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Abstract 
The study is set out to contribute to an increased understanding of the structural problems that 

cause difficulties for the European Union to achieve common action, and contests the 

assumption that a permanent presidency of the European Council will solve these issues. This 

study describes the European Union as a meta-organisation and through organisational theory 

to understand the issue. It also reviews the original purpose of the European Coal and Steel 

Community to provide a historical understanding of the European Union as a meta-

organisation. This study finds that the issues causing difficulties to achieve common action 

and to speak with one voice stems from inherent conflict of autonomy between the EU and its 

member states. The European Union’s misguided assumptions that increased authority 

through the appointment of a President will increase its decision-making abilities. As this 

research shows the European Union’s attempts to increase its authority is constantly met with 

member states unwillingness to give the increased authority at the price of their autonomy.  

 

Key words: The European Union; organisational- theory; meta-organisational theory; the 

European Council; autonomy; authority. 
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1. Introduction and Background 

Never before in world history have a number of sovereign states, of 
which some were formerly mortal enemies, freely decided to 
collaborate within new institutions that are both supranational and 
intergovernmental [.] (Telò, 2009, p. 2)  

Decision-making is a key activity within organisations and, in the case of the European Union 

(EU), the major challenge when attempting to coordinate action. The EU makes decisions in a 

wide range of areas and the construction of its decision making power has led to complex 

governance structure. The structure of the EU, especially with regard to its decision-making 

processes, has been the subject of debate for several years, and over the last two decades the 

constitutional frame and leadership structure within the EU has undergone considerable 

changes (Costa & Brack, 2014). One reason to these changes has been demands for an 

increased ability to manage common action and to speak with one voice (Blavoukous et al. 

2007; Costa & Brack 2014; Lord 2014; Pasarin 2014). That European integration and 

collaboration is difficult is no surprise. However, in contrast to widely held beliefs that the 

problems merely stem from diverse values amongst member states, I argue that the primary 

hindrance to effective collaboration is the EU organisational structure itself.  

Peace and prosperity were two of the main motivators behind European integration. The first 

steps towards this integration were taken in the wake of the Second World War, as the 

European countries wanted to prevent new conflicts and create paceful relations within 

Europe (Costa & Brack, 2014). The vision of a supranational federal state dominated initial 

ideas about European integration (Bengtsson et al., 2013, p. 36) - evident in Winston 

Churchill’s call for a ‘kind of United States of Europe’. A federal Europe however, with a 

decision-making centre assigned to a supranational level did not transpire (Bengtsson et al., 

2013). Instead, as member states keep their state sovereignty when they join the Union, the 

European model is based on mechanisms of collaboration between member states and the four 

main actors1 forming the EU (Pasarín 2014, p. 97). Because of the need for coordination and 

balance between member states’ sovereignty and common European action, decision-making 

and coordination of organisational action are even greater challenges. In a series of treaties 

(Maastricht and Nice), the EU attempted to address the issue of power distribution, but 
                                                
1 The European Commission, the European Parliament, the Council and the European Council.   
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despite the efforts, the European Union still struggles to provide solutions to the “gridlock” 

(Borrás & Jacobsson, 2007, p. 201). 

 

The European Council (EUCO) decides on broad political priorities and provides the Union 

with the general political direction (Costa & Brack, 2014); it also decides on matters that 

demand the ability to speak with one voice, e.g. sanctions. National governments for six 

month in rotation chaired the meetings and the rotating presidency was an institutional 

mechanism of member states’ representation (Pasarin, 2014). As the result of discussions 

about the need for more efficient agenda management and ability to manage common action, 

the rotating presidency was called into question (Blavoukous et al., 2007; Bunse & Klein, 

2014). The ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009 had a significant impact on EU 

governance and the balance of power in Brussels; one of the major changes was the 

establishment of a permanent President of the European Council. 

1.1 Problem outline 

Decision-making and coordination of common action are two of the major challenges within 

organisations. This is particularly true in the case of the European Union, as it makes 

decisions in a wide range of areas and on different levels. In addition to this, as has been 

mentioned above, the EU also has to respect member state sovereignty.   

 

Over the last two decades, increased demands for leadership and common European action 

have been discussed among the member states, and a number of reforms have been 

undertaken to enhance the capacity and capability to speak with one European voice. The 

entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty introduced a permanent presidency of the European 

Council, and it was claimed to facilitate common action among the member states and 

improve decision-making processes. However, despite efforts, the European Union still 

struggles to provide solutions to achieve unified action. A recent example of these difficulties 

is evident in the Greek government’s actions to delay and prevent further expansions of EU 

sanctions against Russia in 2014 (Greece delays EU agreement on Russia sanctions, 29 

January, 2015) – Action relating to sanctions requires consensus amongst all EU member 

states. 
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In organisational theory, hierarchical authority is commonly seen as a means to solve 

organisational conflicts (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). Historically however, member states have 

not looked favourably towards reforms that increase the EU’s powers in relation to their 

sovereignty. Hence, a permanent Presidency may appear as an odd way to enhance decision-

making and common action within the European Union.   

 

Against this background, the thesis’ aim is to contribute to an increased understanding 

of the structural problems that cause difficulties for the EU to achieve common action 

and to speak with one voice, and why a permanent presidency of the European Council 

does not seem to solve these issues. 

1.2 Purpose   

Although the European Union has been written about extensively most scholars describe the 

EU as a unique governance structure, a so-called sui generis (Costa & Brack, 2014; Hix 2011; 

Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). Describing it as such makes it impossible to compare it to other 

organisations. I however argue, in line with the meta-organisational-theory that the EU does 

not constitute a unique case but exhibits strong similarities to other organisations (such as the 

United Nations (UN) or the World Trade Organisation (WTO)), which enables us to make 

comparisons with organisations similar to the EU (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2005, 2011). Meta-

organisation theory is a relatively new conceptual framework within the field of organisation 

theory and only a small number of scholars have applied the theory when studying the EU. 

Thus, there has been relatively little empirical research aimed at uncovering the organisational 

structure by applying meta-organisational theory.  

 

A historical background of European integration is crucial to be able to analyse and 

understand treaty reforms. The empirical data is therefore made up of EU reports, summit 

meeting records, treaties, speeches, academic journals, and books, to provide an insight into 

these reforms. For a better understanding of EU structure, the European Union will be defined 

as an organisation, rather than as a political system. Although political aspects are part of 

power and decision-making in the EU, structural problems are important to review in the 

context of organisational theory as it is argued that this perspective enables a deeper analysis 

of the EU’s organisational form. The empirical data is analysed applying meta-organisational 
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theory, as it offers important insights into the relationship between the EU and its member 

states. The thesis findings cannot be generalized (Saunders et al., 2009), but intend however, 

to contribute to this field by increasing the collective knowledge and providing a better 

understanding of the EU in particular, and meta-organisations in general.  

 Political aspects and the new voting system (QMV) in the Council will not be 

reviewed for the purpose of this thesis. The study will not review the European Monetary 

Union (EMU) nor any other aspect of European integration except those related to the 

research question.  

1.3 Outlines of the Thesis  

Chapter two gives a brief outline of theoretical approaches to EU-studies as well as an 

introduction of the thesis’ theoretical framework. Meta-organisational theory is further 

explained in chapter three. Chapter four outlines the method and methodology and chapter 

five accounts for the empirical data. The analysis is outlined in chapter six and further 

discussion in chapter seven. The thesis conclusions are summarized in chapter eight.   
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2. Literature Review 

This chapter provides the reader with a brief outline of theoretical approaches to EU-studies, 

it also provides an introduction to the thesis’ theoretical framework and why it has been 

chosen. 

2.1 The European Union  

Due to its character, the EU is often approached by political scientists from a political 

viewpoint and is described as a political system in which emphasis is put on decision-making, 

inter-institutional relations and policymaking (Costa & Brack, 2014). International relations 

scholars have also developed theoretical approaches to the EU, mainly focusing on nation-

states and their foreign policy (ibid). Generally, however, most scholars describe the EU as a 

unique governance structure, a so-called sui generis, a perspective that makes the EU 

impossible to compare to other organisations (Costa & Brack, 2014; Hix 2011; Ahrne & 

Brunsson, 2011). In order to better understand its structure, the EU can be divided into three 

different processes: integration, politics and governance (Hurell & Menon, 1996). Integration 

is the process that allows for the possibility of supranational cooperation between sovereign 

nation-states. European integration can therefore be understood as the dimension or level of 

linkage between social, economic and political actors (Sandholtz & Sweet, 1998). European 

integration is the result of progressive development and not as a posteriori i.e. a linear process 

(Costa & Brack, 2014). Politics, on the other hand is “… the task of examining and explaining 

what the strange beast spawned by the integration process actually does.” (p. 388) Hurrell and 

Menon (1996) criticise distinguishing these two levels as they claim that there is a link 

between the nature of institutions and public policy, especially as the development of the 

European Union is a continual process in which these factors cannot be separated. Taken 

together, integration is the supranational integration between sovereign states, politics is the 

study of policy and policy making within the EU and governance is the action, the manner of 

power of governing.  

 

Neo-functionalism, intergovernmentalism and federalism belong to the grand theories of 

European integration. They all explain different rationales behind state cooperation and the 
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process of supranational integration between sovereign nation-states. Naturally, they lead to 

different expectations with regards to outcome i.e. EU politics (Costa & Brack, 2014; Kerwer, 

2013; Hurell & Menon. 1996). According to the neofunctionalism approach, European 

integration is a process of globalisation whereas the intergovernmentalist approach 

emphasises the role of the nation-state (Jachtenfuchs, 2001). Pollack (2005) however, states 

that over the last decades, scholarly development of EU studies has abandoned the 

intergovernamentalism – neofunctionalism debate in favour for rational choice 

institutionalism and constructivism. The constructivist approaches in EU studies puts 

emphases on the socially constructed aspect of reality and focuses on the nature of European 

identity (Costa & Brack, 2014; Kerwer, 2013).  The constructivist approach is in line with the 

thesis’ methodological perspective.  

 

One conceptual framework commonly used when looking at EU’s decision-making system is 

the governance approach. The governance approach is a way of understanding the EU as a 

non-hierarchical network that includes both private and public actors (Costa & Brack, 2014). 

As mentioned in the introduction the EU has, over time, experienced issues with its decision-

making system due to a variety of reasons. One scholar that has addressed this problem is 

Scharpf (1988). Scharpf (1988) claims that decision-making issues within the EU results from 

what he calls the “joint-decision trap” (Scharpf in Jachtenfuchs, 2001, p. 248). Scharpf 

describes the “joint-decision trap” as the political priority of substantive solutions over 

institutional reforms” (Scharpf, 1988, p. 267). This means that member states tend to prioritise 

their own self-interests before the collective interests of the EU, jeopardizing the effectiveness 

of decision-making processes in the EU under the unanimity rule. However, Hurrell and 

Menon (1996) argue in line with Pollack (2005) that the EU and its politics need to be 

understood “Within the context of the international political and economic system more 

broadly” (p. 397). Consequently, traditional comparative government approaches alone are 

not sufficient to understand EU politics (p. 397). 

 

As mentioned above, European studies are generally conducted within the field of 

international relations or political science. Decision-making issues are therefore commonly 

addressed from a political perspective, rather than from an organisational point of view. In 

recent years however, scholars in the field of organisational theory have shown an increased 

interest in European Union studies, yet, this field of study is relatively unexplored. Kerwer 

(2013) highlights the fact that, despite the EU being one of the “most influential agents of 
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governance beyond the state” (p. 41) it is rather surprising that the organisational perspective 

has not been used in EU studies. One reason for this, he claims, is that the EU seems to have 

advanced beyond an international organisation to become a political system, which seems to 

make organisational theory an irrelevant theory to apply in EU studies. Nevertheless, even if 

the European Union is described as an international organisation, classical organisational 

theory is of limited relevance as it is often based on the assumption that it is individuals not 

organisations that are to be lead and motivated (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011; Kerwer, 2013). 

This however, is not applicable to all cases. The European Union is not an individual-based 

organisations but an organisation that consists of other organisations i.e. sovereign states. 

Hence, Ahrne and Brunsson (2005, 2011) as well as Kerwer (2013) argue for a fresh approach 

to understand international organisations such as the EU by using the Meta-organisational 

theory (MOT). It claims that the organisation consists of other organisations instead of 

individuals. This changes the way we can see and understand the relationship between an 

organisation and its members. These characteristics and processes will be explained in the 

next chapter. A meta-organisational perspective is argued to identify essential elements of 

decision-making that are relevant to the thesis aim and research question. Hence, MOT 

contributes to existing perspectives by offering a number of important insights into the 

dynamics of the limited possibilities of authority in organisations such as the EU (Kerwer, 

2013). In addition, the EU, the UN or the WTO express and are a result of globalisation 

(Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). Meta-organisational theory is therefore considered to be useful to 

understand and analyse multi-dimensional government structures, as it combines the field of 

international relations and organisational theory (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011; Kerwer, 2013). As 

noted earlier, the process of integration and the construction of the EU itself affect the way the 

EU acts. Understanding the process of integration is therefore essential to be able to 

understand EU policymaking i.e. the negotiation and implementation of treaties within the 

EU.  

 

As meta-organisation theory is a relatively new conceptual framework only a small number of 

scholars have applied the theory when studying the EU. Kewer (2013) highlights the fact that 

“organization theory needs to extend its empirical range of analysis before it can become truly 

relevant for studying international politics.” (p. 42). This research aims to fill a part of this 

gap and to extend empirical data within this field. Difficulties in decision-making and to 

achieve common action have not yet been studied from a meta-organisational perspective.  
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To define the European Union as an organisation, rather than as a political system, enables a 

deeper analysis of the EU’s organisational form. Although political aspects are generally part 

of power and decision-making structural problems are important to review in the context of 

organisational theory. The organisational approach does not take into account any political 

elements within the EU. Using an organisational approach therefore enables us to point to 

aspects that explain the relationship between the EU and its member states, as well as the 

nature of power and authority between them from an organisational point of view (Ahrne & 

Brunsson, 2011). Meta-organisational theory will be outlined in the next chapter. 
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3. Theory 

This chapter outlines the thesis’s theoretical framework: meta-organisational theory. The 

meta-organisational theory provides a framework that enables a multidimensional analysis of 

the structure and form of the EU, and it offers important insights into the dynamics of the 

relationship between the EU and its member states. The work of Göran Ahrne and Nils 

Brunsson (2001, 2005, 2011) Meta Organizational theory and Dieter Kerwer’s (2013) article 

International Organizations as Meta-Organizations: The Case of the European Union have 

been used to build the framework in this analysis. Before consulting meta-organisational 

theory, it is necessary to first understand how organisations function.  

3.1 What is an organisation?  

Organisations are fundamental for all kinds of collective activities and it might be hard to 

imagine a world without them. But what is an organisation? Most of us belong to several 

organisations. We are citizens of a nation, employees in a company or members of an 

association (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2008). In order for an organisation to be seen as an 

organisation there are a number of criteria that ‘must be met’, five of them will be accounted 

for below (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011; Brunsson & Sahlin-Andersson, 2000).  

 

Every organisation has a hierarchy - most often a board, governance, or some other kind of 

leadership structures - with the authority to issue commands and rules over the organisations 

members (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). The authoritative centre is a mechanism for decision-

making and enables the organisation to act (ibid). An organisation also needs to have a certain 

degree of autonomy that enables the authoritative body to act and to control its resources 

(Brunsson & Sahlin-Andersson, 2000). An organisation without autonomy cannot control its 

resources and for that reason it would not be acknowledged as an organisation of its own 

(Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). Another main function of the authoritative centre is the issuing of 

binding rules and directives. The rights of the authoritative centre are generally specified in 

constitutions, which set out to establish organisational goals and to identify organisational 

belonging. Membership is crucial as it distinguishes between those who are a part of the 

organisation and those who are not. There is always something outside an individual or an 
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organisational context that has importance for development within the organisation (Furusten, 

2013, p. 78); the environment is therefore also an important aspect when understanding 

organisations. Taken together, an organisation is an entity “held together by its members and 

by the collective resources that it controls” (Brunsson & Sahlin-Andersson, 2000, p. 724). 

  

The way we understand organisations, how to manage them and how to ‘get the job done’ is 

largely based on organisational theory, and can be described as assumptions (Grey, 2009). As 

stated in the previous chapter, classical organisational theory generally assumes that 

organisations are individual-based. Citizens of a nation, employees in a company and 

members of associations are individuals; therefore these organisations can be defined as 

individual-based (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011; King et al., 2010). Another common assumption, 

which is relevant in the context of the thesis research question, is the assumption about power 

(Grey, 2009). In organisations we tend to assume that there is a “hierarchy and a division of 

labour between ‘managers’ and others” (Grey, 2009, p. 159). This model of organising power 

has been “naturalized” (Grey 2009, p. 159) and has therefore become the way we expect (or 

assume) organisations to function, i.e. the one best way.  

 

Meta-organisations are organisations with other organisations as members, although the 

member organisations are individual-based organisations i.e. nation-states. The next section of 

this chapter will help us understand and uncover the special dynamics of meta-organisations 

that make them face different kinds of difficulties when trying to meet the criteria mentioned 

above.  

3.2 Meta-Organisations  

Meta-organisations can be described on a ‘sliding scale’. On one end of the spectrum, there 

are single organisations who exist independently and interact with one another on an 

organisational level. On the other end are organisations that have fully merged (previously 

separate organisations that have integrated completely and work as one individual-based 

organisation). In between these two points are meta-organisations – organisations that are 

bound by mutually agreed rules on an organisational level to achieve a common purpose. As 

meta-organisations operate on an organisational level, they diverge from classical 
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organisational dynamics (individual based) and therefore face different issues and challenges 

especially with regards to leadership and authority (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2001, 2005, 2011). 

3.2.1 Membership 

Membership, as stated above, is the way to distinguish between those who are a part of the 

organisation, and those who are not, and commonly contingent on a series of conditions or 

characteristics to which new members need to correspond. In the case of the European Union 

for example, only states within the geographical area of Europe can become members. The 

key issue with meta-organisations is that member organisations do not disappear (or merge) 

and become a new entity (an individual-based organisation) but retain their authoritative 

centre, constitution and autonomy: “They retain their organizational boundaries, but a new 

boundary is placed around them all” (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011, p. 64). Organisations keep 

their resources when entering the meta-organisation, which makes them more resourceful 

members, with higher capacity than most individuals in individual based organisations (Ahrne 

& Brunsson, 2005, 2011). As a result, members of meta-organisations very often possess 

higher status and capacity for organisational action than the meta-organisation. The latter 

means that they can be seen as competitors to the meta-organisation itself (ibid). This 

however, does not seem applicable in all cases. We need additional understanding about the 

institutional context and the creation of modern social institutions to better understand the 

relationship between membership and environment when applying meta-organisational theory 

to the EU. The creation of a meta-organisation does not only create a new actor, it also 

changes its environment (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). Membership controls who is a part of the 

organisation, and those who remain outside, this is why membership and environment are 

linked to each other.  

3.2.1.1 Organisational environment  

“Organisational environment” consists of various kinds of norms to which an organisation has 

to relate. They can be defined as “orders that are not the organization’s own” (Ahrne & 

Brunsson, 2011, p. 53). The very existence of organisations is dependent upon their 

environment (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2005). One way to understand this is by looking at the 

institutional environment which includes current technologies and values: The institutional 

environment is shaped by the concept of modernity (Giddens, 1990). Modernity has two main 

themes: security versus danger and trust versus risk (ibid). Modern social institutions 
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(organisations, nation-states) have to balance those themes in order to function. One example 

of the institutional environment is the security issues nations create for each other by merely 

existing side by side. Danger can be understood as a threat to a desired outcome (peace and 

prosperity) and risk as the acceptable level of danger in an institutions environment (Giddens, 

1990). Risk is calculated in relation to trust, as trust serves to decrease the danger of activities 

(ibid). The dangerous environment made up of nations can, according to Giddens (1990), be 

solved with increased surveillance and sectional control of political power. Trust can be 

understood as “a device for coping with the freedom of others” (Giddens, 1990, p. 33) where 

“the prime condition of requirements for trust is not lack of power but lack of full 

information.” (p. 33), which is why uncertainty can be solved with increased surveillance and 

sectional control of political power. To organise is one way to increase information and 

thereby decrease the unpredictable environment caused by the freedom of others. Instead of 

existing in each other’s environment the creation of a meta-organisation replaces an old 

environmental order with a new organisational order and therefore the troublesome 

environment can be eliminated (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011, p. 64).  

3.3 Challenges  

Due to the special characteristics of meta-organisations their potential operations when it 

comes to decision-making, conflict resolution and collaboration are often lower than 

individual-based organisations (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011; Kerwer, 2013).  

3.3.1 Authority and autonomy 

Organisations are generally created “to facilitate interaction among their members” (Ahrne & 

Brunsson, 2011, p. 48), to facilitate co-operation (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2005, p. 434) and the 

possibility to improve collaboration, as it allows opinions and statements to be coordinated. 

Brunsson and Sahlin-Andersson (2000) claim that the ability to co-ordinate action is “the very 

point of creating organizations” (p. 726). By forming a meta-organisation much of the 

organisation can be placed under one authoritative centre with defined members. Another 

important aspect of this organisational form is its capacity to form the identity of its members. 

A meta-organisation normally “expresses an opinion and speaks with one voice” (Ahrne & 

Brunsson, 2011, p. 69). One can go as far as to claim that one reason that meta-organisations 

are formed is to create or conform to a common identity. However, despite the fact that meta-
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organisations are built on similarities (ex: states in Europe) there are still major differences 

such as country size, language, history or culture that can create difficulties (Ahrne & 

Brunsson, 2005).  

 

Sovereignty i.e. autonomy, entitles an organisation to act without the agreement of its 

members, as long as it acts within the established framework of authority (King et al., 2010). 

A strong meta-organisation ultimately threatens the autonomy of its member organisations as 

it can make and enforce decisions for the member organisation. Consequently, increased 

autonomy of the meta-organisation leads to less autonomy of the member organisations, 

which makes them unwilling to grant the meta-organisation decision-making competencies 

and resources for collective action i.e. meta-organisation and member organisations therefore 

tend to undermine each other (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011; Kewer, 2013, p. 42). The origin of 

the conflict is based on the fact that members within a meta-organisation usually have 

something important to contribute that would be lost if they merged and became an 

individual-based organisation (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2001). The reduction in autonomy that 

membership in a meta-organisation involves is a serious sacrifice for the member organisation 

(Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). As members of meta-organisations maintain their authoritative 

centre, there is a “competition between the identity and authority of the meta-organisation, 

and the identity and authority of the member state” (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2005, p. 440). Hence, 

there tends to be an overlap between the meta-organisations acting space and that of its 

member organisations, as member organisations struggle to keep their autonomy. This 

“inherent conflict of autonomy” (Kewer, 2013, p. 43) makes it difficult to pursue actions on 

members and to coordinate a mechanism for external representation. The fact that meta-

organisations are dependent on keeping their members weakens their authority. For a meta-

organisation to answer to demands for common action requires a high degree of collaboration 

within its boundaries, which would require the similarities among its members and thereby 

strengthening their common identity (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011, p. 77). Conflicts between the 

leader of the meta-organisation and the individual leaders of member organisations are also 

common, and meta-organisations need to find strategies other than formal authority and 

hierarchy to handle these conflicts (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2005, 2011). 
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3.3.2 Managing conflicts  

Due to weak authority, meta-organisations have limited capacity to resolve conflicts and act 

upon its members on the basis of hierarchy (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2005, 2011). As a result, 

persuasion is a strategy commonly used in meta-organisations to prevent conflicts, as it means 

changing values and norms of at least one of two conflicting parties without threatening the 

autonomy of the persuaded party (ibid). Even if persuasion is a good strategy with regards to 

authority, being able to meet the one you want to persuade facilitates persuasion. Meta-

organisations have difficulties to meet their own members, given that their members are 

organisations, however they can meet representatives of member organisations. Even if it 

proves possible to persuade some representatives of a member organisation, it is far from 

certain that such representatives in their turn will succeed in persuading other members of 

their own organisation who were not present at the preceding meetings and discussions in the 

meta-organisation (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2005, p. 441). In addition, decision-making by 

consensus is also commonly used in meta-organisations (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2001). 

3.4 Theoretical framework  

Four aspects have been derived from the theory to develop the analytical framework. These 

aspects are: membership and environment, authority and autonomy. When applied to the EU, 

they will help us understand what drives the integration process and why the European Union 

experiences difficulties to become a unified actor. 

3.4.1 Membership and Environment 

Membership and environment are linked to each other in different ways. The organisational 

environment consists of various kinds of norms to which an organisation has to relate. These 

norms are not the organization’s own and they can be understood as the institutional 

environment. The institutional environment is shaped by the concept of modernity and has 

two main themes: security versus danger and trust versus risk. Organisations have to balance 

these themes in order to function. Danger can be understood as the threat to a desired 

outcome, and risk the level of danger organisations can accept within the institutional 

environment. One way for organisations to minimise the risk is by increased control. To 
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organise decreases the unpredictable environment, as membership controls those who are part 

of the organisation, and those who remain outside.  

3.4.2 Authority and autonomy  

As noted earlier, organisations are generally used to facilitate interaction among members, 

and their actions are often concentrated “to produce organizational action vis-à-vis the outside 

world” (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011, p. 48). An organisation often benefits from a strong 

hierarchy as it increases the credibility as a single actor; it also enables an organisation to act. 

Meta-organisations however, have a weak authoritative centre that makes it difficult to 

coordinate action and external representation. Sovereignty (i.e. autonomy) permits an 

organisation to act without the consent of its members, as long as the action is within the 

established framework of authority (King et al., 2010). Authority and autonomy must be 

understood in relation to each other; an organisation with a strong authority has autonomy to 

act; autonomy generates authority. Thus, a meta-organisation that executes their autonomy 

and authority, and makes decisions on behalf of the members, thereby reduce their autonomy 

and authority (Kerwer, 2013). As a result, members of meta-organisations are often unwilling 

to grant autonomy (and the authority that comes with that) to the meta-organisation. As 

autonomy is a main criterion that ‘must be met’ in order for an organisation to be seen as an 

organisation and to achieve action, the inherent conflict of autonomy is a main concern for 

meta-organisations.  

 

The empirical data will be analysed using the theoretical framework. 
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4. Method 

This chapter will present and discuss the thesis’s chosen research method and material.  

4.1 Research Method 

The aim of the thesis is to contribute to an increased understanding of the structural problems 

that cause difficulties for the EU to achieve common action, and why a permanent presidency 

of the European Council does not seem solve these issues. A historical background of 

European integration is crucial to be able to understand EU structure, decision-making 

processes, and to analyse and understand treaty reforms. In addition, European integration is 

not a posteriori i.e. a linear process, but the result of progressive development (Costa & 

Brack, 2014). In order to illustrate this development and to give a historical background of 

European integration the empirical data is presented as a timeline. A deductive method 

strategy is argued to conform to the thesis aim as it works “top down” (Blaikie, 2007, p. 10). 

Thus, the meta-organisational theory was applied to analyse the empirical data, as it offers 

important insights into the dynamics of the relationship between the EU and its member 

states. Next section outlines the data collection process and discusses key considerations of 

the chosen materials.  

4.1.1 Materials  

4.1.1.1 Data Collection 

To decide which empirical data to collect I conducted a pre-study to set out a time line of all 

events that were relevant to this thesis topic, using academic journals and books. In doing so, I 

was able to highlight important occasions such as Intergovernmental Conferences (IGC), 

European Council meetings and signings of relevant treaties. The pre-study showed that the 

period between 1989 and 2009 was a period of large institutional reforms within the EU. In 

addition, the political situation in Europe had a major impact on European integration. The 

fall of the Soviet Union, and the end of the Cold War in 1989 marked the end of a tense era 

for European States (Bengtsson et al., 2013). In a series of treaties the EU attempted to 
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conform to these issues. The Lisbon Treaty, put into force in 2009, ended a long period of 

reforms (Costa & Brack, 2014). Hence, the period that I focus on in this thesis (1989-2009) 

gives the necessary background and data to meet the research aim and answer the research 

question. 

As mentioned earlier, a historical background of European integration is 

necessary to understand the development of the European Union; some of the empirical data 

therefore goes back even further.  

 

4.1.1.2 Documents  

The different types of documents used in this study are EU reports, summit meeting records, 

treaties, speeches, one letter, one interview, academic journals, and books.  

For a better understanding of the background and issues linked to the discussions about 

common action and the difficulties for the EU to speak with one voice, the primary sources 

that will be examined for the empirical data include official reports and summit meeting 

records. Parts of the Maastricht, Nice and Treaty of Lisbon, related directly to the research 

question, will be examined in more detail, as constitutions - or treaties - regulate the division 

of authority and accounts for how an organisation should be executed (Ahrne & Brunsson, 

2011, p. 47). These treaties and European Council meeting records are assumed to give an 

insight into European integration and how the structure of the union has developed over time. 

However, treaties, reports and summit meeting records are compiled subsequently. They do 

not give any information about discussions leading to the final conclusion. E.g. meetings in 

the European Council are held behind closed doors and the proceedings are undocumented 

(Tallberg, 2007). To counterbalance this, speeches will be used as a part of the empirical data. 

They may be able to provide insight into decision-making processes and may yield additional 

information, as the aim of such speeches is to convince listeners by way of argument. The 

majority of the speeches address revisions of treaties and the role of the European Council and 

gives an insight into ideas and attitudes at a particular point in time. As mentioned above, 

European integration is the result of progressive development. It is therefore preferable to 

outline the empirical data historically, as it gives an increased understanding of how European 

integration has evolved. In addition articles about European integration have also been used to 

contribute to the empirical data. The analysis is primary based on the empirical data outlined 

in Table 1 below. However, as a historical background of European integration is necessary to 
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understand the development of treaty reforms, academic articles have also been used to 

complement the primary data. These different sources are argued to complement each other 

and to make up a broad range of empirical data to meet the thesis aim and answer the research 

question. 

Empirical Data 

Year Document Title 
1957 Treaty The European Economic Community (The Rome Treaty) 
1976 Report Leo Tindermans report, European Union  
1979 Report The Committee of Three, Report on European Institutions 
1990 Report Commission Opinion on the proposal for amendment of the Treaty 

establishing the EEC 
1990 Summit notes Guidelines on the CSCE, Presidency Conclusions. Special Meeting   of 

the European Council, Dublin 
1992 Treaty The Maastricht Treaty 
1992 Summit notes The December European Council, Edinburgh  
1992 Report Commission report, Europe and the Challenge of Enlargement 
1996 Speech  Jacques Santer, on the implications of the Intergovernmental 

Conference (IGC) on the revision of the Treaty on European Union 

2000 Speech   Nicole Fontaine, President of the European Parliament, on the political 
and institutional implications of the Nice European Council  

2000 Speech Prodi, Romano The results achieved at the end of the Nice European    
Council 

2001 Speech Tony Blair, Statement on the Leaken Declaration  
2001 Treaty The Treaty of Nice  
2002 Speech Göran Person, Address given on the role of the Council  
2002 Letter Tony Blair and Gerhard Schröder, the Reform of the European Council 
2007 Treaty The Lisbon Treaty 
2009 Interview Jacques Delors, Transcription of the interview, the Centre Virtuel de la 

Connaissance sur l’Europe 
 
Table 1. List of empirical data  
 

4.2.1 Data analysis 

The focus of my data analysis was to examine what kind of issues had been emphasised as 

problems with achieving common European action and why these issues were emphasised. 

Answering the ‘why’ question helped to explain patterns and highlight the characteristics of 

these issues (Blaikie, 2007). The next step was to see, what kind of changes had been made to 

address these problems. The empirical data was thereafter analysed using the theoretical 
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framework of the thesis. 

4.3 Limitations  

Empirical data such as official reports, speeches and summit meeting records cover a small 

part of all available information about the EU. In order to select data for the research, the pre-

study and the time-line were used to confirm that the events and documents found and used 

were relevant to the thesis topic. The empirical data was selected on the basis of my 

understanding of the material. To fulfil the intended research a correct interpretation of the 

empirical data, in relation to the research question, and in accordance with theoretical 

definitions, is essential (Esaisson et al., 2013). Interpretation is about grasping the content of 

the material in relation to the research question (ibid, p. 221). In other words, it is not only 

important to make accurate observations, but also to properly use and understand theories to 

draw convincing and valid conclusions. Completely accurate interpretations however, are not 

possible and discussions and conclusions are drawn based on my interpretations of the 

theories and the research material. Therefore the thesis findings cannot be generalized 

(Saunders et al., 2009). In this context, the thesis does not set out to search for one possible 

explanation but to find a possible explanation amongst others.  
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5. Empirical Data  

This chapter provides a brief historical background of European integration and the 

development of treaty reforms. As stated in chapter four, a historical background of European 

integration is crucial to understand EU structure and to analyse and understand treaty reforms. 

Hence, issues of relevance for the thesis research question and aim will, in this chapter, be 

presented in chronological order.  

5.1 The Starting point  

5.1.1 European integration  

As mentioned in the introduction, the first steps towards European integration were taken in 

the wake of the Second World War. The first stage in European integration was the European 

Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), the European Economic Community (EEC) and the 

European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM). The ECSC treaty aimed at merging the 

coal and steel markets of West Germany, Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg and the 

Netherlands. The idea was to integrate the necessary resources for weapon manufacturing and 

thereby preventing new conflicts and keeping peaceful relations. (Costa & Brack, 2014) 

The idea of a Federal United States of Europe dates back to the 1940’s, an influential driver 

towards such a construction was Winston Churchill’s vision of a United States of Europe in 

1946 (Pagden, 2002, p. 230). However, the first European institutions were endowed with 

responsibilities “exactly the inverse of a federation” (Costa & Brack, 2014, p. 14), as national 

leaders were not ready to negotiate in domains like defence and foreign affairs. The strategy 

was to develop further relations and increase the common interest of peace and prosperity. 

Much relied on the spillover effect, the belief that economic integration in one sector would 

create strong incentives for integration in other sectors (Costa & Brack, 2014). One of the first 

paragraphs of the EEC, also called the Rome Treaty, states the members’ determination to 

“lay the foundations of an ever-closer union among the peoples of Europe” (1957, p. 2). To 

enable the putting into force of a common European market due to the Rome Treaty, a 

structure of supranational institutions was built (Pagden, 2002). 
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Even if the community had planned for further integration over time, the unexpected upheaval 

of the Iron Curtain in the late 1980s changed the environment for European integration 

(Dinan, 2012). 

5.2 Change, governance and reforms   

5.2.1 The fall of the Iron Curtain 

The fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989 changed the environment for European integration as 

Europe faced the possibility of enlargement in central and Eastern Europe (Dinan, 2012). The 

East German reunification process in 1989 also presented the community with an additional 

challenge (Laursen & Vanhoonacker, 1992). Even if the geographical expansion came much 

earlier than expected (Costa & Brack, 2014), it was described as an “opportunity to 

overcoming the division of our continent and building a new system of relations between the 

States of Europe” (Presidency Conclusions, Special Meeting of the European Council, Dublin 

Bull. EC 4-1990, p. 10). Europe was eager to address this opportunity of further growth 

(Phinnemore, 2013). 

5.2.1.1 Growing responsibilities 

As the integration process with the former states of the Soviet Union developed, there was an 

increased general consensus on the need for institutional reforms (Phinnemore, 2013). On the 

28th of April 1990, the European Council took the following decision: 

 

A detailed examination will be put in hand forthwith on the need 
for possible Treaty changes with the aim of strengthening the 
democratic legitimacy of the union, enabling the Community and 
its institutions to respond efficiently and effectively to the demands 
of the new situation, and assuring unity and coherence in the 
Community's international action. (COM 90, p. 1) 

In answer to the decision, the Commission stated their opinion on this political union. In 

accordance with the European Council, the Commission also stated that the Community needs 

a genuine political dimension “… the need for a higher profile in the international scene to 

enable them to give a collective response to clear demand for Europe” (COM 90, p. 2). This, 

according to the Commission, called for a single Community, which they claimed would 

ensure unity and coherence in international action as well as strengthen democratic 
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legitimacy. The Commission emphasised, at the same time, the importance of having an 

institutional structure flexible enough to take account of differences in: 

[P]ublic opinion on the future of European integration, which 
varies considerably from country to country, and the way Member 
States perceive the joint exercise of pooled sovereignty. (p. 3) 
  
Indeed, the challenges that the quickening pace of history have 
presented to the Community have highlighted the existence of a 
"grey area" where the role of the institutions is less than clear. 
(p. 3)   

This however, was not the first time this issue was emphasised. 

5.2.1.2 The Tindermans Report  

A number of reports, the most significant being the “Tindermans Report” in 1975 and the 

“Report on European Institutions” in 1978, raised concerns about the structure of the Union, 

as it was seen as an obstacle hindering further European integration. Tindermans’ Report 

addressed several issues relating to effective decision-making and common action linked to 

the problem of the division of power between the Union and the member states. Authority, 

efficiency, legitimacy and coherence (p. 29) are, according to the report, key words to bring 

about change in the functioning of the institutions and to move away from 

intergovernmentalism (Pagden, 2002). Tindermans conclude his report by highlighting: 

The belief that the Union is vital and necessary will enable us to 
overcome conflicts of interest and differences of opinion. The 
resolve to achieve Union will bring us to give the necessary powers 
to the common institutions. Without this political kiss of life the 
institutions of the Union will always lack substance and force. 
(p. 34)  

5.2.1.3 The Report on European Institutions 

The report on European Institutions in 1978 was also set out to consider adjustments to the 

structure and the functions of the European institutions in order to facilitate the deepening of 

integration and the extension of co-operation among its members (Laursen & Vanhoonacker, 

1992). It states that the establishment of the Community shows that “Member states have been 

ready to transfer important powers, although in a limited number of domains, to the 

Community institutions” (The report on European Institutions 1978, p.8) and emphasis is put 

on: 
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A certain level of tension and rivalry is natural in every great 
organization and is indeed a condition for progress. There will be 
clashes from time to time. The risk of their producing effects which 
are ultimately more destructive than constructive will be avoided 
only if all the institutions involved work in the interests of Europe 
as a whole; and if objectives are sought and found on which all 
institutions, and all States, can work together. (p. 15) 

Taken together, the main issues in these reports highlight difficulties in coordinating common 

action due to vague and unclear guidelines. The general theme of the concerns is twofold: 

vague guidelines for common action and the unwillingness of member states to compromise 

their powers in favour of the Community. The latter, as it appeared to Leo Tindermans, “is the 

price of Union.” (p. 14). 

5.2.2 Maastricht Treaty 

The Maastricht Treaty or the “Treaty on European Union” (Pagden, 2002, p. 245) to use its 

formal name, was signed in 1992 and put into force in 1993, with the aim to stabilise Europe 

after the political consequences in the wake of the collapse of the Soviet Union (Bengtsson et 

al., 2013). It introduced institutional innovations such as the European Central Bank (Dinan, 

2012), and from that point the European Community became the European Union:  
 

WEU Member States agree on the need to develop a genuine 
European security and defence identity and a greater European 
responsibility on defence matters. This identity will be pursued 
through a gradual process involving successive phases. WEU will 
form an integral part of the process of the development of the 
European Union and will enhance its contribution to solidarity 
within the Atlantic Alliance. (Maastricht Treaty, Declaration on 
Western European Union, 1992, p. 13) 

The treaty transferred a number of powers from the nation-states to a European level, 

increased the power of the European Parliament and improved the efficiency of the Council 

(Costa & Brack, 2014). However, instead of being seen as a possibility to further integration 

the treaty was met with distrust. Danish citizens showed their dissatisfaction by rejecting it in 

a referendum in June 1992 (however after a number of reservations Denmark finally signed 

the Treaty in 1993) (Costa & Brack, 2014; Dinan, 2012; Laursen & Vanhoonacker, 1992; 

Franklin et al., 1994). Ways of reconstructing the confidence and how to approach European 

citizens were discussed during the European Council in December 1992 (The December 
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European Council Conclusions: SN 456/92 PART A) in response to the increased distrust in 

the European project.  

5.2.3 The Nice Treaty 

In a speech to the European Parliament in Strasbourg in 1996, Jacques Santer, the President of 

the European Commission, outlined the Commissions opinions regarding the shortcomings of 

the Maastricht Treaty. He stated the importance of a strong external identity and “the genuine 

capacity to act rather than just react” (Santer, 1995, p. 2) Moreover, he pointed out that the 

Treaty “must include explicit provisions to ensure that the Union speaks with one voice in 

areas which are a matter both for Community responsibility and for the competence of the 

Member States” (Jacques Santer on the objective of the 1996 IGC, December 1995, p. 3) One 

question that became more and more urgent was the question of how to adapt the European 

institutions for the forthcoming enlargement (Bengtsson et al., 2013). Nicole Fontaine, 

President of the European Parliament, emphasised the political and institutional implications 

of the Nice European Council in a speech on 7 December 2000:  

  

Ultimately, the enlargement must be seen in a broader context, that 
of the reunification of the entire European family against a 
background of shared democratic, economic, social and cultural 
values. (p. 2) 

5.2.3.1 The turning point   

The negotiations of the Nice treaty turned out to be “the most acrimonious in EU history” 

(Dinan, 2012, p. 850). However, the treaty was agreed on at the European Council in Nice 

2000. On 12 December 2000, Romano Prodi, President of the European Commission, gave 

his opinion on the reason for the failure:  

  

Ladies and gentlemen, I feel, as President Chirac remarked, that 
Nice was characterised by the efforts of many to defend their 
immediate interests, to the detriment of a long-term vision. (p. 3) 

In line with Prodi, Swedish Prime Minister Göran Persson gave his opinion on the matter in 

2002: 

To avoid being victims of circumstance, the external objectives of 
the Union and its organisation must be set in such way that it 
encourages the formation of common positions and coherent use of 
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all external policy levers of the Union. (p. 3)  

Furthermore, Tony Blair British Prime Minister had also highlighted similar issues in 2001: 

  

It now looks increasingly likely as if ten new countries will join the 
European Union in 2004. We welcome that. Their accession will 
contribute to peace, stability and prosperity in Europe - ours as well 
as theirs. But it is obvious that the European Union cannot, with 25 
and more members, work in the same way, with precisely the same 
constitution, as it has with 15. Decision-making will need to be 
streamlined. EU laws will need increasingly to take the form of 
framework legislation, with the details of implementation left to the 
member states. It is already the task of the European Council to give 
strategic direction to the European Union as a whole. But carrying 
that strategic direction into practice will mean looking again at the 
size and role of the Commission, reviewing the workings of the 
existing Presidency of the Union, which presently changes hands 
every six months, and managing the business of the various 
specialist Councils in a more coherent way. (p. 2)  
 

5.2.4 The Convention on the Future of Europe  

After the failure of the Nice Treaty, the Convention on the Future of Europe (2002-2003) was 

set out to deal with the difficult task of the future of Europe (Dinan, 2012). The goal was to 

achieve consensus on four main issues: simplifying the Union’s instruments of action, 

increase democracy, organising the politics and policies of the enlarged EU and to develop the 

EU’s voice in the world (Hughes, 2002). Unlike previous treaty negotiations, the convention 

negotiations were relatively open (Pinnemore, 2013) and consisted of representatives from 

member States governments and parliaments, the Commission and observers from candidate 

countries (Costa & Brack, 2014). One of the intentions of such a setup was to improve 

democratic legitimacy and transparency (Pinnemore, 2013). 

5.2.4.1 The Constitution of Europe 

The outcome of the Convention, in an attempt to once and for all set the form and structure of 

the EU, was a draft of a Constitutional Treaty. The European Council in Rome agreed on the 

treaty in 2004. However, due to its character, ten member states pursued ratification via 

referendum. Following negative referendums in France and in the Netherlands in 2005 the 

ratification process was suspended (Pinnemore, 2013).  
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The rejection of the Constitutional Treaty led to a period of reflection during which the future 

direction of the Union seemed uncertain. Fresh negotiations were launched in 2007 and a 

majority of member states opposed to abandoning the suspended treaty completely. The 

language and symbols of constitutionalism however, had to be abandoned (Pinnemore, 2013). 

After three years of reflection, member states reached an agreement on the adoption of a draft 

treaty containing large part of the former Constitutional Treaty, which was signed in Lisbon in 

2007 (Costa & Brack, 2014).  

5.2.4.1.1 The Democratic Deficit  

In November 2002, Tony Blair, emphasised the importance of the work of the European 

Convention on the Future of Europe: 

50 years from the start of the European project, the world has 
changed almost beyond recognition. Today, our preoccupations are 
not about preventing war in Europe or ensuring adequate food 
production. That fact itself says something about what the 
European project has achieved. But we face new threats and 
challenges: security, environmental, and economic. And the 
European project itself faces problems: apathy, disconnection from 
its citizens, lack of understanding of how it works. (pp. 2-3)  

European integration had led to a decrease in member state parliamentary control, as the 

design of the EU means that most decisions are made at a European level and therefore 

beyond the control of national parliaments (Follesdal & Hix, 2006). Especially in regards to 

the strategic guidelines for the development of the European Union: taken by consensus and 

behind closed doors within the European Council (Costa & Brack, 2014). Even if reforms had 

been made to increase the EP power, the European Parliament is still considered to be too 

weak. Based on this, some scholars argue that the EU adopts policies that are not supported 

by a majority of citizens in many or most member states (Follesdal & Hix, 2006). 

5.3 The Restart  

5.3.1 The Lisbon Treaty 

The entry into force of the Lisbon treaty on 1 December 2009 ended a period of intensive 

reforms (Costa & Brack, 2014). The Treaty had a significant impact on EU governance and 

the balance of power in Brussels as it introduced a multiple leadership structure and 
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transferred important tasks from the rotating Presidency of the Council of Ministers to the 

new Presidency of the European Council (Costa & Brack, 2014; Lord, 2014). 

5.3.1.1 The European Council  

Until the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, the European Council consisted of all member 

states head of state and governments, and it worked under the presidency of the ‘Head of 

State’ exercising the six-month presidency of the Council. The main idea behind the European 

Council meetings was to establish a political union based on intergovernmental cooperation, 

where heads of states and government could meet informally and discuss political issues. The 

practice was formulated in 1974 and in 1986; the Single European Act formally 

institutionalized the European Council (Costa & Brack, 2014). National governments, for six 

month in rotation, chaired all Council meetings and were responsible for drafting the agenda, 

signing documents, giving notifications of decisions and representing the Council at the 

European Parliament (Burse & Klein, 2014, p. 76; Costa & Brack, 2014). The rotating 

presidency was considered as an institutional mechanism of member states’ representation 

within the European polity - important from a symbolic as well as from a political point of 

view (Pasarin, 2014, pp. 94-95). 
 

A few years before the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, Tony Blair and the German 

Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder discussed the reform of the European Council to improve EU 

decision' making, in a joint letter to Prime Minister Aznar of Spain, who held the EU 

Presidency at the time.  

The European Council was also instrumental in framing the EU's 
response to the events of 11 September. As the EU confronts 
increasingly complex global issues and as we embrace new 
Member States, providing such leadership will become both more 
important but of course more challenging. (p. 1)  

 

5.3.2. The permanent Presidency  

Since the Lisbon Treaty came into effect, the European Council is composed of its President, 

Heads of State and government, the President of the Commission and EU High 

Representative of Foreign affairs (Costa & Brack, 2014). The President is elected and holds a 

semi-permanent presidency of a full time position for 2.5 years, with a possibility to extend to 
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a maximum of 5 years (Rittlemeyer, 2014, p. 26; Van Hecke & Bursens, 2014, pp.114 – 116) 

The changes of the rotating presidency were set out to respond to new challenges and the 

increased demand for leadership within the Union (Blavoukous et al., 2007, p. 239). It was 

argued that increased powers and growing responsibilities demanded more efficient agenda 

management, inter-sectorial policy co-ordination and external representation (Blavoukous et 

al., 2007; Bunse & Klein, 2014; Pasarin, 2014). A stable presidency of the European Council 

was said to be “the best guarantee for more continuity, consistency, efficiency and 

effectiveness in the Council’s proceedings, both internally and externally” (Van Hecke & 

Bursens, 2014, pp. 114-115). Another argument in favour of the change was that a president 

would not represent his or her own member state and would therefore play the role of an 

“honest broker” (Costa & Brack, 2014, p. 63). Article 9B of the Treaty of Lisbon states that 

the President of the Council is expected to:  

 

Chair [the Council] and drive forward its work; ensure the 
preparation and continuity of the work of the European Council in 
cooperation with the President of the Commission, and on the basis 
of the work of the General Affairs Council: endeavour to facilitate 
cohesion and consensus within the European Council; present a 
report to the European Parliament after each of the meetings of the 
European Council; and, at his level and capacity ensure the 
external representation of the Union in issues concerning its 
common foreign and security policy. (Howorth, 2011, pp. 309-310) 

 

The President plays a key role in the organisation of the meetings: taking the initiative of 

having bilateral discussions with each member state before each meeting in order to 

understand their position, set the agenda and chairs the meetings (Costa & Brack, 2014). This 

position allows the president to develop an agenda that puts an emphasis on a certain topic 

(Alexandrova et al., 2014), and to improve coherence in regard to external action. The 

rotating presidency however, did not disappear but remains as a crucial part of the 

management of the Council, especially in regards to legislative work of the Union. The 

changes however, took away most of the external representation from the rotating presidency.  

5.3.2.1 Consensus  

The European Council provide strategic guidelines for the development of the European 

Union (Tallberg, 2006; Costa & Brack, 2014), and “Except where the Treaties provide 

otherwise, decisions of the European Council shall be taken by consensus” (Article 9B Lisbon 
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Treaty, C 306/17). The EUCO can make decisions by voting but consensus is the general 

method (Rittelmeyer, 2014).  

5.3.2.2 The President 

Two weeks after the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, former president of the European 

Commission Jacques Delors is interviewed regarding the increased power of the European 

Council, and the appointment of the former Prime Minister of Belgium, Herman von 

Rompuy, as the first President of the European Council:  

 

The expression they used at the European Council was ‘facilitator’. 
On that point I think I’m fairly happy as a militant for Europe. I 
don’t know if I helped to make it happen. But Mr Van Rompuy is 
the right man for the job, so he realised that what he had to do was 
not to push the governments to one side and get involved in 
everything. (p. 3) … [I]t was better for it to be Van Rompuy rather 
than someone else who would have wanted to be the President of 
Europe and be involved in everything. I’m quite optimistic about 
the choice of Mr Van Rompuy myself. (p. 4)  
 

5.4 Summarizing remarks 

I would like to conclude this empirical chapter by summarising briefly what has been outlined 

above. 
 

The first stage for European integration was the ECSC, which was set out to avoid further 

wars within Europe by merging coal and steel markets. The fall of the Soviet Union in the 

beginning of the 20th century and the following enlargements raised concerns about the EU’s 

institutional efficiency (Dinan, 2012). The enlargements and the extended powers that 

followed called for the ability to speak with one voice (Biondi et al., 2012). One way to 

address these challenges was to establish a clear division of power between European 

institutions and member states. The European Union experienced a number of setbacks, the 

Treaty of Nice and the rejection of the Constitution of Europe can be considered as 

particularly large failures. The Lisbon Treaty entering into force in 2009 put an end to 

turbulent decades of reforms; one of the major changes was the implementation of the 

permanent presidency of the European Council.  
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6. Analysis 

The Empirical Data presented in chapter five will in this chapter be analysed and discussed 

alongside the aspects authority and autonomy, derived from the meta-organisation theory, to 

increase our understanding of the structural problems that cause decision-making difficulties 

within the EU, and why a permanent presidency of the European Council does not seem to 

solve these issues. However, European integration cannot be understood by meta-

organisational theory alone but has to be understood in its institutional context. Membership 

and Environment will therefore serve as a second dimension to help us understand the origins 

of the structural problems and attempted solutions.  

6.1 The starting point  

An understanding of the beginning of European integration is crucial in order to explain the 

problems that exist within the current structure of the EU. The initial steps towards the EU as 

it exists today will be analysed alongside the concepts of membership and environment to 

better understand the background of European integration.  

6.1.1 Membership and Environment 

According to meta-organisational theory, members believe they will lose something of 

importance to them if they merge and become an organisation, which is why they form a 

meta-organisation instead. In the case of the EU however, that was the main concession. The 

first countries that joined to create the European Coal and Steel community freely chose to 

cooperate within areas decreasing some of their state sovereignty, decreasing their freedom 

but at the same time coping with the freedom of others. According to Giddens (1990) “the 

prime condition of requirements for trust is not lack of power but lack of full information” 

(p. 33). To merge their coal and steel markets was a way to increase information, to mitigate 

the risk of neighbouring countries producing weapons without their knowledge. The creation 

of the ECSC was a way to increase trust and thereby decrease the risk of future wars. Member 

states had transferred important powers, although in a limited number of domains, to the 

Community institutions (The report on European Institutions 1978). The countries had a 

shared interest in the purpose of the organisation i.e. increased trust, which is why they 
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decided to cooperate. During this early stage the environment did not provide enough trust for 

nation-states to cope with the freedom of other nation-states, and they could not affect this 

environment on their own (Giddens 1990). One of the first paragraphs in the Treaty of Rome 

stated that the members were determined “to lay the foundations of an ever-closer union 

among the people of Europe". This determination however, seems to have decreased over 

time.  

6.2 Change, governance and reforms  

6.2.1 Authority 

Both the Tindermans Report and the Report on European Institutions highlight difficulties in 

coordinating and achieving common action, due to the unwillingness of member states to 

compromise their powers in favour of the Community. Tindermans Report states “[t]he 

resolve to achieve Union will bring us to give the necessary powers to the common 

institutions”. Without this “political kiss of life” the institutions of the Union will always lack 

substance and force. According to the Report on European Institutions, common action can be 

achieved only if all the institutions involved work in the interest of Europe as a whole. Both 

of the reports seem to come to the same conclusions. The ‘political kiss of life’ and ‘to work 

in the interests of Europe as a whole’ can be understood as putting the interest of the nation-

state aside and working towards a common interest of Europe. To put the interest of the 

nation-state aside and work towards a common European interest would decrease member 

state autonomy, and thereby increase the authority of the EU (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). 

Increased authority, in line with meta-organisational theory, generates an increased capacity 

to act and would therefore decrease the autonomy of the member states. This is, to use the 

same words as Leo Tindermans in his report: “the price of Union”.  

According to the Tindermans report and the Report on European Institutions, another reason 

for why common action is difficult to achieve is due to “vague and unclear guidelines”. 12 

years after the Report on European Institutions and in the wake of the fall of the Iron Curtain, 

the Commission emphasised a similar issue. The general consensus of institutional reforms 

had increased due to the forthcoming expansion and the Commission emphasised, in their 

report on the EEC treaty 1990, a “need for a higher profile in the international scene to enable 

them to give a collective response to clear demands for Europe”. The report called for an 
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increase in authority for the European Community. Another issue highlighted in the report 

was described as a “grey area” in which the role of the EU institutions is unclear. The concern 

about a ‘grey area’ is similar to the issues of ‘vague and unclear guidelines’ mentioned in the 

Tindermans report and the Report on European Institutions. The ‘grey area’ can be 

understood as the tendency of meta-organisations to overlap responsibilities between the 

meta-organisation and its members, which is a result of member organisations holding on to 

responsibilities in a struggle to keep autonomy (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011).  

The Maastricht Treaty introduced a European security and defence identity and the Western 

European Union, partly a reaction to the political environment after the fall of the Soviet 

Union. Renaming the Community a “Union” is interesting as the Union, at this point, was not 

a union per definition. To establish a European security and defence identity, and a Western 

European Union, can be seen as a way for the EU to increase its control over the member 

states, as increased authority increase the control of resources (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). An 

organisation without the capacity to control its resources has difficulties to achieve action 

(Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011; Kerwer, 2013). A strong meta-organisation ultimately threatens 

the autonomy of its members as increased authority leads to increased autonomy for the meta-

organisation. As a result, member organisations are unwilling to grant the meta-organisation 

decision-making competencies and resources for collective action, in fear of losing their 

autonomy (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). Consequently, even if the Maastricht treaty was set out 

to stabilise Europe, it increased distrust in the European project.  

6.2.2 Autonomy  

Despite the increased scepticism towards European integration that followed the Maastricht 

treaty, Jacques Santer’s criticises the treaty for not giving the EU a “genuine capacity to act 

rather than just react”. A capacity to act, he claims “requires explicit provisions to ensure that 

the Union speaks with one voice”. To rename something a Union and to create a European 

security and defence identity did not seem to have given the explicit provisions and the 

authority the Union needed to enable common action (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011).  

 

The lack of explicit provision became evident at the Nice summit and the negotiations was 

described as “the most acrimonious in EU history”. One of the reasons, according to Prodi 

was “the efforts of many to defend their immediate interests, to the detriment of a long-term 

vision”. The member states were accused of defending their “own immediate interests” 
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instead of the “long-term vision” i.e. the long-term vision of Europe. In this context, a long-

term vision actually meant a reduction in member state autonomy, as they had to prioritise a 

European vision rather than their own. This was something they were not willing to give up. 

The Nice summit can be understood in the context of competition between the identity and 

authority of the EU, and the identity and authority of the member state (Ahrne & Brunsson, 

2011; Kerwer 2013).  

 

It is important to note that despite difficulties, the negotiations actually resulted in the 

ratification of the Nice Treaty, although member states were not satisfied with the result. 

However, subsequent events indicate a willingness to make member states unite on the basis 

of common European values. The Convention on the Future of Europe is one example of a 

collective attempt to increase European integration. In addition, Nicole Fontaine’s speech 

about a “reunification of the entire European family” illustrated the idea about a Europe based 

on shared democratic, economic, social and cultural values, i.e. a European identity instead of 

their own national identity. For a meta-organisation to answer to demands for common action 

requires a high degree of collaboration within its boundaries and similarity among its 

members (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). To talk about a reunification indicates that Europe, at 

some point has been unified, which is not the case. The choice of words can be understood as 

an attempt to increase similarities and thereby creating a common identity among the member 

states. A common identity is argued to increase the willingness to decrease nation-state 

autonomy, which is required for a high degree of collaboration and to achieve common 

action.  

 

In the wake of the Nice failure, and in line with Santer cited above, Swedish Prime minister 

Göran Persson stated that in order not to be victims of circumstances “the external objectives 

of the Union and its organisation must be set in such way that it encourages the formation of 

common positions and coherent use of external policy levers of the Union”. To be a victim of 

circumstances will, in this context, be interpreted as not having the power to act but only to 

react. Both Persson and Santer are worried about the EU’s weak authoritative centre making it 

difficult to coordinate and pursue common action (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). The difference 

between acting and reacting lies in the fact that a reaction is a response to something or 

someone, while an action suggests initiative and authority, i.e. autonomy over ones decisions. 

The member states unwillingness to grant decision-making power to the EU results in weak 

authority and not enough autonomy to act (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011).  
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Despite these difficulties, the Convention on the Future of Europe resulted in the 

Constitutional Treaty, ‘long – term vision’, ‘political kiss of life’ and ‘genuine capacity’ the 

European Union had been waiting for. However, as increased authority of a meta-organisation 

undermines the autonomy of its members (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011), the Constitutional 

Treaty was rejected.  

6.3 The Lisbon Treaty and The permanent Presidency   

6.3.1 Authority and Autonomy  

One of the major changes implemented by the Lisbon Treaty was the permanent presidency of 

the European Council. The old, rotating presidency was considered a mechanism of member 

states’ representation within the European Union. It was also an opportunity for member 

states to plan the EU’s agenda according to their own priorities. In view of this, and given that 

members within meta-organisations are considered equal; it may appear odd to have the 

rotating presidency of the council replaced by a permanent presidency. The European Council 

executes leadership by providing strategic guidelines for the development of the European 

Union, making the institution one of the most powerful within the EU. In the beginning 

however, it was not seen as an institution but as informal summits where Heads of states and 

governments were able to meet and discuss political-issues behind closed doors. It is clear that 

an informal forum next to the other formal institutions was needed early in the integration 

process. These informal summits provide an environment where leaders (representatives) 

from each member state (organisation) can meet in person. As meta-organisations cannot 

solve conflicts based on hierarchy, naturally they must be solved through other mechanisms 

(Ahrne & Brunsson, 2005, 2011). The informal summits were a way of solving problems of 

interest i.e. national interests. In addition, all decisions are taken by consensus, which 

according to the theory preserves the member’s autonomy and therefore their will to stay 

within the organisation as too many open conflicts could cause damage (Ahrne & Brunsson, 

2005, 2011). An example of such a damaging conflict was the Nice negotiations.  

 

European integration has led to a decrease in member state parliamentary control, as most 

decisions are made at a European level and therefore beyond the control of national 

parliaments. Especially in regards to the strategic guidelines for the development of the 
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European Union: taken behind closed doors within the European Council. Blair emphasised, 

in 2001, problems of “apathy, disconnection from its citizens and lack of understanding about 

how the EU works”. In line with the theory, European citizens do not want the EU to gain 

increased authority (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011), and give up more authority or sovereignty 

beyond what is already the case. The democratic deficit can therefore be understood as a 

result of the inherent conflict of autonomy (Kerwer, 2013), rather than as a lack of 

understanding about how the EU works. An attempt to solve the democratic deficit has been 

to increase the power of the European Parliament. This however, does not solve the problem 

at hand: strategic guidelines for the development of the European Union are still being 

decided upon beyond the control of European citizens.   

 

In the letter to the Spanish Prime Minister, Blair and Schroeder predicted that the EU would 

confront increasingly complex global issues and that it will become more important but also 

increasingly challenging to provide necessary leadership, especially with an increased number 

of member states. In this context, “such leadership” can be understood as the European 

Council speaking with one voice towards third parties on the international scene. In addition, 

Blair stressed already in 2001 that “it’s obvious that the European Union cannot, with 25 and 

more members, work in the same way, with precisely the same constitution, as it has with 

15  [member states]”, and that “decision-making will need to be streamlined.”   

 

The Lisbon treaty mandates the permanent President to “endeavour to facilitate cohesion and 

consensus within the European Council”, or as Delors said, to function as a “facilitator”. 

Therefore, we should understand the presidency as a facilitator role rather than a traditional, 

president with authoritative powers (such as a head of state). The first permanent President of 

the EUCO was Herman von Rompuy, and according to Delors “the right man for the job”, 

as he did not want to be the President of Europe and “involved in everything”.  
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7. Discussion 

European integration is a balance between the authority and autonomy of the EU, and the 

authority and autonomy of the member states. A strong meta-organisation can make decisions 

and enforce them on its member organisations and by doing so it threatens the autonomy of its 

members. According to theory, a certain degree of autonomy is necessary for an organisations 

authoritative body to act and to control its resources. Consequently, an organisation without 

autonomy cannot control its resources and lacks therefore the capability and legitimacy to act. 

Hence, one argument for the increase in EU authority is to improve its capacity to act and to 

control its resources i.e. to increase autonomy. For the member states however, this leads to 

less autonomy, which is the reason they have been unwilling to grant the EU decision-making 

competencies and resources for collective action. Put simply, the EU and its member states 

tend to oppose each other, the main issue to be considered with the current structure of the EU 

is the inherent conflict of autonomy. 

7.1.1 The Actual Problem 

As outlined in the Empirical chapter, there have been discussions and debates around 

possibilities for the EU to speak with one voice and achieve common action. This is 

challenging, as it requires authority and autonomy i.e. hierarchical authority that the member 

states’ do not want to grant the EU. Despite the rejection of the Constitutional Treat and the 

member states unwillingness to be placed under one authoritative centre, discussions about 

the possibility to speak with a common European voice continued. The implementation of a 

permanent presidency of the European Council was said to enable inter-sectorial policy co-

ordination, external representation and to speak with one voice. However, decisions within the 

EUCO are taken by consensus, because the EU requires a decision-making structure that does 

not threaten the autonomy of the member states. The consensus rule, and the informal 

meetings of the European Council, have ended up being the means currently used to make 

decisions about the future of the EU as this way of deciding upon the future on the Union do 

not threaten the autonomy of member states. External representation and to reach a common 

position is therefore only possible given that everyone agrees. Consequently, the European 

Council is unlikely to engage in large-scale decisions even with a President. Instead, the 

President’s role is to improve coherence and act as an honest broker, as the president does not 
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represent his or her own member state but the European Union. As stated above, European 

integration is a balance between autonomy of the EU and autonomy of the member states, and 

the member states are only willing to lose autonomy in areas that do not threaten their 

authority i.e. sovereignty as states. The EU therefore needs to have a weak authoritative centre 

(Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). This is why a President who does not want to be “the President of 

Europe and involved in everything” was considered to be the “right man for the job”.  

 

To understand why the Permanent Presidency role was presented as a solution to facilitate 

common action and to speak with one voice, despite the member states unwillingness to grant 

decision-making power to the EU, we can look at the very beginning of European integration. 

Peace was one of the main motivators for European integration as European countries wanted 

to prevent new conflicts and keep pacifying relations. The European Coal and Steel 

Community was a way to increase trust and thereby decrease the risk of future wars (Giddens, 

1990). Further integration then relied on the spillover effect i.e. the belief (or hope) that 

integration in one sector would create incentives for integration in other sectors. National 

leaders were not ready to negotiate domains like defence and foreign affairs and the first 

European institutions were endowed with responsibilities “exactly the inverse of a federation” 

(Costa & Brack, 2014). Therefore they did not, in contrast to what meta-organisational theory 

claims, enter the organisation with all of their resources, as the main idea behind the ECSC 

was to disarm the nation-states and minimise the danger. The initial purpose of the 

Community was to create just that, community and peace within Europe; something that the 

nation-states could not do by themselves. These incentives are more similar to those of 

individuals that become members of individual-based organisations. The nation-states that 

wanted to become members of the ECSC only coordinated efforts in order to obtain mutual 

security however there is no indication that member states were willing to give up more 

authority or sovereignty beyond what was required to ensure their own security. However, the 

initial idea of a kind of United States of Europe seems to have kept on dominating the idea 

about Europe. This can be understood by the fact that European countries still have to balance 

the institutional environment: danger, security, trust and risk (Giddens, 1990), but they are 

still not willing to give up more authority beyond required to keep this balance. European 

integration is a zero-sum game where the member states benefit from granting enough 

authority and autonomy to the EU to benefit from the protection the membership gives in 

terms of decreased danger i.e. security.  
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This sheds light on the reason behind the structural problems that the EU is suffering from 

today: the initial idea and wishful thinking of the EU as an individual-based organisation.  

  

Although difficulties to coordinate action and external representation due to the member 

states unwillingness to grant decision-making power to the EU, the Permanent Presidency role 

was presented as a solution to facilitate common action and to speak with one voice. With its 

current structure, the Permanent presidency has to be understood as been given the form of a 

hierarchical authority solution but with the actual functioning of something else; a symbolic 

solution that does not change the actual problem; member states within the European Union 

do not want to transform into an individual-based organisation. 

7.1.2 Contributions, Limitations and Further Research  

As noted in the Introduction, this thesis intended to contribute to increased understanding of 

the structural problems that cause difficulties for the EU to achieve common action and to 

speak with one voice. Furthermore, this thesis sought to understand why a permanent 

Presidency of the European Council does not seem to have solved these issues. My study 

illustrates that the initial idea of the European Union, as an individual-based organisation still 

exists among a number of actors within the Union. This is why solutions are not adapted to 

the actual problem: member states do not want to transform into an individual-based 

organisation. The main issue to be considered with the current structure of the EU is the 

inherent conflict of autonomy. In this thesis meta-organisational theory has been applied to 

understand and explain these difficulties. The theory has not been able to explain the early 

stages of European integration, arguably because the first steps of European integration were 

not taken with the intention to create an organisation with meta-organisational features. 

 

The thesis findings cannot be generalised but intend however to contribute to a better 

understanding of the EU in particular, and meta-organisations in general. The limitations of 

this research are also the implications for further research. European integration is not a 

posteriori, and historical events have shaped the integration process. To study a larger amount 

of texts would help to widen the scope of empirical data and enable a broader understanding 

of European integration. A wider range of empirical data could include additional aspects of 

European integration such as the EMU or the distribution of competences in different policy 
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areas between the EU and member states. Meta-organisational-theory needs to extent its 

empirical range to become truly relevant for studying the EU. 
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8. Conclusion 

Never before in world history have a number of sovereign states, some of them formerly 

mortal enemies, freely decided to collaborate and take the first step towards European 

integration. The process has not followed a linear path and the integration process has not 

been easy. However, despite crisis and inter-governmental difficulties the European project 

still moves on.  

The empirical data outlines the development of European integration between 1989 and 2009, 

as well as the dominating ideas about the European project. Despite the fact that member 

states are unwilling to be placed under one authoritative centre, the idea of increasing the 

authoritative powers of the European Union has dominated the idea about European 

integration. This persisting idea is the reason behind the difficulties for the EU to achieve 

common action and speak with one voice. According to the meta-organisational theory, 

increased authority for the EU leads to an increased autonomy, which the member states do 

not want to grant the EU. The reason behind this conflict, and the structural problems that 

cause difficulties for the EU to achieve common action, can be tracked back to the beginning 

of European integration. The creation of the European Coal and Steel Community was more 

similar to a situation where individuals become members of an individual-based organisation. 

Nation-states only coordinate efforts in order to obtain mutual security, and member states are 

therefore not willing to give up more authority or sovereignty beyond what was required to 

ensure their own security. European integration can be understood as a zero-sum game where 

the member states benefit from granting enough authority and autonomy to the EU and take 

advantage from the protection the membership gives in terms of security.  

 

Reforms to strengthen the EU’s authoritative centre are more suitable for individual-based 

organisations, not for the EU in its current form. The Permanent presidency has to be 

understood as been given the form of a hierarchical authority solution but with the actual 

functioning of a symbolic solution. As long as member states do not want to transform into a 

United States of Europe, the EU will remain a meta-organisation with a weak authoritative 

centre and difficulties to achieve common action and to speak with one voice. 



 47 

References 

Ahrne, G. & Brunsson, N. 2001. Metaorganisationer - identitet och auktoritet, SCORE 

Ahrne, G.  & Brunsson, N. 2008. Meta-organizations, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham. 

Alexandrova, P. Carammia M., and Timmermans, A. 2014. EU high politics: the policy 
agenda of the European Council, 1975-2011, In: Foret, F. and Rittelmeyer, Y-S. (eds) The 
European Council and European Governance. New York: Routledge, pp. 53-74 

Best, E.,Christiansen, T., & Settembri, P. 2008. The institutions of the enlarged European 
Union: continuity and change, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham. 

Blaikie, N. 2007. Approaches to social enquiry: advancing knowledge, Polity press, Oxford. 

Blair, T., 2001. Address to the House of Commons in which he outlines the outcome of the 
Laeken European Council and welcomes the Declaration on the Future of the European 
Union. (London, 17 December)  
Retrieved May 5, 2015, from 
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/statement_by_tony_blair_on_the_laeken_declaration_london_17_
december_2001-en- 784627f3-1c54-490f-95ea-24c0505df7a7.html  

Blair, T., 2002. Address given by Tony Blair on the work of the European Convention (28 
November) 
Retrieved May 5, 2015, from 
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/address_given_by_tony_blair_on_the_work_of_the_european_con
vention_28_november_2002- en-c8e73a30-5b3d-4117-bb0a-3f1263d95ac2.html 

Blair, T., Shröder, G. 2000.  Joint letter to Prime Minister Aznar of Spain, 25 February. 
Retrieved April 26, 2015 from 
http://ec.europa.eu/dorie/fileDownload.do;jsessionid=LrNkVyRBSZ5RQsy3mBd1tQvyJW
w8ySzsc847rVGzlQ6mXh174n0F!1497273744?docId=679172&cardId=5576. 

Blavoukos, S., Bourantonis, D. & Pagoulatos, G. 2007. "A President for the European Union: 
A New Actor in Town?", JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, vol. 45, no. 2, pp. 
231-252. 

Borrás, S. & Jacobsson, K. 2004. "The open method of co-ordination and new governance 
patterns in the EU", Journal of European Public Policy, vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 185-208. 

Brack, N. & Costa, O. 2014. How the EU Really Works, Ashgate Publishing Ltd, Farnham. 

Brunsson, N. & Sahlin-Andersson, K. 2000, "Constructing organizations: the example of   
public sector reform", Organization Studies, vol. 21, no. 4, pp. 721-746. 

Bunse, S. and Klein, C. 2014. What is left of the rotating presidency? The future of ”national” 
presidencies, In: Foret, F. and Rittelmeyer, Y-S. (eds) The European Council and European 



 48 

Governance. New York: Routledge, pp 75-93. 

Christiansen, T. 2012. "The European Union after the Lisbon Treaty: An Elusive ‘Institutional 
Balance’?" in Biondi, A., Eeckhout, P. & Ripley, S. (eds), EU law after Lisbon. Oxford: 
University Press, pp. 228-247. 

Commission of the European Communities, 1990. Commission Opinion of 21 October 1990 
on the proposal for amendment of the Treaty establishing the European Economic 
Community with a view to political union, COM (90) 600 final, Brussels 

Commission of the European Communities, 1992. Europe and the challenge of enlargement, 
Brussels 

Delors, J., 2009. Transcription of the interview with Jacques Delors , Part 1, Jacques Delors’s 
thinking on Europe in the light of the Lisbon Treaty (Paris, 16 December) 
Retrieved May 5, 2015, from 
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/transcription_of_the_interview_with_jacques_delors_part_1_jacqu
es_delors_s_thinking_on_europe_in_the_light_of_the_lisbon_treaty_paris_16_december_
2009-en-439e5019-ecc3-437b-8a75-d2ad24b73379.html. 

Esaiasson, P., Gilljam, M., Oscarsson, H., & Wängnerud, L. 2012. Metodpraktikan: konsten 
att studera samhälle, individ och marknad, Norstedts juridik. 

Follesdal, A. & Hix, S. 2006. "Why there is a democratic deficit in the EU: a response to 
Majone and Moravcsik", Journal of common market studies, vol. 44, no. 3, pp. 533-562. 

Fontaine, N., 2000. Address given by Nicole Fontaine at the Nice European Council (7 
December) 
Retrieved April 26, 2015, from 
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/address_given_by_nicole_fontaine_at_the_nice_european_council
_7_december_2000- en-b5de1916-4636-47bb-a1b9-93d8b79883b2.html. 

Foret, F. 2014. Legitimacy in numbers? Communicative aspects of the post-Lisbon EU, In: 
Foret, F. and Rittelmeyer, Y-S. (eds) The European Council and European Governance. 
New York: Routledge, pp 147 - 166.  

Franklin, M., Marsh, M. & McLAREN, L. 1994. "Uncorking the Bottle: Popular Opposition 
to European Unification in the Wake of Maastricht", Journal of Common Market Studies, 
vol. 32, no. 4, pp. 455-472. 

Furusten, S. 2013. Institutional Theory and Organizational Change, Edward Elgar 
Publishing. 

Greece delays EU agreement on Russia sanctions. 2015. The Guardian, 29 January.  
Retrieved May 5, 2015, from 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/jan/29/greece-delays-eu-agreement-russia-
sanctions. 
 

Grey, C. 2009. A very short, fairly interesting and reasonable cheap book about studying 
organisations, SAGE.  



 49 

Howorth, J. 2011. "The 'new faces' of Lisbon: assessing the performance of Catherine Ashton 
and Herman van Rompuy on the global stage", European foreign affairs review, vol. 16, 
no. 3, pp. 303-323.  

Hughes, K. 2002. "The future of europe convention: travelling hopefully?", Romanian Journal 
of European Affairs (RJEA), vol. 2, pp. 61-91. 

Hurrell, A. & Menon, A. 1996. "Politics like any other? Comparative politics, international 
relations and the study of the EU", West European Politics, vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 386-402. 

Jachtenfuchs, M. 2001. "The Governance Approach to European Integration", JCMS: Journal 
of Common Market Studies, vol. 39, no. 2, pp. 245-264. 

Kerwer D. 2013. ”International organizations as meta-organizations: the case of the European 
Unio”, Journal of international organizations studies, p. 40-53. 

King, B.G., Felin, T. & Whetten, D.A. 2010, "Perspective-Finding the Organization in 
Organizational Theory: A Meta-Theory of the Organization as a Social Actor", 
Organization Science, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 290-305. 

Laursen, F. & Vanhoonacker, S. 1992. The Intergovernmental Conference on Political Union: 
institutional reforms, new policies, and international identity of the European Community, 
M. Nijhoff, Dordrecht. 

Lord, C. 2014. Problems of compound representation in the European Union after Lisbon, In: 
Foret, F. and Rittelmeyer, Y-S. (eds) The European Council and European Governance. 
New York: Routledge pp. 167 - 184. 

Pagden, A. 2002. The idea of Europe: from antiquity to the European Union, Woodrow 
Wilson Center Press. 

Pasarin, A-M. 2014. The communatarization of the Council presidency: intra-institutional 
dimensions and inter-institutional effect, In: Foret, F. and Rittelmeyer, Y-S. (eds) The 
European Council and European Governance. New York: Routledge, pp 94-110. 

Persson, G., 2002. Address given by Göran Persson on the role of the Council (25 April) 
Retrieved April 20, 2015, from  
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/address_given_by_goran_persson_on_the_role_of_the_council_25
_april_2002-en- 4699e8a2-a3f9-4354-a99b-58b8fe2269e3.html 

Phinnemore, D. 2013, The Treaty of Lisbon: Origins and Negotiaion. Palgrave Macmillian.  

Pollack, M.A. 2005. "Theorizing the European union: International Organization, Domestic 
Polity, or Experiment in New Governance?", Annual Review of Political Science, vol. 8, 
no. 1, pp. 357-398. 

 

 



 50 

Prodi, P., 2000. The results achieved at the end of the Nice European Council of 7–9 
December 2000. SPEECH/00/499. 
Retrieved April 26, 2015, from 
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/address_given_by_romano_prodi_on_the_conclusions_of_the_nic
e_european_council_strasbour g_12_december_2000-en-c5efa03d-2ee6-4fac-b68a-
f1428354519a.html  

Rittelmeyer, Y-S. 2014. The institutional consecration of the European Council: symbolism 
beyond formal texts, In: Foret, F. and Rittelmeyer, Y-S. (eds) The European Council and 
European Governance. New York: Routledge pp. 25-43.  

Sandholtz, W. & Stone Sweet, A. 1998. European integration and supranational governance, 
Oxford University Press, Oxford; New York. 

Santer, J., 1996. Statement by Jacques Santer on the IGC (Strasbourg, 28 February) 
Retrieved May 5, 2015, from 
http://www.cvce.eu/obj/statement_by_jacques_santer_on_the_igc_strasbourg_28_february
_1996-en-44b20636- 86aa-45c6-a164-bc6e5503fded.html 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A. 2009. Research methods for business students (5th  
eds), Pearson education limited. 

Scharpf, F.W. 1988. "The joint-decision trap: lessons from German federalism and European 
integration", Public Administration, vol. 66, no. 3, pp. 239-278. 

Schmitter, P.C. 2000. "Federalism and the Euro-Polity", Journal of Democracy, vol. 11, no. 1, 
pp. 40-47. 

Smith, S.1999. "Social constructivism and European studies: a reflectivist critique", Journal of 
European Public Policy, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 682-691. 

Solansky, S.T., Beck, T.E. & Travis, D. 2014. "A complexity perspective of a meta-
organization team: the role of destabilizing and stabilizing tensions", Human relations, vol. 
67, no. 8, pp. 1007-1033. 

Stubb, A.C. 2000. "Negotiating Flexible Integration in the Amsterdam Treaty" in Oxford 
University Press, pp. 153-175.  

Tallberg, J. 2006. Leadership and Negotiation in the European Union. [Online]. Themes in 
European Governance. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Tallberg, J. 2007. Bargaining power in the European Council, Svenska institutet för 
europapolitiska studier (Sieps). 

Telò, M., Professor 2013, International Relations: A European Perspective, Ashgate, 
Farnham. 

The Committee of Three 1979. Report on European Institutions.  



 51 

The European Council in Edinburgh 11-12 December, Conclusions of the presidency, SN 
456/92 PART A, 1992. 
Retrieved April 6, 2015, from 

The European Council, 1995. Reproduced from the Bulletin of the European Communities No. 
6/1995 
Retrieved May 7, 2015, from  
http://aei.pitt.edu/1446/1/cannes_june_1995.pdf 

Tindermans, L. 1976. European Union, Report by Mr Leo Tindermans to the European 
Council. 

 
Treaty of Lisbon amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty establishing the 

European Community, 2007. 
Retrieved April 9, 2015, from 
http://www.lexnet.dk/law/subjects/treaties.htm 

 
Treaty of Nice amending the Treaty on European Union, the Treaties establishing the 

European Communities and certain related Acts, Final Act and Declarations, 2001. 
Retrieved May 6, 2015, from 
http://www.eurotreaties.com/nicefinalact.pdf  
 

Treaty of Rome, 1957.  
Retrieved May 6, 2015, from 
http://www.eurotreaties.com/eurotexts.html#rometreaty  

 
Treaty on European Union, Official Journal No. C 191, 1992, Item 1 - Document 1/3 (1992/C 

191/01-1)  
Retrieved April 27, 2015, from  
http://www.lexnet.dk/law/download/treaties/Maa-1992.pdf 

 
Van Hecke, S. and Bursens, P. 2014. The Council presidency and the European Council: 

towards collective leadership in the EU, In: Foret, F. and Rittelmeyer, Y-S. (ed.) The 
European Council and European Governance. New York: Routledge, pp 111 -126.  

  


