigBorzel & Risse, 2018, p. 93Yhe goal was to

alleviatethe costs that the collapse of the single currency would carry and to preserve what
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they consider as a core symbol of European integréidreel & Risse, 2018, p. 98These

states probably perceived thaetEU carries witlit numerous gains for the members. These
include a broader market for labor, goods and services exchange, less risk in exchange rates,
which impacts positively trade operations, monetary stability, and higher impact on the global
scale( Jovanovil, 2019, p. 364)

However, how the EU addressed the crisis did not satisfy all memberastdtee eurozone

crisis resulted in further integratipbut, without the consent of all member states.

How likely is it that a membestate will decide to withdraw? Integration in fiscal and monetary
policy carried with it various and substantial costs such as compromising on sovereignty and
paying the costs of the adoption and introduction ofanew currentyo vanovi [ , 2019,
Consequently, the collapse of the single currency holds massive setbacks on all member states,
whether they are expedriven or debdriven. It could lead weaker economies to default, and
larger exportingegconomies toecession resulting from an overvaluation of their currency and

the consequent decrease in exp(Btirzel & Risse, 2018, p. 92)eaving the common market

would costmember states possible losses, which aeetd a decrease in exports of goods and
services to the EU in Eur®liver, 2015, p. 1 Thie termination scenario rests instead on a

sort of impossibility theorem (capitalism and welfare democracy cannot be recondhed at

EU level) from which only two conclusions can follow: either deterministic doomsday or the
implausible resurrection of the pkdaastricht (or even pf8ingle European Act) conditions

of nati on a(Ferrera, 20d4,/p.€l9)gnt y o

In conclusion, due to the cost carried with the withdrawal process, member states that have

adopted the Euro are less likely to consider disintegration.

3.2. The Schengen Crisis: Issue of Security & Territorial Sovereignty

The Schengen Agreement, which veagned in 1985 and took effect in 1995, established the
Schengen Area. It abolishes borders among signatory member states allowing for the free
movement of goods, services and labour, and travelers. TweotiZU member states are
members of the Schengerea. Similarly, to the Eurozone, the Schengen area is an example
of integration in the issue of national sovereignty. By eliminating borders, it compromises
member states' territorial sovereignty and spier security, foreign affairs, and nationality.
Identities are an integral part of the Schengen project. Its territorial integration aspect coincides
with identity rivalries (Borzel & Risse, 2018, p. 99)
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As of 2011, the Schengen area and agreement faced an existisidhbeled as the refugee
crisis or migration crisisin a borderless area, concerns of security and territorial sovereignty
come to challenge the founding philosophy of the Schengen Agreement. Security in the
Schengen area has been challenged bw#we of migrants that reached Europe in 2011 and
kept increasing exponentiallyrhe refugee crisis has highlighted the precariousness of the
Schengen Area and the regulations governing asylum demands (Dublin Regulation), which
resulted in member states migarding commitments and regulations such as the Common
European Asylum System (CEAS), and acting unilatefaiyfan, 2019, p. 5)In an attempt

to contain the crisis, the EU renewed its commitment to reaching a standard policy in regards
to migration and placed the success of the agreement among member states at the core of their
commitment to solidaritfLaffan, 2019, p. 7)It also attempted to increase its authority by
mobilizing supranational bodies and other-pri@gration interest groups to lobby for the new
scope and boundari@diemann & Zaun, 2018, p. 14)he EU establishedstitutions to facilitate

the governing of the Schengen area. These include the Schengen Information System SIS. The
EU also designed treaties and institutions to help cope with the newly emerging migration
wave. These include thgublin Il Regulationin 2013 that mandates that a refugee will remain

in the first country he/she reach@opa, 2016, p. 97However, due to a lack of experience

and resources, the Dublin Regulation proved not useful and resulted in member states
overcoming its framework. Consequently, the EU allocated bodies suthea&uropean
Asylum Support Office (EASOEU Border Agency{Frontex, 2016), EU Police Cooperation
Agency (Europol), and EU Judicial Cooperatidgency (Eurojust) to support bordering EU
member states, which are exposed to the highest flux of migRopsa, 2016, p. 99)

The EU epanded its mandate in areas of territorial, security, and foreign affairs, however, did
not achieve a consensus of member states and created opposingsaauiog them. While

some welcomed the growing EU authority, others did not. Generally speaking, member state
tends to be hesitant when a question of transfer of powers to a supranational institution in areas
of state sovereignty, such as open borders, ih@magendéNiemann & Zaun, 2018, p. 14)
Analyzed from a political perspective rather than an economic one, a crisis such as the
migration issue directly target identities. Consequenthagtresulted in deep divisi®mwithin

the EU concerning responses to the migration influx. Unlike the Euro Crisis, the Schengen
Crisis led to further differentiation (disintegratiof@orzel & Risse, 2018, p. 84bespite the

costs that might incur shtd the Schengen area be abolished and border monitorng re

establishedBorzel & Risse, 2018, p. 84furthermore, based on values of solidarity and
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collective accountability, a quota of refugees and the respective hudgetssigned to each
member state. Refugee quotas have also triggered tension between member states and the EU
and resulted in nenompliance from various member states who perceived quotas and unfair

and presenting a threat to identity.

Themigration crisis has been highly politicized and triggered a response from EU politicians.
Borders are what determine territorial sovereignty. With the creation of Frontex (EU Border
and Coast Guard Agency), member states have been faced with a dilemvesntedditional
pooling of sovereignty in matters of border control, or retaining their sovereignty andnguffer

increasing pressure from illegal immigration unilaterglaffan, 2019, p. 10)

Even though at high riskhe collapse of the Schengen area holds high costs on all member
statedNiemann & Zaun, 2018,p.14) Fi rst, an economic cost; th
of trade, commuting, tourism, and (BOael&der con
Risse, 2018, p. 92he economic cost could readh5 t o U 1 8uallp, indludingdhe a n n
cost of new employees to manage bor@eopa, 2016, p. 101Additionally, a decrease in the

number of tourists will also be withess@bpa, 2016, p. 975econd, a political cost; other

than material costs, moral costs will weigh in as the abolishing of the Schengen area hits the
idea of a unified European community and the statemenivaottl target the aspirations for

a single Biropean strategy for tackling migration, a top demand of EU cit{Bsinzel & Risse,

2018, p. 92) Thereforethe cost that a country must pay if it decides to withdraw has got a
deterrent effect concerning disintegrati@mssolving a union polity is much more complicated

than establishing i(<Schramm, 2019, p. 3)Theintegration of core state powers involved
distributional struggles as well as pressure from the public, giverhigiy politicized EU

affairs have become. Therefore, EU member states aim to achieve further integration while
attempting to exclude burdesharing commitments, especially, for example, in the case of
refugee allocations. However, this combination is harachievgNiemann & Zaun, 2018, p.

13)and may thus trigger preferences toward the disintegration or status quo.

Nevertheless, disintegration is not a matter of preference. It is instead a matter of bargaining
power aml costs.Consequently, agreements achieved at the level of international, regional,
supranational, or other types of orgaation are costly and complicated to renegoij@lalter,

2018, p. 23)The cost of disintegration for the UK is much less than for other member states
(Webber, 2019, p. 210)

Ph.D.Candidate: Martine Andraos | Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reimut ZohIinh6f&edembeB, 2021



EU Member State Exit: Understangd EU Disintegration Through Aggregation 126

V. METHODOLOGY: EU MEMBER STATE WITHDRAWAL AND
COST OF EXIT FROM THE EU

The EU faced two major crises that touched explicitly on areas of state sovereignty.
Consequently, member states questioned their membership in the EU.

The probability of a withdrawal from the EU is a quantitative indicator that is determined by
thecost of a stateds exit and is measured bas:¢
Therefore, the more integrated a state is, the higher the cost, the lower is the probability for
that state to exit. Conversely, the less integrated a st#be imwer the cost, the higher is the
probability to exit.

The depth of integration (ot/opt-out) of an EU member state is assessed based on its
membership in the five institutions that govern areas of state soveretgatye(rozone;
Schengen Areaht Area of Freedom, Security, and Justice; the European Union Charter of
Fundamental Rights; the Common Security and Defence Policy), in addition to its trade

activities intraEU, and the number of citizens of that state that reside in other EU states.

4.1. Integration In Areas of State Sovereignty

To design the coding system of the depth of integration in areas of state sovereignty, we take
as a starting premise the coding method of Gastinger. In his coding scheme, he looks at what
he | abels asstimemhomost @dfjf he cost of a stat
assigns a 50% propensity of exit for the state that is not a member of the Eurozone claiming
that a 100% would imbalance the code wodld give Eurozone membership a heavier weight

than whatt has (Gastinger, 2019, p. 6)t is of relevance to highlight that in our empirical
study, we look at the status of states at the end of the year that is being studied. Therefore we
look at members or nemembers of certain institutions and not at potential members. Thus,
we assign &0 to the normembers of the Eurozone. For the members of the Eurozone, we
divide the code in half and assign 25. We do not assigaro to members of the Eurozone,
because as with the 100, it will outweigh the coding scheme and will give the Eurozone
membership an overestimated deterrent effect of EU member states exit. Exiting from the
eurozone is commonly considered as the costliest among withdrawals from EU institutions.
However, no specific study has estimated the exact cost of withdrawal frormettttion.
Therefore, the coding scheme herein is subject to limitations. For that matter, we decided not
to enlarge the difference between the Eurozone code and the code of the other institutions.

Thus,for the Schengen area, we substrated 10 from thezBoe code since exiting from the
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Eurozone is more costly than exiting from the Schengen Area, and assign 40 tmamber

of the Schengen area and divide 40 in half to assign 20 to members of the Schengen area. For
the Common Security and Defence Ppl€SDP, the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights
EUCFR, and the Area of Freedom, Security, and Justice AFSJ, which are the least costly to
withdraw from, we again subtracted 10 from the Schengen Area code and assigned 30 to non
members of those areas, and liadf of it, 15, to the members. The logic behind the coding
methodology is the following; The EU Member State Exit Index is an ascending score; ie. The
higher the score, the higher the likelihood for an exit. In this sense, being a member of an
institutionmakes it more costly to exit, and thus, less likely to exit. Therefore, lower scores are
assigned to members, and higher scores are assignedmoenuers. A higher score means,

a lower cost of exiting and thus a higher likelihood of exiting.

EU Institution Code for optins Code for opt-outs
EMU 25 50
SchA 20 40
AFSJ 15 30
EUCFR 15 30
CSDP 15 30

Table 7: Assigned Code For The Possibility Of Withdrawal In The Case Ofi©o@rr OptOuts In Respective
Institutions Of Areas Of State Sovereignty

Probability of Withdrawal Based on Integration In Probability of Withdrawal Based on Integration In
Areas of State Sovereignty Areas of State Sovereignty
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Figure 11: Probability of withdrawalper EU Member State Based on its Integration In Areas of Stat
Sovereigty (in alphabetical order (left) and ascending order (right))
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EUMS EMU | Schengen| AFSJ | EUCFR | csSDP Withdsr?;‘t’zlszrvorg Q@as of
Austria 25 20 15 15 15 90
Belgium 25 20 15 15 15 90
Estonia 25 20 15 15 15 90
Finland 25 20 15 15 15 90
France 25 20 15 15 15 90
Germany 25 20 15 15 15 90
Greece 25 20 15 15 15 90
Italy 25 20 15 15 15 90
Latvia 25 20 15 15 15 90
Lithuania 25 20 15 15 15 90
Luxembourg 25 20 15 15 15 90
Malta 25 20 15 15 15 90
Netherlands 25 20 15 15 15 90
Portugal 25 20 15 15 15 90
Slovakia 25 20 15 15 15 90
Slovenia 25 20 15 15 15 90
Spain 25 20 15 15 15 90
Cyprus 25 40 15 15 15 110
Ireland 25 40 30 15 15 125
Czech Republic 50 20 15 15 15 115
Hungary 50 20 15 15 15 115
Sweden 50 20 15 15 15 115
Poland 50 20 15 30 15 130
Denmark 50 20 30 15 30 145
Bulgaria 50 40 15 15 15 135
Croatia 50 40 15 15 15 135
Romania 50 40 15 15 15 135
United Kingdom 50 40 30 30 15 165

Table 8: Code For The Possibility Of Withdrawal Per EUMS (in alphabetical and ascending order)
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As per the results above, a cluster of 17 states have a similar degree of integration in areas of
state sovereignty and have the lowest probability of withdrawing from the EU with a score of
90. The second cluster of states has a score between 100 atitbdd %re Cyprus, Czech
Republic, Hungary, Sweden. Those states have a medium probability among others to
withdraw. Ireland, Poland, Bulgaria, Croatia, and Romania are the third cluster that scored
between 125 and 135. Lastly, Denmark and the UK havedtoeehighest with 145 and 165

respectively.

As the EUOGs authority further expanded into
wereoptedout from most institutionBurk & Leuffen, 2019, p. 1399UK and Denmark were

the two first and clear cases of differentiated integrafi®ohimmelfennig, Negotiating
differentiated disintegration in the European Union, 2019, pC6hsequently, claims that
differentiated intgration deters EU Member state Exit has been proved wrong with the UK,

the member state that secured mostayts, becoming the first withdrawal case.

However, all while being the least prone to suffer from the costs of disintegration, the UK still
facad a very complicated withdrawal process. Indeed, membership withdrawal is a complex
process that does not only touch on the relationship between the EU and the withdrawing state,
but also with third parties with whom the EU has established bilaterabredatt even affects
citizens of the withdrawing state residing in other member statésa z ows ki , 2016,
1300) That is where the mandatory need for negotiated exits Gea kg 2016, p. 1300)

and the consequent difficulty of the actual withdrawal in light of conflicting interests and
aspirations. Consequently, a withdrawal gets even more complicated the more a member state
is integrated into areas of state sovereignty.

The depth of integration shows that seventeen out of twaght member states are far from
exiting at this stage because they are deeply integrated into areas of state sovereignty. These
are Austria, Belgium, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Gréeabtg, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain. They all are integrated
into all five areas covering the issue of state sovereignty. One could argue that the countries
around which discussion of probable withwal has been on the rise, like Italy, Greece, and
Spain, have not exited because the cost that their exit will carry will be challenging to handle.
Cyprus, Ireland, Czech Republic, Hungary, Sweden, Poland, and Denmark carry a cost of

disintegration, buit is not as heavy as for the 17 states cited above. Additionally, Denmark is
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an exception to the remaining E2¥ member states because it has secured a voluntaoytopt

from most institutions. Bulgaria, Croatia, and Romania are the recent EU joiheyshdve a
similar degree of integration in areas of state sovereignty; thus, a similar cost to bear should
they decide to file for withdrawal, one that is not very high.

4.2. Intra-EU Trade

Trade with other EU member states is also another form of integration that entails a cost
whenever a state decides to withdraw from the EUtHadmatter, when quantifying the depth

of a stateds integration i (EdrastatiidireandBEXyBUl mp o r t
trade by Member State and by product group, 2824 xonsiderectelevant measures of what

a state could lose if it withdraws.

To quantify the reliance on trade, we summed Imports and Exports. Weearedsidat a state
relies on the revenue generated from exports with other EU states but also needs the products
and services it imports. In the case of an exit, both the revenue generated from exports will

decrease and the costs relating to imports naltease.

Reliance on IntreEU Trade = Imports + Exports
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Figure 12: Consolidated ELP8 Reliance on Intr&U Trade (20082020)

The findings show that Germany is by far the most beneficial state and henceforth the most
reliant on intraEU trade. It is followed by France, the Netherlands, BelgitheJK, and
Italy. Malty, Luxembourg, Slovakia, are among the least reliant andebhashbeneficial

from intraEU trade.
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To keep the scoring method of the gnbicators, we inversed the values of the Reliance on
Intra-EU Trade by multiplying it with-L) before normalizing and aggregating it with the other
subindicators.

4.3. The stock of EU states citizens residing in other EU states

A member state withdrawal from the EU means that its citizens that benefitechizdnee
movement of people within the EU and work or reside in another state will need to relocate
and handle ad hoc constraints that arise from an exit. Therefore, a third cost that a state needs
to consider before deciding to withdraw from the EU iscthet of the free movement of people

(data taken from Eurostat). Consequently, the higher the number of citizens of a state that

reside and work in other EU states, the lower is the probability for that state to exit the EU.

Looking at thenumbers of citizens of an EU state residing in another EU @at®stat,
Product Data Set: Population on 1 January by age group, sex and citizenshipw2Qiit)ce

that the country with the most people in other EU siatB®mania, followed by Poland, Italy,
Portugal, Germany, UK, and France. The country with the least people in other EU states is
Malta. One can argue that being a member of the Schengen Area contributes to facilitating the
exodus from a state to anothleowever, in the analysis herein, we do not attempt to understand
why or how peoplenove, but rather how the exchange of people affects a decision of a state
to withdraw. While looking at each state as a standalone unit, we conclude that Austria,
Denmark, ad the UK, are the states that have a decreasing number of citizens residing in other

EU states over time.

Therefore, countries with high numbers of people in other EU states have a higher political but
also economic cost to pay if a decision to exitieen.

It would have also been interesting to discuss the number of foreign EU citizens in a state.
However, at this stage, we are discussing the domestic orientation to exist of a state. The
number of foreign EU citi z enitsegotiabesitséxitatthé | ue nc
i ntergovernment al |l evel. That i s when other
because it will influence the freedom of movements of EU citizens who already reside and are

settled in that state.

Similar to Reliance on Intrd& U , we inversed the values of t !
residing in other EU states by multiplying it witll)] before normalizing and aggregating it
with the other sulindicators.

Ph.D.Candidate: Martine Andraos | Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reimut ZohIinh6f&edembeB, 2021



EU Member State Exit: Understangd EU Disintegration Through Aggregation 134

4000000

Country -
el 51T
3500000 sl Bl 2l
sl Bulgaria
Crostia
e Cyprus
3000000 sl CzeCh
e [nmiark.
e Estoniz
sl iy |20
2500000 il Frainice
el (5 EITTI ST
e Greece
el Hungary
200000 —s—lrelznd
Italy
Latvia
s | ithuznia
1500000
s | LxEMbOUTE

=]

e Netherlznds

el Pl and

1000000
e Portugal

e Fomznia

e SlovEkiE

Slovenia

500000

Spain

Sweden

United Kingdom

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 2017 2013 013 2020

Figure 13: The stock of Citizens of an Eldember state residing in another EU s{2t082020)

Ph.D.Candidate: Martine Andraos | Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reimut Zohlnh6f@&edembes, 2021



EU Member State Exit: Understangd EU Disintegration Through Aggregation

Austria

25000
250000
25000
240000
25000

Yscoco
25000
220000
215000
210000
205000

N
FELF T F S 5

Cyprus

a
&
'5’@‘9@ s~9 $~> E-& ;-3' Es‘ Es‘? s@ g P& 9'9 P’@

Finland

500000
200000
700000
600000
500000
400000
300000
200000
100000

o
)
FFFFTFF P T

Hungary

500000
450000
400000
350000
300000
250000
200000
150000
100000
50000

o
N
FEPFT P TE P

Lithuania

450000
400000
350000
300000
250000
200000
150000
100000

50000

1]
.
e

Poland

3000000 1250000
1200000

1150000

2500000
2000000
1100000
1050000

1500000

1000000
1000000
500000 950000

o 800000
ey & g
FEFF P T FFF T 83

Slovenia

o
.
FELFT T E P P

LES TP PP PP PP P

o
.
FELFF P F TP

N
FEFFF T E S TP

0
055 5

Belgium Bulgaria

1000000
900000
800000
700000
600000
500000
200000
300000
200000
100000

NP TR EEE R
e RRERERRRRALARE
Czech Denmark

122000
120000
118000
116000
114000
112000
110000
108000
108000
104000

B ey

France Germany

.
ST 0

Ireland Italy

Luxembourg Malta

8823 d2iAQR5338 T R
RRABEEEERRRBRREREEER

Portugal Romania

Spain Sweden

o
F7 FLELF T TS S0

o
&L TP TP P

o
‘P@'P@‘P.&GQFQPQP\?P [ S

135

Croatia

o
FE P 5 S

Estonia

100000
90000
20000
70000
60000
50000
40000
30000
20000
10000

o
FELFIF T F TP

Greece

o
FEFT T 5 S0

Latvia

o
.
FE L PP

Netherlands

B22480%2423853838
RRRERRRRRAREERESR
Slovakia

0
FEEFFFF PP

United Kingdom

88
88

2010
2011
foitv)
2013
014
2015
2016
017
2018
2019
020

Table 10: The stock of Citizens of an EU member state residing in another EL{Zia&2020)

Ph.D.Candidate: Martine Andraos |

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reimut Zohinh6f&edembeB, 2021



EU Member State Exit: Understangd EU Disintegration Through Aggregation 136

V. DISCUSSION

The gener al mapping of states withdshawal s
that despite the economic and political cost invested by states in adjusting to the new
environment posaccession, yet, the number of withdrawals is not min{Batzyskowski &
Vabulas, 2019, p. 340)

In a ratioral context a member state calculates the costs that a withdrawal might carry based
on itsdegree of integration. The less integrated the state is, the higher the likelihood for a state
to exit.

Figure 14 and Table 11 below show the results of the depth of integration of states in the EU.
The EU Member State Integration Index was computed after normalizing and aggregating, (as
explained in the methodology chapter of the book), the values ofdreathe integration in

areas of state sovereignty, the reliance on-Btdatrade, and the stock of people of a state
residing in other EU states. The results show that the UK, Romania, Denmark, Poland,
Bulgaria, and Croatia are the least integrateal e EU, and thus would bear a lower cost of

exit in comparison to other states, mainly Germany, Belgium, and the Netherlands who are the

most integrated and thus would bear the highest cost of exiting among other EU states.

It is important to note thahe three factors that were used to estimate the depth of integration

of a state and forecast the consequent cost it would bear if it decides to exit are not exclusive.

Other factors could be added such as Foreign Direct Investment. However, due tofimita

in time and access to data, those three factors only were used.
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GOVERNMENT NON-COMPLIANCE WITH EU LAW
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[. INTRODUCTION

Governments are run by political elites who, through their positions as deciakears within

the legal authority of a country, can manage outcomes through their de@@wycker, 2017,

p. 605) The government is the central transmission belt of national party preferences into the
EU's policymaking system(Falkner & Plattner, Populist Radical Right Parties and EU
Policies: How coherent are their claims?, 2018, pWA)en faced with public skepticism,
governments of EU member states become constrained between fulfilling their duties and
commitments to the supranational unity on the one hand and simultaneously satisfy the voters
on the other hand Jovanovi | , . Pheréf@e, comsidering §rbwing public
Euroscepticism and challenger parties, Challenger Governments CG(s) have emerged. CG(s)
promote themselves as protectors of national sovereignty from the continuous irerdhoém

the EU in domestic affairfHodson & Puetter, 2019, p. 1163Although CG(s) have not
proliferated withdrawal intentiongHodson & Puetter, 2019, p. 1163they, however,
negdively evaluate the EU and grow their skepticism towards the European polity while they
are in powefHodson & Puetter, 2019, p. 1168onsequently, their CG activism can go from

negative discourse and reach raampliance with EU law.

The argument in this chapter {icanpliardtewitmiE e r ec

law is, the higher is its likelihood to have an orientation to exit.
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A member state's decision to exit is mirrored by a government's positiardtote EU. This
chapter considers that a compliant government with EU laws prefers Integration. Instead, a
government that is necompliant with EU law prefers exiting.

Non-compliance with EU law is a government behavior based on which a member state
deddes not to comply with laws mandated by the EU to which it has previously committed.
Under Article 258 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union TFEU, the European
Commission can initiate infringement proceedings when member states farhpbdyowith

EU laws. The European Commission measures-oompliance of states by tracking the
number of infringement procedures it issues that target a member state, following its breach of
an EU law or its failure to comply.

Standardizing domestic law l&s on supranational legal frameworks is an integral part of
European Union membersh{@orcaci, 2017, 487)Consequently, the necompliance of
member states with EU laws has been considered as a manifestation of disintegrative trends
(Bevacqua, 2019, p. 963chramm, 2019, p. 3)

This chapter herein overviews the academic debate on government®mpliance with EU
law and its influence on EU integration/disintegpatilt then details the methodology adopted

to quantify norcompliance. Lastly, it discusses the findings.

[I. NON-COMPLIANCE IN TIMES OF REST

Membership in a supranational body comes with a prerequisite; the conformity to rules and
standards mandated by thatdy. The EU comes in no exceptioiember stateg€ompliance

with EU laws is a fundamental aspect of EU integration and directly impacts the proper
functioning of the EU. However, compliance with EU law has been a challenge, and non

compliance generates disintegrative dynamics.

Starting with a fixed defiiition of compliance, it isthe conformity of one actor's behavior with

a specific rule, which does not account for the complex political processes that are essential to
interactions between different actors and levels of govern@oeaci, 2017, p.492)
However,compliance is an overarching concept that embeds a political process of overlapping
dynamics (Corcaci, 2017, p.492)The process involves four phases; "transposition,
administrative implementation, practical application, and enforcem@tcag, 2017,
p.493).The second phase, implementation, is characterized by specificity per member state.

"Member state implementers remain formally independent. Implementation is not merely the
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execution of delegated tasks but involves independent decis&ng” (Heidbreder, 2017, p.

1369) Consequently, different implementation strategies are adopted by differemé¢Bber

states which manifest in varying degrees of compliance with EU laiWge final phase,
enforcement,ricludes the infringement procedures issued by the European Commission as a
means to deter necompliance and enforce EU laW@®rcaci, 2017, p.494)

Four constellations of preferences have been identified among political actors regarding EU
integration and the laws the membership mandates. First, the permissive consensus; it is
characterized by the support of the public and interest groups for EUaindeg Second, a
sectoral confrontation; it is the result of the support of the public but the opposition of interest
groups. Third, the constraining dissensus; it is the result of the opposition of the public and the
support of interest groups towardsdgration. Fourth is the general opposition; it is the result

of the resistance of both the public and interest groups towards Integi{@emschel &
Jachtenfuchs, More integration, less federation: the European integratione atate powers,

2016, p. 53)The interplay between the positions of the public and the interest groups regarding
EU membership determines the preferences of national authorities regarding integration or
disintegration. Therefore, the dynamicscofgovernance between the state and other factors

are volatile and can go from cooperation to competifimsun, Koos, & Shore, 2016, p. 3)

When the EU legal framework imposes limitations, member states seek to avoid legal
commitments in order to design a better environm@dttich & Inderberg, 2018, p. 1ahd

serve their domestic interes(Sattich & Inderberg, 2018, p..2)

Moreover, based on the power approach, the institutional capacity to implement and enforce
determines states commitment to complying with EU l@wsburgia, 2019, p. 17)and the

power it has to do s(Borzel & Sedelmeier, Larger and more law abiding? The impact of
enlargement on compliance in the European Union, 2017, p. T9efore, nostompliance

can be due to a lack ohpability of the institutions to comply wheremaller or ineffective
bureaucracies lack the resources or capability to comply, to provide the information necessary
to reduce compliance uncertainty or to-ardinate and enforce complianc@lendez &
Bachtler, 2017, p. 572)Additionally, the capabilities of institutions in terms of human
resources and experience plays a significant role in the ability of a member state to comply
(Dimitrova & Steunenberg, 2017, p. 1228)he cat egori es of states

al

|l aw observance, 0 the Aworld of domestic poldi

"In the world of law observance, abiding by EU rules is usually the domgaat in

both the administrative and the political systems. The same is only true for the
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administrative system when it comes to the world of domestic politics. There, the
process can easily be blocked or diverted during the phase of political conteshatio

the world of transposition neglect, by contrast, not even the administration acts in a
dutiful way when it comes to the implementation of EU Directives. Therefore, the
political process is typically not even started when it shouldle&kner, Hartlapp, &
Treib, 2007)

On another note, scholars argue that compliance, which includes proper implementation, is
achieved through the alignment of "politics and bureaucracy,"” which means that agreement
and cooperation amontpolicy-makers and bureaucrats" is a prerequisite for effective
compliance(Dimitrova & Steunenberg, 2017, p. 121Thus, the lack of alignment will

consequently increase the risk of rympliance.

Furthermore, nortompliance involves national political and admirative ac{bBimitrova &
Steunenberg, 2017, p. 121&EUJ member statesgre the primary decisiemakers as to EU law
enforcement and implementatifralkner, Fines against member states: An effective new tool

in EU infringement proceedings?, 2016, p..&tates, in their legitimate representation, are

the principal actors deciding on the integration status of their cesiichimmelfennig,

Brexit: Differentiated Disintegration in the European Union, 200&)llaard, 2014) Since
national governments are the primary decisimakers regarding the member state trajgctor

of integration, the integration process is rendered precarious and needing their support of EU
member states. National governments thus dec
deals with European institutions, take decisions regarding Eurggiéars, and control the
enforcement of EU policigdres, Ceka, & Kriesi, 2017, pp. 109097)

From an EU regulatory governance perspective, member states are categorized according to
their legal pledge t&U policies; "Full commitment, partial commitment (largely committed

with exceptions of few optuts ), punctual commitment (largely opted out with few exceptions

of commitment), and no commitmer{t'avenex, Krizic, & Euidea, 29, p. 6) The extent of
commitment can be described as either "harmonization" of laws, which is the substitution of
national laws by those of the EU; or "approximation™ of laws, which is the rapprochement of
nati onal l aw t wo E Uaws, which is the shaiireg wfanfoenateors and o f
practices for awareness and inspiration purposes without amending nationéldseisex,

Krizic, & Euidea, 2019, p. 6)
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From there, the national strategy and power of thie sta impact its orientation towards
integration/disintegration in the E{($chimmelfennig, Brexit: Differentiated Disintegration in

the European Union, 2018, p. 11558U member states are categorized into three differen
groups based on their own domestic flair, EU member seeking further integration, those
seeking stagnation, those seeking differentiated disintegré8chimmelfennig, Brexit:
Differentiated Disintegration in the Europeannith, 2018, p. 1158) Therefore, the
commitmentcompliance gap is due to growing opposition to EU integration among European
nationals(Bérzel T. A., From EU Governance of Crisis to Crisis of EU: Reguldtaiiure,
Redistributive Conflict, and Euroskeptic Publics, 2016, pf).5This gap is a fundamental
cause behind the EU's governance impotéBoezel T. A., From EU Governance of Crisis to
Crisis of EU: Regulatory Faife, Redistributive Conflict, and Euroskeptic Publics, 2016, pp.
5-6).

Thus, one can conclude that the Eastern Enlargement happened not after full consent but after
"imposed consent,” which created dissatisfaction among various EU member Nates.
compliance could also be due to the absence of conditionality at the time of as@@dszeh

& Sedelmeier, Larger and more law abiding? The impact of enlargement on compliance in the
European Union, 2017, p. 210)

Lastly, from a legitimacy approach, one could also assign it to the simple lack of legitimacy of
the EU among member states, which leads to a lack of willingness to c@Ripkel &
Sedelmeier, Larger and more law abiding? The ohpéenlargement on compliance in the
European Union, 2017, p. 199)

[ll. NON-COMPLIANCE IN TIMES OF CRISIS

EU affairs have been highly politicized at the domestic level, impacting EU legitimacy
(Schmidt, 2019, p. 31250me states have refrained from implementing decisions taken at the
EU level, which has causedegulatory shortfall in the EU.

Following the Lisbon Treaty, parliaments, who previously had limited legislative power at the
supranational level, were granted an increased authority, which has deterred perceptions that
integration leads to loss of natidrathority (Auel & Honig, 2014, p. 1184However, crisis

management at the intergovernmental level decreased the authority of parliaments by limiting
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their participation(Auel & Honig, 2A.4, p. 1184) Therefore, by creating treaties outside the
legal framework of the EU, the elite gained further authority, national parliaments roles were
undermined, and EU affairs became perceived as foreign affauet & Honig, 2014, p.
1186) Additionally, the Euro Crisis and the Migration Crisis were politicized, which
exacerbated nationalisifBorzel T. A., From EU Governance of Crisis to Crisis of EU:

Regulatory Failure, Redistribue Conflict, and Euroskeptic Publics, 2016, p. 5)

Nevertheless,as the Euro crisis unfolded, strict measures were taken within an
intergovernmental framewoiAuel & Honig, 2014, p. 1184)iving national governments a
primary role(Ares, Ceka, & Kriesi, 2017, p. 109&)ecisioamakers at the EU level were thus
able to depoliticize the euro crigBorzel & Risse, 2018, pp. 989). Conversely, during the
immigration crisisthe European Union has adopted a supranational approach to solving the
refugee crisis by creating new bodies such agth8order and Coast Guafdjency (EBCG)

to replace FRONTEX. Da to the dissatisfaction of member states following their
marginalization from crisis management, rammpliance with the EU laws became a fact, and
unilateral solutions were put in place at the state kB@izel & Risse, 2018, p. 91Attempts

at depoliticizing the refugee crisis fail@8orzel & Risse, 2018, pp. 9801)

V. EU NON-COMPLIANCE PREVENTIVE MECHANISMS

The EU recognizes the present risk of member state€ompliance with EU laws and admits

the hazard it carries to the polity's sustainability. In a press release addressing EU law
application, the European Commission EC stated that "member states complith EU

law: not yet good enough(EUCommission, European Commission Press Corner, 2016)
stressed on the importance of proper EU law enforcement, and highlighted that infringement
proceedings had witnessed an increasetduke failure of member states to apply the law
(EUCommission, 2016)

The EU categorizes cases of mmmpliance;there are"non- or late notification of the
transposition of EU directives, the legainconformity ofnational implementation measures
implementing an EU directive, the incorrect application of national implementation measures
(NIM), and the violation of treaty provisionsggulations, and decisiongBorzel & Knoll,

2012, p. 17)However,the EU seems to have limited power as to law enforcer(fealkner,

Fines against member states: An effective new tool in EU infringement proceedings?, 2016, p.

45). Therefore, preventive mechanisms were designed. An indirect deterrence lies within
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differentiated integration. Differentiated integration has been used as a response to public
skepticism, which constrains states to comply with EU law. It allows governtoemtsrcome
barriers imposed by public dissensus and move forward with the integration process
(Schramm, 2019, p. 3Pifferentiated integration is a conciliation between-gtd and EU
opponentgSvendsen & AdleNissen, 2019, p. 1422)

In terms of direct enforcement of laws, tapproaches have been adopted; "strong supervision
and weak supervision" of the European Commission in monitoring the proper compliance with
EU Laws. The decien to adopt one or the other is based on the EC's capacity to monitor
(Dimitrova & Steunenberg, 2017, p. 1215)

Additionally, to best track neonompliance in EU member states, the EC launched
investigations. Howevertates consider the EC investigations as an interference in internal
matters, which has limited the effectiveness of those investigations. Therefore, tisesEat"

of adequate resources to establish the quality of transposition and application of €U rule
(Fal kner, A causal |l oop? The Commi ssioeonds ne

compliance with EU law even after CJEU judgments, 2018, p. 774)

Nevertheless, whenever noompliance is identified, the Treaty on the EU assigns to the EC,

the responsibility to ensure law enforcement (Article 17 TEU). Therefore, it shall submit non
compliance cases before the Court of Justice of the EU CJEU (A26E8eTFEU) when

needed. The CJEU will, in turn, issue infringements proceedaikner, A causal loop? The

Commi ssionds new enf or ce mecompliaage with Blalaneven n t h e
after CJEU judgments, 2018, p70) Analyzing EU institutions, scholars have discussed the

legal procedures within the polity, arguing that the extension of the European Court of Justice

ECJ may have incited national courts and litigants to counter EU expansion and seek to
enhare the national legal institutions. They acknowledged that this might not only hinder the

EU enlargement process but might lead to the disintegration of ti{alEd, 2000, p. 490)

V. METHODOLOGY : QUANTIFYING EU MEMBER STATES NON-
COMPLIANCE

This chapter relies on infringement data to track compliance patterns among EU member states
(Imburgia, 2019, p. 17)t is a reliable measure of compliance trends given that it has been
initiated by the European Commission, an institution that considers itself as the Guardian Of
the EU rule of law{Imburgia, 2019, p. 20)
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The question of EU integration as such is not a straightforward question that is constantly on
the agenda of EU member states. Therefore, indicators quantifying the government preference
towards the EU were needed. Noompliance seemed a proper indicdiecause other than

its substantial relevance, it is also the result of coalition formation and political processes that

result in a decision either to comply or not. Although governments usually prefer the status

guo and shy away from big policy chang&shinhdfer, 2009, p. 102however, as seen in the

UK, after the conservative government presented the exit opportunity to the public, it won

again in the next elections.

Government NofCompliance is an ascending score. Government-Glampliancein this
project is equal to the Nmber of Infringement Proceedings issued by thE€
(EuropeanCommission, European Commission At Work, 202hjgh value means that the
government is a skeptic and has an-&tdi preference; however, a low value means that the

government has a pi#BU preference.

VI. DISCUSSION

Compliance with EU law has improved among all member states except for Croatia, the last
state to have joined the EU, which has an increasing trend afaropliance. Italy and Greece

have been thetates which comply the least. Estonia, Lithuania, Slovenia, Denmark, and the
Netherlands are among the states which comply the most. The UK, the only state to have

disintegrated, has also had a decreasing trend etompliance.

It can be argued that senstates are unable to comply with EU ldesause they do not have

the administrative capacitp do so.The state with the highest naompliance rate is Italyt

is possibity that Italy does not possess the administrative capacity to coidplyever ltaly

is a founding member of the EU, meaning that after almost 60 years of membership, Italy
should have acquired all needed capabilities to comply making its trend-cbnpiiance a

rather voluntary choice. Italy can be gi£b) with a taked o n 6 tattitgde.v e

Ph.D.Candidate: Martine Andraos | Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reimut ZohIinh6f&edembeB, 2021



EU Member State Exit: Understangd EU Disintegration Through Aggregation 150

Total number of infringement/year

4000

3500

3000
2500
2000
1500
1000

50
]

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

o
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Table 12.2:EU-28 Number of Infringement Proceedings Per Issue Area (2028)

This chapter has tracked the degree of compliance of EU member states. It argtiesl that
more a government is namompliant with EU law, the higher the likelihood for a statexib.
Non-compliance along with the other factors that mirror how domestic political actors perceive

the EU influences a state orientation and decision to exit or remain.
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l. INTRODUCTION

"Political parties are expressions of already formed, densely organized and socially closed
groups"(Hooghe & Marks, 2018, p. 11@yho aim to meet voters' preferendgkoghe &

Marks, 2018, p. 126)Political parties act within a party system, which is the materialization

of conflicts among social grougdooghe & Marks2018, p. 111)Therefore, policies directly
relating to EU integration are influenced by the preferences of parties and their electorates
towards the EU.

Political parties are not the sole actors engaged in political processes. Next to themtdobbyis
from the corporate world perform political advocacy, with firms spending large budgets to
lobby government institutiondewis, 2016, p. 6Fhere is a form ofo-governance between

the state and other actors (business actors, lobbyists among) etlteran interdependent
influence on one anotherdés agenda, whet her
supranational bodyTosun, Koos, & Shore, 2016, p.. &ctors in European Union member

states are no different.

The trajectory of European integration depends on the engagement of several actors, among
them political parties. Europe has witnessed the growing succeghtiving parties in the

past decade, which has also influenced the positions of mainstream parties and redirected their
agenda rightvard (Akkerman, 2012, p. 62)
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Member states have constructivists' consideration valssassing EU membership. Political
partieso preferences t owar ds t he EU I nf |l u
Euroscepticism is a governing dynamic trend of opinion at the domestic level of an EU member
state that is characterized by a6t fed i ngs and opposition towar
membership of the EU. This Euroscepticism is mainly mirrored in parties' political discourse
especially in times of campaigns. The higher the level of Political Parties Euroscepticism in a
member state, the Hgr is its likelihood to have an orientation to exit.

A Political Party is a cluster of individuals forming a structured entity that seeks to attain and
exercise political authority and directly influence political processes, through legitimate
governmeninstitutions. Political parties are an extension of the public, and their activity is
based on meeting their public's/voters preferences. Political parties' strength or weakness
comes from the people and is thus in the hands of the voters. Their inflseuamtified by

votes. The larger the share of voters supporting a party, the more influencer that party is.

A Political Integrator is a cluster of siggoups forming a nestructured movement that seeks

to indirectly influence politicalprocesses taking place within legitimate government
institutions, through channels that are external to those institutions. Political integrators are an
extension of a specific group of people. They seek to maneuver resources and invest them to
meet the rstrained groups' interests. Their strength or weakness emanates mostly from their
financial wealth, and their investment is the societies they are part of, and the states that govern
them. Their influence is quantified by the number of financial contabsto the state or other
influential political actors. The higher is the financial contribution of political integrators, the

more influenial they are and the more they can advance their agenda.

This chapter herein overviews the academic debate aticBloParties and their influence on

EU integration/disintegrationt then details the methodology adopted to analyze the trends of
those groups. Lastly, it discusses the findings. The chapter will not tackle political integrators
due to the time limitabn of the research project and the lack of data but including, in later

research, the impact of political integrators is highly relevant.
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I. POLITICAL PARTIES INFLUENCE ON EU AFFAIRS

Party Systems in Europe have witnessed enhanced volatility and growing instability, along

with a trend towards the entry of new political parties and the exit of old Ghe&ramonte &

Emanuele, 2015, p. 384h general, pardis with an antEU or Eurosceptic stance are labeled

as nationalists, righvinged, populists, radical, among others. This chapter adopts the label for
Eurosceptic Parties presented by Falkner and Plattner "Populist Radical Right Parties PRRP"
(Falkner & Plattner, Populist Radical Right Parties and EU Policies: How coherent are their
claims?, 2018)( Fal kner & Pl attner, EU Policies an

Programmatic Claims: Foreign Policyn#-discrimination and the Single Market, 2020)

2.1. Parties ldeologies

Understanding ideologies is integral for wund
ideological branch embeds a juxtaposition between radical and extreme. The former is a
reformist approach that seeks to amend the economic and politicainsystile preserving
democracy(Golder, 2016, p. 478)The latter perceives inequality as a natural feature of a
system and opposes state intervention{&older, 2016, p. 479)The secod ideological

branch embeds a juxtaposition between populism and pluralism. The former is an exclusionary
approach that benefits a specific stratum of the society based on identity (Gtéder, 2016,

p. 480) The later is an inclusionary approach that seeks to find concessions to accommodate
the various factions within a specific gro{@older, 2016, p. 479Y he third ideological branch

is nationalism, which revolves around theigglence of the state and the nat{@wolder, 2016,

p. 480) The fourth ideological branch is fascism, the least popular within European states
(Golder, 2016, p. 4819nd the most extreen

2.2. Parties Categories

Political parties in Europe are categorized into two broad categories.

On the one hand, Mainstream Political Parties MPP are those who adopt a moderate political
stance and usually occupy a large share of the political &Bgaade, Schwarzbo6zl, & Fatke,

2019, p. 1452)They have been pdkally active. A recently emerging challenge weakening

the MPPO6s is the recurrent exposure to the c
the highest exposur e, they are held respons
internally dvided (Hooghe & Marks, 2018, p. 116}and are constrained by reputational
motives(Rohrschneider & Whitefield, 2015, p. 14@pmpelling them to act within a limited

scope and preventing them from being responsive to emerging popular knestdes where
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the public is witnessing an increasing EuroskepticistiRPswould behesitant to shift their

position of support for integtion, whichmight cost them shares of the electorate

On the other hand, Challenger Political Parties CPP are those who have not yet entered the
legitimate political structure of a state. CPP(s) are characterized by extreme positions, which,
compared tmther parties, go beyond the usual ideological s¢@vande, Schwarzbozl, &

Fatke, 2019, p. 1452)The commitments to respective governments do not control these
parties. Their strength lies in the fact that they atehetd responsible for crisis and turmoil

by the public, given that they are in opposit{dtobolt & Tilley, 2016, p. 972)Those CPP,

which are positioned at the extreme right, tend to be characterized by respectival inte
solidarity, a clear expression of positions regarding controversial issues, and have rendered
important issues more saligiitooghe & Marks, 2018, p. 11IJhereforejn states where the

public is witnessing an incasing EuroskepticisnCPP(s)would beable to respond to the

p u b | trendd@nd consequently increase their stakes.

|l ndeed, the majority of PRRPO6s affFakneE& Tr os c ey
Plattner, EUPo |l i ci es and Popul i st Radi cal Ri ght P
Policy, Antidiscrimination and the Single Market, 2020, p.. E)wever, given the difficulty

of those parties to reach a unanimous decision, their impact on EU integratiome wil
incremental and limiteqHodson & Puetter, 2019, p. 1168)dditionally, the impact of parties

is constrained by EU membersh{®binger, Schmitt, & Zohlnhdfer, 2014, p. 1314)
Neverthel ess, AEurosceptic position adopted
nati onal governments and made it more di ffi
(Hobolt & Tilley, 2016, p. 985)These paréis constrain national governments and hinder their
attempts to implement policies and fulfill their commitments towards thégppler, Anders,

& Tuntschew, 2016, p. 18)

An additional category of psceleiktiincga | p od a rttiicead
(Boylan & Turkina, 2019, p. 1310yVith their agenda, these political parties seek EU support
through direct interaction with ¢hEuropean institutions outside the domestic institutions'
framework. With some exceptions which are influenced by economic and political factors
(Boylan & Turkina, 2019, p. 1310However, in general, those parties supphe EU

irrespective of the concrete results they achieve through it and its integration trgf@otday

& Turkina, 2019, p. 1327)
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2.3. Parties, Voters, and Governments

EU integration has become an increasingly salient {@ykerman, 2012, p. 59Yhe process
of political partiesd influence on the EUOGSs

mobilization, and populism.

First politicization; parties and their supporters have a-twde interaction; a demasside

which is voteffocused, and a suppkide, both needed for the proper functioning of a party

system and hence political procesg€lder, 2016, p. 482)Therefore, when the public is
Eurosceptic and demands more distancing and less integration from the EU, political parties
shall supply this preference to sustain their position as political actors. Thus, voter based

di si nt e g rpmocassoimwhitc & mefnibehseate of an international institution attempts

to unilaterally change the terms of or withdraw from an existing international institution based

on a strong popular mandate, such as a refer
promis e(Walter, 2019, p. 3)Votersbased disintegration is the politicization of the question

of a state membership in an international or supranational institution. It is also highly likely to
transcendent borders and creddenino effects from one state to another because it highlights

the costs and benefits of decisions to integrate or disintegrate in a simiikaiq@nocess

(Walter, 2019, p. 5)When a country benefits from disintegration, the likelihood that voters of

other member states see those benefits and prefer to duplicate the experience of the
withdrawing statgWalter, 2019, p. 30)Voterbased disintgration needs a prerequisite to
materialize, and that is politicization. Political parties are the major players in the politicization

of European integration. They filter the understanding of the policies taken at the EU level and

their consequent reswt the domestic levgAres, Ceka, & Kriesi, 2017, p. 111Thheii hi gh e r

or | ower trust among the Member of Parl i ame
particular configuration of political parties in each coynhamely the record of the attitudes

of particular part i gieztSotimpoulass& Tokh, 200 pl 1018) gene
Thereforethe degree of politicization of EU affairs influences public support. €xprently,

the more skeptical the political parties, the more negative is the effect of politicization on
European integratiofAres, Ceka, & Kriesi, 2017, p. 1098politicization is high when a

broader category of faa®is involved and where opinions are highly divergémes, Ceka,

& Kriesi, 2017, p. 1097)There is a distinction between politicization that is government
centered and politicization that is political parties centé¢rees, Ceka, & Kriesi, 2017, p.

1097)
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Second, mobilization; while politicization includes party but also public engagement in a
debate over an issue, mobilization involves only a party's activity regarding a specific issue.
Four indicators evaluate mobilization and are applicable tasBuegSenninger & Wagner,
2015, p. 1337)

First, how much the EU as an issue is discussed by a (@®tyinger & Wagner, 2015, p.
1337)

Second, who among party members is engagedim discussion, specifically whether
members of the European Parliament are engaged in this disc(S8sianinger & Wagner,
2015, p. 1338)For a party to choose to mobilize over EU issues depends on whether it is a
gowverning party or an opposing party to the governing auth(@yninger & Wagner, 2015,

p. 1337) It also depends on a party's ideological position and the consequent strategies it
chooses to adopt when dealing with-Etlated issue€Senninger & Wagner, 2015, p. 1337)
More precisely, an issti@ased motive is a drive for the political party to mobilize around EU
affairs out of convictions that it will acquire a larger share of the electorate and consequently
enter the governing arerf@enninger & Wagner, 2015, p. 133%onversely, a party that is
already taking part in the government will address EU affairs because its commitments
constrain it to implement EU polici€Senninger & Wagner, 2015, p. XB4Therefore, two

forms of mobilization over EU issues are identified: full mobilization wheredsues are at

the core of the electoral campaign, or partial mobilization where the party allocates a minor
share of its campaign to Etdlated issue€Senninger & Wagner, 2015, p. 133#ird, which
subissues of the EU are included in this discussion; these are the general lines of gebate

or anttEU, the EU policies, and the EU as an external g8enninger & Wagner, 2015, p.
1338) Fourth, how the discussion is framedi c ul t ur al (Senmngey & Wagher, 0
2015, p. 1338dr social.

Third, populism, although portrayed as a harrpfutnomenon, however, some scholars argue
that populism has pushed salient and relevant issues to the public on the political agenda
(Salgado & Stavrakakis, 2019, p.. Additionally, populism and crisis do not necessarily
correlate(Salgado & Stavrakakis, 2019, pp32 In the EU precisely, rightving populism and
left-wing populism have both proved to be opposing to the current EU trajectory with the
refusal of the loss of national sovignety as a common denominai{@algado & Stavrakakis,
2019, p. 5)
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2.4. Political Parties in the EU Member States and EU Crises

As the EU struggles with the euro and immigration crisis, the public has held mainstream
parties accountable for the neatisfactory measures taken at the EU level and imposed at the
national level. Therefore, the party system lost its stability. Theapi®y parties lost about
12% of the wusual vot e(Hadbslt&sTiley, 2016, p. 986)The ecnsis2 0 0 8
that the EU has faced has generated a popular cengaietion towards EU integration. This
countefreaction has created a deep division that transcends 1s&ites in EuropéHooghe

& Marks, 2018, p. 109)Consequently, opposition emerged targeting economic, political, and
social domestic dynamics on the one hand, and external dynamics that intrude in the national
arena through the free movement of labor and goods, and immigration, on the other hand
(Hooghe & Marks, 2018, p. 110)

2.4.1. The Euro Crisis

The response of the European Union to the euro crisis, mainly the austerity measures, were
profoundly felt by the public. Consequently, a social disturbance within EU membex state
emergedSalgado & Stavrakakis, 2019, p. ¥ith the new political environment, prevailing
parties MPP found themselves constrained by their established brands, reputation, and history
(Salgado & Stavrakakis, 2019, p. Donversely, the new reality presented an opportunity for
CPP6s who were able to address the new gri
political debate(Salgado & Stavrakakis, 2019, p.. he conventional right/left political
division and the traditional institutions no longer satisfied the resentful p{8digado &
Stavrakakis, 2019, p. 2T herefore, theifiancial crisis has resulted in instability in the party
system in Europe. CPP(s) have increased their share of the electorate to the detriment of
MPP(s)(Hernandez & Kriesi, 2016, p. 203 lectoral volatility in light 6 the recession has

given populist parties electoral opportunities to explore while the public held mainstream
parties accountable for the economic turrfidgrnandez & Kriesi, 2016, p. 221itizens who

were directly inpacted by the economic turmoil shifted their support towards challenger
parties as they held mainstream parties accountable for the crisis and chose to punish them
(Hobolt & Tilley, 2016, pp. 97:B73), a behavior laded as sanctioning and selectigfobolt

& Tilley, 2016, p. 976)

2.4.2. Immigration Crisis

Similar to the euro crisis, the response of the EU to the immigration crisis, mainly the
enhancement of constrainingligations of the asylum policy, satensified controversies at

the national level and created domestic resilig@@nde, Schwarzbozl, & Fatke, 2019, p.
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1444) Immigration is an issue that acquired a large shatreegdolitical debate, and its salience

has been on the riggkkerman, 2012, p. 59)Grande, Schwarzbo6zl, & Fatke, 2019, p. 1459)
Concerns about culture, security, and the economy have risen among conservatives, which has
given an upsurge to amimmigration sentiments. Consequently, increased support for anti
immigration parties was witnessébennis;m & Geddes, 2019, p. 108However, the core
reason behind the rise of aimimigration parties is not the rise of amtimigration sentiments

but rather the rise of the salience of immigration as an ifeenison & Gedes, 2019, p.

115) Immigration grew in salience as a political issue because of an increase in the percentage
of immigrants in a country, a growing influence of rightist parties in governments, and the
coalition motives among them, paired with theechéo form alliances, for winner parties to
govern(GreenPedersen & Otjes, 2017, p. 42&ome studies showed that seemnomic

factors do not directly impact the dynamics of the politicization of immigraii@mande,
Schwarzbo6zl, & Fatke, 2019, p. 1459)

2.5. Political Parties in the EU Member States and Euroscepticism

With the reinforcement of mass politics, the political orientation of political parties has affected
the course of politics at the EU level. The surge of Euroscepticism in the wake of the Euro
crisis and austerity measures had not reached calls for drsiigs (Bortun, 2018, p. 2)
However,Plan B for Europdnitiative has marked the emergence of movements calling for
noncompliance and even exit from the EBortun, 2018, p. 2)Howeer, Euroscepticism
comes in varying degrees. Figure (Bortun, 2018, p. 5below overview the different
categories of Eurosceptic Parties which were identified based on their position regarding EU

integration as an idea and as a practice:

idea

Eurosceptics (soft) Euroenthusiasts

practice

Europragmatists

Figure 17: Categorization of EU parties positioning towards EU integration as an idepractice
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Eurorejects are parties that reject the European project and call for exits. ThecEptizs

are parties that reject the idea of integration but favor collaboration. They call for restoring the
stateods S 0 vpeagneatists nrdjeyt. &h idBau of @ single European state favor
integration, mainly in economic areas. E@mthusiast favadeeper and wider integration and

calsf or t he expansion of the EUb6s authority on

. METHODOLOGY: TRACKING POLITICAL PARTIES
EUROSCEPTICISM

Political Parties PP Euroscepticism is coded as an ascending score, meaning the higher the
Political Parties PP Euroscepticism, the higher is the score, and the lower the Political Parties
PP Euroscepticism, the lower is the score. To bederstand the preferences of political
parties regarding EU integration, reference was made to the Manifesto Prfojeens, 2020)

a reliable source for evaluating political parties' stafieéd&ner & Plattner, 2018, p. @Ares,

Ceka, & Kriesi, 2017, pp. 109P100) Manifestos are typically only published before
elections. That is why the data set for the entire time frame {2028) was lacking data for

years when elections were not held in member states. Manifestos are not documenting fixed
positions or preferenceshey are the result of dynamic and volatile positions. Therefore, even
outside the elections period, political parties' preferences are of relevance. To fill in the data
for a given year when the elections were not held, the mean of two values isted|ciha

value of the previous elections, and the value of the succeeding elections. Therefore, for every
given year with no assigned data, the mean of the values of the previous and succeeding
elections was assigned. However, in some cases, the firsbelér a given member state

starts a year or two after 2008, the first year of the time frame studied. In this case, the value
of the first election of the time frame is copied to the previous years leading to the elections.
Similarly, for some stateshé last round of elections takes place a year or two before the last
year of the time frame. In this case, the value of the last elections is copied to the succeeding
years when no elections were held until the last year of the time frame. Malta isythe onl
country that is not included in the data set. Therefore, we calculate the mean of the complete
data set and assigned it to Malta for the entire time frame. Luxembourg and Poland are also
special cases. Only one round of elections was coded; theretosantie value has been given

to all the years (20082020).
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To quantify the influence of the negative political discourse, we identified the codes of the
negative mentions of the EU (per110). Then, we calculated the percentage of absolute seats
gained by garty out of the total seats of the parliament. We labeled it as the percentage of
representation (perrep). Then, we multiplied the perrep by the code assigned to the negative
discourse on the EU. Lastly, we summed the values of all parties per etedjieina single

value per year for every EU member state. Therefore, for every round of elections, the negative
stance about the EU was weighted by the percentage of seats gained by the party, which
determines how influential the skepticism of a party ah@olitics domestically. Weighting

the stance regarding the EU with the representation weight of a party helps assign a more
accurate coefficient to the impact of each party on the overall decision regarding EU

membership.

IV. DISCUSSION

The evaluation of Ritical Parties Euroscepticism shows that most states saw an increase in
antrEU discourse among political parties. Bulgaria, Germany, and Latvia have a somewhat
stable trend despite a peak of Euroscepticism for the three states in 2014. Finland and Sweden
have a slightly decreasing trend in Euroscepticism among their political parties with Finland
hitting its lowest in 2015, and Sweden in 2016. Portugal too saw a decrease but rather
incremental. Interestingly, the UK, the only state to have disintegiateot the state with the
highest rate of Political Parties Euroscepticism. However, it saw its peak in 2015, the year that
preceded the exit referenduustria, Denmark, and Hungary have witnessed the highest

Political Parties Euroscepticism among EU rbemstates from 2008 to 2020.

This chapter has analyd trends oPolitical PartiesEuroscepticism in the last decade in the
EU-28.Ina constructivist context, a member st at
preferences towards the EU whenever determining its orientation towards exiting or remaining.

The more skeptical the political parties are, the higher the likelihoodstateto file for exit

the EU

It is of relevance to highlight that the methodology of this chapter entails a limitation. Non
winning partieswhich are the parties that did not secure representation in parliamergs,
not taken into account, since thember of seats they gained was 0. However, it is important

to quantify the influence of newinning parties. Those are the newly emerging challenger
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parties which even if they have not secured parliamentary seats, challenge the mainstream
partieswhoareei t nessing their popularitydés decline.
their positions and seek higher convergence with challenger parties to reconcile between the
newly emerging voters trends, and their conventional political positfmtgnhofer, 2009, p.

102).
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Figure 18: Consolidated EL28 Political Parties Euroscepticisf@0082020)
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