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Abstract

The European Union (EU) has been dealing with several serious political and financial
crises during the last years. Also, the current Covid-19 crisis shows the poor uniformity
of the EU member states. The individualistic action of the states is not only a political
problem, but also a problem of a missing European identity and hence a missing
solidarity between the EU member states and their citizens. The little common action
is also a symptom of a communication problem of the political institutions in the EU
with the public. The need for European solidarity and new digital ways of
parliamentary communication in EU affairs with citizens become even clearer in the
current pandemic. It is the task of the national representatives not only to digitalise
parliamentary activities through remote deliberation and voting but also to make their
political decision-making in EU affairs publicly transparent through digital
communication.
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New Roles for National Parliaments after Lisbon

Introduction

Based on the theoretical framework by Eriksen and Fossum (2013) and as summed up
in the three different models of the RECON project (2012), the author argues that, apart
from the government-related new roles (Raunio 2011; Sprungk 2013), national
parliaments also have to adapt to the new citizens related role of being a communicator
in EU affairs. Concerning political representation beyond the nation state, parlia-
mentary communication with the electorate becomes extremely relevant. This fact is
especially important with regards to the current digital revolution within the media
society. National parliaments can contribute to the second necessary structural change
of the public sphere (Habermas 1965) caused by the European integration and digital
change (Leston-Bandeira and Ward 2008; Schwanholz et al. 2018).

Research has shown (Sprungk 2013) that national parliaments have to play new roles
to compensate their loss of influence due to the transfer of competences to the EU level,
to fulfil their controlling function and the same is true for the communication function.
Networking is necessary for gaining informal information. Information is also a pre-
condition for communication with the public.

The public salience and contestation of EU issues is on the rise (de Wilde et al. 2016).
The long-standing “permissive consensus’ in Germany, the former motor of European
Integration, is crumbling (de Wilde et al. 2013; Wendler 2016). On the one hand, the
Treaty of Lisbon provided national parliaments with expanded information rights and
introduced the ‘Early Warning System’, thereby making national parliaments the
guardians of the subsidiary principle. One the other hand, parliamentary scrutiny in
the EU crises can be doubted (Closa and Maatsch 2014; Wendler 2016).

This paper argues that it is the task of national parliaments as “strong publics’ (Eriksen
and Fossum 2002; de Wilde 2014) to communicate EU issues and in this way to make
the EU more citizen-friendly (Auel and Raunio 2014a, 2014b; Auel et al. 2018; Neyer
2014; de Wilde 2014; Eisele 2017, 2020; Kinski 2018). Namely, there are two aspects of
the definition of strong parliaments that are important here: (1) national parliaments
are publicly legitimated; and (2) they are directly involved in legislation. This means,
national parliaments in the EU and their committees have to adapt not only to
scrutiny-based new roles (Sprungk 2013). They also have to handle communication-
based roles against the citizens as ultimate principals. This papers argues that from
both a normative and an empirical standpoint, national parliaments can play a key role
in bringing EU matters to the citizens through the ‘national channel” of the EU multi
parliamentary field and hence reduce the EU's democratic and communication deficit
(Eriksen and Fossum 2013; Crum and Fossum 2009, 2012). This will also contribute to
a necessary change in the mode of political representation beyond the nation state
(Kroger and Friedrich 2011, 2016). Nevertheless, despite recent scholarly debate (Auel
and Raunio 2014a, 2014b, 2016; Auel et al. 2018; de Wilde 2011a, 2011b; Eisele 2017,
2020; Kinski 2018; Wendler 2016) a clear definition of the communication function of
national parliaments in EU affairs is missing. This paper fills this gap by developing a
definition of the term ‘communication function” based on the catalogues of parlia-
mentary functions, the literature on national parliaments in the EU and democratic
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theory (Mill 1971, Bagehot 1993[1867]). Based on the classic catalogues of parliament-
ary functions, a new definition concerning the requirements in the EU multilevel
system is developed. It distinguishes between quantity and quality of the fulfilment of
the communication function in EU affairs. Furthermore, criteria for judging the
parliamentary performance are presented. In a later step, it differentiates between two
forms of public communication: (1) Transparency and accessibility to meetings and
parliamentary documents and (2) active parliamentary communication with citizens
and the comprehensibility of information. In order to judge the quality of these two
communication forms, it develops quality criteria, differentiates and identifies an inst-
itutional and legal-political dimension of the communication function. In the second part,
empirical results of the communication function of national parliaments are given on
the case of the committees of the German Bundestag from the 17th electoral term (2009~
2013).! This would strengthen the democratic quality of national and European
governance and provide public deliberation (Habermas 1990, 1994) - which is even
more relevant in the crisis facing the EU.

Regarding the legitimating forums of political communication, the literature disting-
uishes between ‘weak” and “strong’ publics (Eriksen and Fossum 2002; de Wilde 2014).
National parliaments are legitimised through public votes and are directly involved in
political control processes. National parliaments as strong publics can foster
justification in two ways (Neyer 2012): through public deliberation via public meetings
and documents and public accountability (Bovens 2007), and in terms of public
meetings and documents as well as though understandable parliamentary PR services.
It is therefore not only a certain quantitative amount of public communication that is
necessary but also a certain quality.

The term “weak publics’ refers to a general arena for discussion on political issues
without direct political legitimation such as mass media. By contrast, the term “strong
publics’ refers to a communicative arena that is directly involved in legislation, such
as the parliament. In contrast to “‘weak publics’ like mass media, they are majority and
directly legitimised by public elections and legally institutionalised (de Wilde 2014:
109). The paper presented here argues that it is the task of national parliaments as
‘strong publics’ to communicate EU issues and in this way to make the EU more
citizen-friendly (Auel and Raunio 2014a, 2014b; Maatsch 2014; Neyer 2014; de Wilde
2014). The author argues that the recent studies are a big contribution to the academic
debate. Nevertheless, they overlook one big aspect that concerns the heterogeneous
inner structure of national parliaments.

Unlike standard approaches, this paper focuses on the public policy making in EU
affairs of committees of national parliaments. In a working parliament (Arter 1999),
the parliamentary committees are one the most important actors for the fulfilment of
the parliamentary functions. This becomes especially true in the context of the EU
multilevel system, which requires special expertise of the parliamentarians about EU
policy making processes, EU institutions and EU policy fields (Andersen and Burns

1 For an overview on the online performance of the German Bundestag from a practical point of view
see Deutscher Bundestag (2017).
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1996: 229; Christiansen and Larsson 2007). Legislative studies normally focus on ana-
lysing the government-related functions of government control and legislation of
parliamentary committees (Lees and Shaw 1979; Doring 1995; Mattson and Strem
1995). Committees are, however, not predestined to fulfil these functions only. They
could contribute to bringing Europe closer to its citizens by making committee meet-
ings transparent. This becomes especially true in the current political crisis of the EU
(Wendler 2016).

Based on the theoretical framework by Eriksen and Fossum (2013), the author argues
that apart from the government-related new roles (Raunio 2011; Sprungk 2013),
national parliaments also have to adapt to the new citizens-related role of being a
communicator of the national parliamentary policy making in EU affairs. Concerning
political representation beyond the nation state, parliamentary communication with
the electorate becomes extremely relevant. This fact is especially important with
regards to the current digital revolution within the media society (Schwanholz et al.
2018). With Euroscepticism on the rise all over the EU - not only as a result of the
global financial crisis (Serricchio et al. 2013), political justification (Neyer 2012) of
policy making in the EU multilevel system is extremely necessary.

The author argues that national parliaments after the Treaty of Lisbon have to adapt
their roles to a structural change of the “public sphere” on two levels: (1) on one level,
they have to adopt a new role because of European integration and the EU multilevel
system (Kroger and Friedrich 2016); and (2) on the second level - as communicative
studies show - they have to adapt to the digital change caused by new information
and communication products and culture (Dai and Norton 2007).

This paper gives a clear definition of the term communication function and diff-
erentiates between the aspects of quantity and quality of national parliaments’ political
communication in EU affairs. It also introduces two dimensions of the communication
function: the institutional dimension (transparency and communication about insti-
tuteional structures of the EU multilevel system) and the policy oriented dimension
(concrete EU policy making) from the perspective of national legislatures. Unlike the
control function, where the scope, timing and management criteria are often used as
quality criteria to assess the control potential of a national parliament (e.g. O'Brennan
and Raunio 2007), there are no quality criteria for assessing the communication
function in EU affairs (Auel and Raunio 2014a, 2014b). As Sprungk (2010) already
pointed out, for the control function of national parliaments, more control is not the
same as better parliamentary control. The same can be said about the parliamentary
communication with the public in EU affairs. The author finds that quantity is not the
only relevant factor. We also need criteria for judging on how good parliamentary
communication with the public effectively is. This also means that one has to think
about good potential ways to reach citizens medially. One also has to think of the
potential target groups. In the age of the internet and smartphones, plenary debates
are not the only possible channel (Deutscher Bundestag 2017).

Following the introduction, the second part will give an overview of the state of the
art of research on national parliaments in the EU and its shortcomings. A definition of
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the term communication function in EU affairs will be provided, which captures the
top-down dimension of the communication function. After which first empirical
results showing the communication function in EU affairs will be provided from the
case of three different committees of the German Bundestag (environment, home
affairs, education) of the 17th electoral term. The selection of the expert committees
was guided by the work of Toller (2008), to measure the degree of Europeanisation of
German legislation.

National parliaments between de- and reparliamentarisation

The role of national parliaments in the political system of the EU first received serious
political and academic attention in the mid 1990’s in connection with debates on the
EU’s democratic deficit (Norton 1996; Raunio 2009). There remains division amongst
academics if national parliaments can play an effective role or are reduced to merely
symbolic institutions. Since then, academic research has concentrated on the analysis
of the strength and weakness of national parliaments in EU affairs against the back-
ground of the transfer of legal rights of national parliaments to the EU level. On the
one hand, according to the decline-thesis stated by political scientists as well as
constitutional lawyers, national legislatures are considered to be the ‘losers” (Maurer
and Wessels 2001) or ‘victims’ (Oberreuther 2002: 316) of European integration (e.g.
Borzel 2000; Dahrendorf 1999; Grimm 2001; Kassim 2005; Kirchhof 1994; Maurer and
Wessels 2001; Papier 2004). Andersen and Burns (1996: 227) even proclaimed the
‘systematic erosion’ of parliamentary democracy. As a result, a wide-ranging academic
and political consensus claimed that national parliaments need to be more fully
engaged with EU policymaking (Katz and Wessels 1999; Strem et al. 2003, for an
overview see Goetz and Mayer-Sahling 2008; Sprungk 2010: 3). On the other hand,
supporters of the parliamentarisation thesis argued that national parliaments exercise
greater scrutiny of their governments in EU matters than before (Raunio and Hix 2000;
Maurer and Wessels 2001; Saalfeld 2005; Raunio 2005; O Brennan and Raunio 2007;
Raunio 2009: 318).

Despite different empirical results, supporters of the de- and re-parliamentarisation
thesis have in common that they regard national parliaments as ‘cornerstones’ (Kiiver
2006; Smith 1996) for the building of democratic legitimacy in the multilevel EU. The
latest research is dedicated to the involvement of national parliaments in the context
of the euro crisis (Closa and Maatsch 2014; Rittberger and Winzen 2015; Fossum 2014;
Auel and Hoing, 2015; Hoing 2015) and international trade (Roederer-Rynning and
Kallestrup 2017). A number of recent works examines the question of how interparl-
iamentary cooperation between national parliaments in the EU and the EP in the
multilevel parliamentary field (Crum and Fossum 2012) can strengthen parliaments’
role as overseers. In addition, recent research has examined the legitimising role of
subnational parliaments, in the German case of the regional parliaments of the Lander,
in European politics (Abels 2017; Abels and Eppler 2016; Buzogany and Héasing 2017;
Hogenauer 2017; Hogenauer and Abels 2017).
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The analysis of the functions of national parliaments is closely connected to the
question of the scientific ideal image of political representation in the EU (Neyer 2014)
Supranationalist as well as intergovernmentalist approaches (Scharpf 2009: 181) seem
to represent ‘old ways’ of thinking about democracy (Neyer 2014). A more adequate
path to political legitimacy in the EU seems to be the multilevel governance approach
(Hooghe and Marks 2001) and EU multilevel, parliamentary field (Crum and Fossum
2009, 2012). According to Crum and Fossum (2012) citizens are linked to EU decision
making via national parliaments and national governments through the national
channel. Furthermore, citizens are linked to EU decision making via European
Parliament through the European Channel (Crum and Fossum 2012; Norris 1997).

Eriksen and Fossum (2013) argue that the EU is organised as a multilevel system of
representative parliamentary government in which deliberation is especially relevant
from the point of normative democratic theory, but has to be regarded in an insti-
tuteional perspective. Democratisation of the EU should be provided by national parl-
iaments as well as the European Parliament through government control law making
procedures. They state that deliberation itself cannot bear the entire burden of dem-
ocratic legitimacy because it is impossible to meet the requirement of having the legal
norms accepted by all affected parties in a free and open debate. In that sense, Eriksen and
Fossum’s approach combines models of democratic representation and deliberation,
government-related functions are equally important as citizen-related functions.

Explaining variables for variance in the fulfilment of the control function

The following variables could be identified (cit. Maatsch 2014): (1) Parliament's
constitutionally granted information rights to the government on EU matters (Maurer
and Wessels 2001; Raunio 2005); (2) Parliament's position on government (Bergman
1997; Damgaard and Jensen 2005); (3) Euroscepticism of the population (Karlas 2012),
Euroscepticism of political parties and type of government, minority government
(Holzhacker 2005; Saalfeld 2005) or coalition government; (4) complex intra-
parliamentary relations between the political groups (Damgaard and Jensen 2005) and
the power of the opposition (Holzhacker 2005); (5) political culture (Bergman 1997;
Hansen and Scholl 2002; Raunio 2005). The main factors are the citizen opinion and
party opinion on European integration (Raunio 2011).

Overall, research to date has concentrated on the development of parliamentary
information rights vis-a-vis the government on EU affairs and the establishment of EU
committees to compensate for the transfer of national competencies to Brussels. Also,
the unwillingness of the EU Committees to exercise governance in EU affairs (Barrett
2008; Maurer and Wessels 2001; Norton 1996; O'Brennan and Raunio 2007; Smith 1996;
Tans et al. 2007) were explored. Recent studies have analysed the involvement of
national parliaments in the context of the euro crisis is being investigated (Auel and
Hoing 2014, 2015; Closa and Maatsch 2014; Crum 2013; Hoing 2015; Rittberger and
Winzen 2015). Nevertheless, the question of the weakness or strength of national
parliaments in the EU remains the research framework for this paper.
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National parliaments and the treaty of Lisbon and the euro crisis

The treaty of Lisbon provided national parliaments with new control and information
rights vis-a-vis the EU institutions, and had the potential to strengthen the democratic
quality of parliamentary oversight in EU politics. But it grants national parliaments
not only new power, but also new responsibility: it explicitly mentions national
parliaments in a text of the treaty as political actors in European politics for the first
time and gives them information and control rights of participation vis-a-vis the EU
institutions. Nevertheless, it is still debatable to what extent the treaty affects the
national parliaments and changes their position within the EU system. While some see
them as ‘watchdogs of subsidiarity’, due to the expansion of information rights and
governance (Article 10) and the introduction of an early warning mechanism on
subsidiarity (Article 5), others see it as merely a ‘formal Improvement without low
thrust’ (Holscheidt 2008).

On the whole, however, the adaptation to European integration continues to varying
degrees (Auel et al. 2015): the most recent studies of show a group of strong
parliaments in Northern Europe with Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Germany, the
Netherlands and Austria and a group of weaker parliaments in the southern states
with Greece, Malta, Cyprus , Portugal, Spain, Belgium and Luxembourg (Auel and
Christiansen 2015; Auel et al. 2015; Karlas 2012; Winzen 2012). France, Italy and Great
Britain take a middle position. Some Eastern European parliaments also seem to have
overtaken the Bundestag in their active participation in EU policy (Karlas 2012; Szalay
2005). Buzogany (2015) examines the adaptation of national parliaments in Central and
Eastern Europe to EU integration in the context of the imitation of the “old” EU member
states.

New roles for national parliaments in EU affairs in the EU crisis: The
communication function of national parliaments

The study of citizen-related functions of national parliaments has been largely neg-
lected (Auel 2007; Raunio 2011). In other words, the literature has mainly explored the
control function of national legislatures vis-a-vis their governments in EU affairs. This
is astonishing since it is widely acknowledged that parliaments fulfil a variety of
functions and tasks (Auel 2007: 494).

The author argues that national parliaments not only fulfil new roles concerning
government-related roles (Sprungk 2013), but also have to create new ways of public
communication. This fact becomes especially true against the background of two big
challenges that national parliaments in the EU face: the end of democracy within the
nation state and the digital revolution. New models of democracy within the EU
multilevel system are needed. Since there is little evidence of a genuine European public
sphere, and it is more accurate to speak of several national public spheres, national
parliaments should make EU policy making transparent to their citizens by reducing
the EUs ‘communication deficit’” (Meyer 1999) and legitimising governance through
communication (Schlesinger and Kevin 2000; Olsen 2002; Fossum and Schlesinger
2007; Schlesinger 2007; de Wilde 2010: 3).
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Following the approach by Eriksen und Fossum (2013) and the RECON project (2012)
there are three possible options for democracy beyond the nation state in the political
system of the European Union. Applied to parliaments this means: national
parliaments (model 1); European Parliament (model 2); and deliberation (model 3). It
is argued that the control function of national parliaments is the main function of
national parliaments. Also, the author regards public debate of national parliaments as
very essential.

Nevertheless, there is a need for a second structural change of the public sphere.
Because of the EU multilevel system and the digital revolution, the author argues that
European democracy has to be a communicative democracy. National Parliamen-
tarians should communicate their decision-making in EU affairs because ‘policy
decisions in Europe are increasingly taken in the supranational and intergovernmental
arenas, but the nation state has remained the primary focus for collective identities and
citizen participation” (Koopmans 2007: 183). The Treaty of Lisbon aims to increase the
transparency of European governance vis-a-vis citizens.

Even more, the communication function of national parliaments gains new relevance,
because of the shift of the control mode of national parliaments against their
government and EU institutions. By virtue of the lost competences of national parl-
iaments: the control mode has changed from classic ex-post public control to new
forms of ex-antes informal control of national parliaments (Callies and Beichelt 2013).
Research on the communication function of national parliaments in the EU is still
pending. We know little about whether the variables of control literature also explain
the communication performance of national parliaments in the EU. An open research
question is also whether the cross-national variance identified by the ‘control research’
in fulfilling the parliamentary control function explains the variance of the commun-
ication function between the specialised committees of a parliament. The present work
is intended to fill this scientific gap. This will be achieved by looking beyond the
principal-agent models (Strom et al. 2003) that have hitherto dominated research.

National parliaments in the age of internet and social media

The literature on the communication function of national parliaments has so far
overseen the fact that parliamentary communication in the digital age of internet,
social media and smartphone can take many forms apart from plenary debates. As
many citizens lack the time and resources to attend plenary debates on their own, the
indicator is the number of plenary debates in EU affairs is not meaningful on its own.
Rather, it is about the question of the user-friendly preparation of parliamentary work
such as plenary debates, committee meetings or parliamentary documents.

Since the turn of the millennium, research on technological change in information and
communication technology on national parliaments has received increasing attention
under the heading ‘Parliaments in the Digital Age” (Leston-Bandeira and Ward 2008)
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or ‘Parliaments in the Age of Internet’ (Coleman et al. 1999).2 The works are mainly
descriptive (Leston-Bandeira and Thompson 2013), and some are of a comparative
nature. As a result of some comparative studies, independent variables that influence
the adaptation of national parliaments to the new information and communication
technologies are identified (Riehm et al. 2009; 2013). Zittel’s analysis (2008) of the
public communication of members of parliament revealed that their ideas of
representation and the internet vary from country to country and depend on the
respective political and communication culture.?

Definition: The communication function of national parliaments in EU affairs

This section will provide a clear definition of the term ‘communication function of
national parliaments’. Since its beginnings in the 19th century, parliamentary research
has dealt with the question of which functions should be fulfilled by national
parliaments (Mill 1971; Bagehot 1993[1867]). Modern catalogues of parliamentary
functions mainly enlist an elective, a policy making, a control and a communication
function of national parliaments that partly overlap (Marschall 2005: 133ff).

Studies on national parliaments in the EU tend to use the classic catalogues of
parliamentary functions of Mill (1971 cit. a. Robson and Stillinger 1981) and Bagehot
(1993 [1867]), developed on the case of British House of Commons in the 19th century,
without proving their relevance for the context of EU multilevel governance and the
multilevel parliamentary field (Crum and Fossum 2009) and overlooking the
normativity of all discussions about any ideal-typed functions of national parliaments.
The classic text on functions of a national parliament by Mill (1971 distinguishes
mainly between two parliamentary functions: government control and public debate.
Mill regards the public debate as the main parliamentary task and, to a lesser extent,
the task of holding the government accountable. The public debate should establish
transparency and publication. Surprisingly, other functions which seem to be
important to us today like legislating were not included in Mill's catalogue (Marschall
2005: 134f). Mill regarded (1971: 215, cit.a. Robson and Stillinger 1981) the deliberative
function of national parliaments to stimulate public discourse on important political
topics as the most essential one: "When it is necessary or important to secure hearing
and consideration to many conflicting opinions, a deliberative body is indispensable’.

According to Bagehot (1993[1867]), a national parliament should fulfil five functions:
(1) elective function (election and deselection of the government), (2) expressive
function, (3) teaching function, (4) informing function and (5) legislating function
(policy making) (Marschall 2005: 136; Hofmann and Riescher 1999: 55). The expressive
function can be seen as the bottom-up part of the communication function. The
teaching and informing function can be seen as the top-down parts of the
communication function.

2 For a brief first overview over the beginnings of the academic field of the research of parliaments and
information and technology, see Zittel (2007).

3 As the comparative study of Riehm et al (2013) shows can the Scottish parliament be seen as a pioneer
of digital communication with the public.

8 ARENA Working Paper 5/2021



New Roles for National Parliaments after Lisbon

The communication function, however, is the only function that concerns the
relationship between the parliament and its citizens. It is often part of modern
catalogues of parliamentary functions (for an overview see Marschall 2005: 139ff) but
lacks a common definition and even a common denomination. Instead, a variety of
expressions is used such as “articulation function’, “public function’, "forum function’,
‘integration function” or ‘response function’. These terms include various com-
municative acts, but refer to the relationship between the parliament and the citizen.
In general, they include a top-down as well as a bottom-op perspective. From a
bottom-up perspective, the parliament should express the opinions of the citizens to
the government (articulation function) as well as provide a forum for public debate to
hear different opinions from interest groups relating to certain policy processes and
potential decisions (forum function) (Marschall 2005: 142).

Recent studies on the parliamentary communication function in EU affairs fail to give
a clear definition of this term (Auel and Raunio 2014a, 2016). The more systematic
discussions about the functions of national parliament in EU affairs in general and the

parliamentary communication or deliberation function in particular are the ones by
Raunio (2011), Neyer (2014) and Cooper (2015).

Raunio (2011: 4) does not enlist a special communication function, but distinguishes
between several functions relating to the link between citizens and parliaments, which
can all be seen as parts of the communication function: acting as a safety valve and
achieving a redress of grievance, mobilising and educating citizens. The first two
functions can be seen as parts of the bottom-up-side of the communication function,
the second relates to the top-down-side. Cooper (2015) sees three major tasks for
national parliaments at the EU level: legislation, representation and deliberation,
provided by the Lisbon treaty. Nevertheless, as recent studies show, the need for
research on the public communication of national parliaments (Auel and Raunio 2016,
Auel et al. 2018; Eisele 2017, 2020; Kinski 2018) becomes obvious. Nevertheless, we
need a clearer concept of the communication function in national parliaments in EU
affairs as well of potential indicators. Regarding the debate on parliaments in the
digital age and their social media use (Schwanholz et al. 2018), plenary debates cannot
be seen as the only communication channel to the citizens. What we need is a clear
definition of the term communication function in EU affairs, which can be applied to
traditional parliamentary work as well as on digital indicators (Deutscher Bundestag
2017). This shall be provided here.

The author argues that one can distinguish between two forms of parliamentary
communication of committees on EU affairs to the citizens: (1) transparency of policy
making and accessibility of communication (e.g. meetings, documents) and (2) active
communication to the citizens (e.g. through parliamentary public relations work,
comprehensible information on websites). The first aspect is especially important
regarding Habermas” model of a public sphere: for empowering all citizens to engage
in a common public discourse, access to parliamentary meetings and documents is
important. Citizens must have their own sources of information beyond parliamentary
PR. This may be discoloured by the opinion of the journalists. Nevertheless, not all
citizens have the time to attend parliamentary meetings. Therefor parliamentary PR is
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also an important factor for enabling debates on EU affairs in the public sphere
(Habermas 2014) and establishing justification (Neyer 2012).

Nonetheless, Neyer (2014) started an important debate on the normative point of view
of the desirable role of national parliaments in the EU. He argues from a deliberative
approach that in the multilevel system of the EU, the communication function of
national parliaments is the most relevant of the parliamentary functions in EU affairs.
Given the increased importance of the EU, he regards it as the task of the parl-
iamentarians to make their decision making in EU affairs publicly transparent to
enable a public discourse on EU topics. The parliamentary function of public delib-
eration is especially relevant in the complex EU multilevel system in which decision
making procedures are difficult to understand and in which the EU institutions have
been often criticized for being too far away from the citizens. Herewith one can achieve
the ‘minimal requirements’ for democracy (Abromeit 2001: 67). Marschall (2005: 135)
argues that Mill’s ideal concept of a national parliament can be understood in a
negative sense that views parliament as a ‘talking shop’. Nevertheless, in the frame-
work of governance in the multilevel system, EU and the so called multilevel
parliamentarism (Crum and Fossum , 2012), the need to explain the EU to the citizens
becomes extremely relevant (Eriksen and Fossum 2013). In the following section, the
normative grounding of the definition of the communication function of national
parliaments in the EU is developed.

A democratic model: The second link - Normative goals

Apart from other approaches, the author of this paper will use the term communic-
ation function of national parliaments in the sense of Hiibner and Oberreuter (1963,
cit. a. Schiittemeyer 1978: 273). It should therefore be the task of national politicians to
make its European policy decisions public.

In general, a model of democratic theory is needed to develop a corresponding
definition and evaluation criteria, by which the fulfilment of the dependent variables
in the case of the specialised committees of the Bundestag is examined and measured
empirically. Overlooked in research on national parliaments in the EU is the ‘second
link” within the principal-agent model (Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991; Strem et al.
2003) - the relationship between parliament (agent) and voters (principal). It is argued
that it can also be used to characterise the European policy communication function of
the specialised committees of the Parliament towards the citizens. Public com-
munication avoids agency losses of citizens. Accordingly, the specialised committees
should make their European political decision-making transparent in order to give the
voters various choices of the political parties in the European policy (technical) policy
and also to make it transparent to the voters and to communicate. According to
Follesdal and Hix (2006), the democratic quality of European governance depends on
the existence of various parties offering different positions to stand for election, as well
as on competitive elections. The aim of the function is to serve as a precondition for
the ‘vertical Europeanisation” of the national publics in the form of top-down
communication of national parliaments in EU affairs according to the model of
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Koopmanns and Pfetsch (2004): (1) on the one hand, for the citizens in the nation-states
to familiarise themselves with the EU and its institutions, and (2) to make clear the link
between the EU and the nation state, both at the institutional and the legislative level.
In this way, the dependent variable can contribute to the creation of a common
European public (Koopmanns and Pfetsch 2004).

According to the "Responsible Party Model” (Cox and McCubbins 2005), it is not only
important that different parties have a choice of positions, but also that these party
opinions are publicly communicated to citizens, so that they become aware of different
positions available for election. For this purpose, it is necessary that the committees
communicate their work and the opinions of the political parties as comprehensively
as possible. With Neyer (2012, 2014) and Bovens (2007), the communication function
in EU affairs is understood as a publicised control function in EU affairs: ‘account-
ability” is understood here according with Bovens’ definition (2007: 161). Bovens und-
erstands “accountability” as a social relationship “[...] between an actor and a forum, in
which the actor has an obligation to explain and justify his or her conduct, can pose
questions and pass judgment, and the actor may face consequences’. As Neyer (2014)
points out, complex governance structures would lead to accountability issues. At the
same time, it also strengthens the legitimacy of political governance at the national level
through transparency in the European policy of the specialised committees. Citizens
not only gain insights into the structures and functioning of the EU institutions, but
also the national legislature and the specialised committee. Auel (2007: 498) writes:
‘Parliaments provide a major space for public debate and are thus the ideal forums for
the deliberation of important European issues and their domestic implications’.

In summary, the overarching normative goals of the communication function in EU
affairs are defined as:

e At the EU level: increasing the legitimacy of European governance through
communication and public justification (Neyer 2012). Contribution to creating
a European public and a common identity through “vertical Europeanisation’
(Koopmans and Pfetsch 2004).

e At the national level: increasing the legitimacy of governance at the national
level. Communicating knowledge about EU institutions, functionality, policy
and parliamentary European policy through transparency in the public control
function and active communication. Creation of information, voting and control
options (impose sanctions) as well as opportunities for participation (including
participation in the public opinion-forming discourse) for the citizens (Bovens
2007).
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Three ways of communication for establishing justification: Accessibility of
documents and meetings vs. active communication (public relation) and
usability of homepages

The author posits that the EU communication function of national parliaments and
their specialised committees consists of two parts - according to Marschall (1999). The
author states that transparency and parliamentary PR provide the opportunity of
public justification of parliamentary activities and decisions.

1. Transparency and accessibility of government oversight in EU matters at
sectoral level. For this, it is important that the greatest possible access to
parliamentary decision-making in EU matters, for example by giving access to
plenary debates, committee meetings, documents (quantity) as well as a high
quality of the exercised government control (quality).

2. Active mediation and provision of information on the EU committee work
carried out towards the citizens through public relations: this information
should be as comprehensive as possible (quantity) and of highest quality - in
the sense of general user-friendly presentation (quality). Through their public
actions, national parliaments and their specialised committees (actors) enable
their voters (forum) (Bovens 2007) to critically scrutinise parliamentary action
(e.g. in letters to the editor, citizens’ questions to parliament) and impose
‘sanctions’. In the case of dissenting actions of the parliament (agent) against
the order of the voters (principal) (Kiewitt and McCubbins 1991) - up to the
deselection. It can be assumed that parliaments have - in many areas - an
informational advantage over the population, as it is more directly involved in
the political process. One limitation may apply to stakeholders who are likely
to be more knowledgeable on issues than Members of the European Parliament.
With the two aspects of transparency and accessibility of parliamentary
documents and meetings as well as comprehensible information for the citizens
through parliamentary public relations.

3. Justification (Neyer 2012) of national as well as European policy making
becomes possible. This is necessary because in policy making beyond the nation
state the public control of governmental institutions - both on EU as on national
level - is essential but hard to achieve regarding the complex decision-making
practices.

Public communication through the communication function of national parliaments
in EU affairs is the grounding for justification (Neyer 2012), which means to justify the
political power of national institutions as well as EU institutions. Justification can solve
some of the public accountability problems inherent in the complex decision making
structures in the EU multilevel system.

For Habermas, the opportunity to participate in public discourse as a citizen
(membership rights) is one of the basic rights of individuals. The public is thus the
social place where all relevant positions and interests can be articulated (Burkart and
Lang 1992, quoted in Driieke 2013: 86). The committee members comply with this
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requirement by making the committee work and its results publicly available. The
orientation function fulfils the task of binding the political system and its decision-
makers as closely as possible to public opinion (Driieke 2013: 86). Applied to the
communication function of national parliaments in EU affairs, it means that: on the
one hand, through transparency and communication of the committee's work, it
becomes clear to what extent the committee members respond to or consider arg-
uments of public opinion in their debates. On the other hand, the parliamentary
information also enables or improves the formation of public opinion. According to
Habermas, public opinion is the result of free, communicative advice to which all
citizens have access. It is an open question in this work to what extent committee
meetings take place in a free communicative process and to what extent the meetings
themselves (transparency function) or their via inter alia. Internet-mediated work
(transparency function) is actually accessible to all citizens.

Quantity vs. Quality

Overall, one can distinguish between the quantity and quality of communication:
research on the communication function of national parliaments in the EU has often
been limited to quantitative aspects (Auel and Raunio 2014a, 2016; Eisele 2017, 2020;
Kinski 2018). However, the author argues that the quantity of communication is a
prerequisite for quality - since a committee has to communicate in any way in order
to inform the public. Without quantity, there can be no quality of communication. In
this respect, one can argue that quantity itself is also a qualitative evaluation criterion.
A quality criterion means that a committee should communicate sufficiently to the
public in order to meet the normative goals. In other words, it should publicly
communicate sufficiently relevant EU issues. The benchmark of whether parliaments
adequately communicate is ultimately also a quality criterion. The areas of quantity
and quality are thus linked and mutually dependent. In this way, ‘quality” can function
as a generic term, to which the aspects quantity, content and manner of the com-
munication are attached. For analytical reasons, however, a distinction should be made
here between quantity and quality. The quantity and quality of the dependent
variables examined are mutually interdependent: it is not simply a matter of giving
the public maximum access to European committee work (quantity). Moreover, the
quality of the government's control exercised by the committee is closely linked to the
quality of citizen communication: the more government control is exercised, the more
information will made available.

Content: The institutional vs. the legal-political-dimension:

As Leonard and Arbuthnott (2002 cit. a. Michailidou 2008: 36) write, the performance of
the EU within the category ‘matching the EU's policies to public priorities” is inadequate.

The top-down communication function in ‘national affairs” should include:

1. Institutional dimension: informing the public about the function and structure
of the EU institutions in policy-related contexts, or on relevant EU structures
and institutions, such as the inter-parliamentary cooperation or the networking

ARENA Working Paper 5/2021 13



Astrid Wolter

of the expert committee with EU institutions, which overlap with dimension
two.

2. Legal-political dimension: public information of the European policy work of
the technical committee, including EU issues dealt with in the technical
committee, d. H. EU legislative initiatives and other EU projects or relevant EU-
related policy information.

It is argued that all actors (members, deputies, members’ political and personal
members) and levels (plenary, political groups, committees, members) of national
parliaments can contribute to this. However, it is assumed that not all potential actors
should be able to contribute in the same way. For example, the press and public
relations department of the parliamentary administration can provide information
from the public on the structure of the EU and its functioning within the institutional
dimension, for example in the form of a PR brochure (Marschall 1999; Sarcinelli 2011).

Communication in the institutional dimension makes the institutional interaction
between the national level visible and comprehensible to citizens. As well as the
communication in the legal-political dimension, citizens” access to EU policy or
national implementation of EU regulations will reveal their influence on the daily lives
of the population. The committees can contribute to the legal-political dimension of
the communication function of national parliaments in EU affairs, since the legislative
processes are concrete subject-specific subjects. Communication at the institutional
level can be achieved indirectly by informing the committee on EU affairs, by net-
working with the EU institutions and, on a horizontal level, by other specialised
committees of national parliaments in the EU

However, this ideal-typical claim is faced with the problem of limited parliamentary
resources for communication (staff, budget, time). In this sense, it is expected that
parliamentary praxis will not be able to fulfil this, even though it should fulfil it.

Potential indicators

The search for potential indicators is closely linked to the question of the responsible
actor of public accountability of parliamentary policies. In what way, by means of
which indicators should communication and transparency be made ideal. The com-
munication services can be provided both individually and collectively. Nonetheless,
committees are particularly relevant from a democratic point of view, because of the
shift of parliamentary decision-making from plenary to committees, in order to
provide citizens with an insight into real parliamentary decision-making.

Specialist committees have many opportunities to shape their communicative
relationships and thus their “public relations work’. Here, a selection of possible
indicators must be made. This is to be done in the following. Here one can differentiate
the different actors of the communication:

e the level of the overall committee
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e the press and public relations of the parliament

e the committee secretary

e the members of the committee and their staff

e the political group leaders who assist the committee members of their group

They all can communicate about the European policy work of the expert committee
and make a contribution to the fulfilment of the communication function in EU matters

The present work sets the perspective on the communication of the whole committee.
Both the literature and the practice argue that increasing the visibility of committee
work enhances the Parliament’s image. Citizens would thus become aware of the work
of parliamentarians and they would no longer be surprised at the empty plenary hall,
but understand that the deputies are working in the committees of their work. This
argument is adopted here. Since the administration is committed to a politically neutral
reporting and it is their mandate to publicly present the structures and function in a
positive way, there is at least some risk of this danger (expert interview no. 32, 33, 34).4

For democratic reasons, it is desirable for voters to be able to form their own opinion.
That is how public accountability comes into being. This will enable voters to impose
‘sanctions’ (Bovens 2007) on parliaments or political parties at the next election (e.g.
deselection). Transparency and communication of committee work through public com-
mittee meetings and the publication of committee documents make it clear how far the
members of the committee respond to arguments of public opinion in their debates.

Committee websites

As argued by the literature on the adaptation of national parliaments in the EU,
national parliaments must respond to the digital transformation (Dai and Norton
2007). Not all citizens have the time or means to attend public meetings and to read
public documents (Grunwald et al. 2005: 71; Leggewie 2004, cit. a. Grunwald et al.
2005: 69). According to Habermas (1965), public opinion is the result of free,
communicative advice to which all citizens have access. It is an open question as to
what extent committee meetings take place in a free communicative process. Overall,
internet communication offers new ways of shaping the relationship between parlia-
ment and citizens (Coleman et al. 1999; Dai and Norton 2007). According to Coleman
(2005) websites can be considered as a core resource for external parliamentary com-
munication. However, it is questionable whether and to what extent different groups
of society can be reached by providing information and whether internet com-
munication can also be designed to meet the high standards proposed by Habermas.

As the first study on this topic, this work developed verifiable quality criteria:

1. The greatest possible number of public documents or meetings as a quality
criterion. Maximum access is a necessary if not a sufficient condition for
justification (Neyer 2012) and public accountability (Bovens 2007). Especially
in the case of public parliamentary committee meetings in the form of public

4 The expert interviews were conducted with MP, faction and administrative staff (2012-2014).
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expert surveys, the voter is also able to obtain additional information by
participating in interrogations of non-governmental and paramilitary third
parties as a ‘fire-alarm mechanism’, thereby reducing the risk of agency losses
in the relationship between parliament and citizens (‘second link”") (Kiewitt and
McCubbins 1991).

2. The second quality criterion relates to the quality of the publicly exercised
government control. The publicly exercised control function correlates with the
communication function at this point, since in this way, not only does the
parliament control the government, but the citizens also control the parliament.
Thus, a better basis for their own decision making is a prerequisite for their
exercise of the right to vote at the next election under the Responsible Party
Model (Cox and McCubbins 2005) or participation in deliberative public
discourse (Habermas 1990, 1994).

3. Comprehensibility of information and usability of parliamentary websites
Access to meetings and documents alone is not enough to ensure that they can
be received by the general public (Curtin and Meyer 2016). The quantity of
online communication is measured by the availability of European committee
documents and information on the European work of the Committee.
However, the availability of documents and information alone is not enough
to meet Habermas’ claim of universal accessibility among equal citizens. So to
ensure that nobody is excluded from public opinion formation, it is necessary
to make the information and document generally understandable, for example
through journalistic texts, explanation of parliamentary terms in relation to the
European committee work. In relation to the present question, this is
understood to mean a generally understandable processing of the information
by means of explanatory journalistic texts. The user-friendliness of websites is
just as crucial as a study on the electronic petitioning of national parliaments
and civic participation in parliamentary work has already shown (Riehm et al.
2013).

First empirical results from the committees of the German Bundestag
(17th electorate term) (2009-2013)

Based on the parliamentary role theory, it was examined under which conditions
specialist committees fulfil their communication function in EU matters. Three
specialised committees with different degrees of Europeanisation were examined:
environment (highest degree of Europeanisation of legislation), internal committee
(average degree of Europeanisation) and education committee (low degree of
Europeanisation). Hoing (2015) sees the Bundestag on the way to becoming a policy
shaper due to the expansion of information rights as a result of the Lisbon ruling and
the increase in institutional resources. Furthermore, the Bundestag has benefited from
the opening of its liaison office in (2007) Brussels, which increases the information and
control potential of EU policy (Wolter 2008; Callies and Beichelt 2013). In addition to
the parliamentary administration, employees of the political factions of the Bundestag
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are also present here. The tasks of the latter can be defined as following: (1) information
gathering (often through formal and informal networking), (2) reporting / information
brokerage, and (3) networking between the Bundestag faction and the European
Parliament (Wolter 2008: 89). Since there is a shift from ex-post-official and official
control to informal ex-ante control on the one hand, the exercise of parliamentary
communication function on the other hand.

On the basis of the higher priority of treatment of national versus EU submissions as
shown in the three specialised committees found here, however, these results do not
meet the ideal standard. As a result, information rights and opportunities can only be
seen as a necessary, not sufficient, condition for fulfilling parliamentary functions in
EU affairs. Accordingly, it is assumed that, in EU matters, the parliamentary control
and communication functions of standing committees are crucial to parliamentary
capacity and transparency towards the citizens (H1). The working hypothesis (H2) is
that a standing committee exercises its control and communication function more
strongly when the EU influences in the policy field are higher5. At the micro level of
the individual MPs, the results suggest that there are different types of roles that are
influenced by different motivational self-concepts. Research on national parliaments
in the EU therefore requires additional studies beyond the mainstream variables.

In the 17th parliamentary term, the Committee on Civil Liberties, Internal Affairs and
the Internal Market made by far the largest number of recommendations for decisions
on opinions on European policy. A total of eight recommendations for resolutions on
motions for the submission of resolutions on European policy were issued. In three of
these cases, the motions were rejected, and in four cases, the motions were accepted
and the submission of a European policy opinion was recommended to the plenary. In
quantitative terms, this means that the Committee on Home Affairs has complied most
with the normative fulfilment of the dependent variables in the legal-political dimen-
sion compared with the other two committees. All rejected proposals came from the
opposition groups, the accepted proposals from the government groups. This leads to
the conclusion that, due to the German majority system, the committees depend on the
activity of the government factions to fulfil the dependent variables - as Sprungk
(2010) already formulated for the area of the control function in EU affairs by the
specialist committees.

However, the Committee on Civil Liberties and Internal Affairs has only made
recommendations for decisions on statements on European policy on the basis of
motions from political groups that are to be counted as national drafts because they
were drafted by national actors. There is no recommendation for a decision by the
Committee on the basis of an EU proposal. In the Committee on the Environment,
Public Health and Consumer Policy an application for a European policy opinion was
submitted by the Left Group. This was rejected by the Committee of Experts. However,
there is no recommendation for a decision by the committee on the relevant motion.
Thus, despite the high degree of Europeanisation of the policy area, the Committee on

5For the selection of the expert committees, I am guided by the work of Toller (2008), to measure the
degree of Europeanisation of German legislation.
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the Environment, Public Health and Consumer Policy has not issued a recom-
mendation on a European policy position. This shows, on the one hand, that the
confirmation/falsification depends significantly on the evaluation of the indicators.
On the other hand, it shows that the degree of Europeanisation is not the only
explanatory factor. In addition, there are other influencing factors. Particularly in view
of the high number of motions for resolutions tabled by the parliamentary groups in
the Bundestag in the Committee on Internal Affairs. it can be assumed that this is due
to the salience of the EU bills in question. The fulfilment of the dependent variables
depends on the (party-political) interests of the government and opposition par-
liamentary groups in the committee. Due to the majority situation, motions for
resolutions to deliver EU opinions can be tabled by all political groups, but due to the
proportion of votes, they can only be adopted with the votes of the government
groups, which is particularly evident in the case of the Committee on Home Affairs.

While for career politicians, the salience of EU affairs in the media, the population and
the party is essential for European political engagement, specialist politicians who are
primarily motivated in their committee activities are influenced by other factors such
as the salience of EU templates in professional circles (trade associations, science,
media). Future research should focus more on these explanatory factors. This is
necessary so that national parliaments and their committees can fulfil their function as
‘strong publics’ through communication about EU affairs with the citizens.
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https://stabikat.de/DB=1/SET=2/TTL=6/MAT=/NOMAT=T/CLK?IKT=1016&TRM=im
https://stabikat.de/DB=1/SET=2/TTL=6/MAT=/NOMAT=T/CLK?IKT=1016&TRM=im
https://stabikat.de/DB=1/SET=2/TTL=6/MAT=/NOMAT=T/CLK?IKT=1016&TRM=Internet
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/toc/14685965/2002/40/3
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2020)649396
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2020)649396
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=zT9FAwAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA52&dq=john+erik+fossum+2014&ots=Inu095HlQh&sig=KQ-z30b8Emepf8Ki_dWJlsEcCaM

New Roles for National Parliaments after Lisbon

Goetz, K.H. and Meyer-Sahling, J-H. (2008) “The Europeanisation of National Political
Systems: Parliaments and Executives’, Living Reviews in European Governance,
3(2): 1-30.

Grimm, D. (2001) Die Verfassung und die Politik: Einspriiche in Storfillen, Miinchen:
Beck’sche Verlagsgesellschaft.

Grunwald, A., Banse, G., Coenen, C. and Hennen, L. (2005) ‘Internet und Demokratie:
Analyse Netzbasierter Kommunikation unter Kulturellen Aspekten’, TAB-
Arbeitsbericht, Nr. 100, Berlin: Biiro fiir Technikfolgen-Abschidtzung beim
Deutschen Bundestag (TAB).

Habermas, J. (1965) Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit: Untersuchungen zu einerKategorie
der Biirgerlichen Gesellschaft, Miinchen: Luchterhand.

Habermas, J. (1990) Zum Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit, Berlin: Suhrkamp Verlag.

Habermas, J. (1994) Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law
and Democracy, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Habermas, J. (2014) ‘Democracy in Europe: Why the Development of the European
Union into a Transnational Democracy is Necessary and How it is Possible’,
ARENA Working Paper, 13/2014. Oslo: ARENA.

Hallin, D.C. and Mancini, P. (2004) Comparing Media Systems: Three Models of Media and
Politics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hansen, T.B. and Scholl, B. (2002) ‘European Integration and Domestic Parliamentary
Adaption: A Comparative Analysis of the Bundestag and the House of
Commons’, European Integration Online Papers, 6(15).

Hofmann, W. and Riescher, G. (1999) Einfiihrung in die Parlamentarismustheorie,
Darmstadt: Wiss Buchgesellschaft.

Hogenauer, A-L. (2017) ‘Regional Parliaments Questioning EU Affairs’, The Journal of
Legislative Studies, 23(2): 183-199.

Hogenauer, A-L. and Abels, G. (2017) ‘Conclusion: Regional Parliaments: A Distinct
Role in the EU?’, The Journal of Legislative Studies, 23(2): 260-273

Hoing, O. (2015) “With a Little Help of the Constitutional Court: The Bundestag on Its
Way to an Active Policy Shaper’, in C. Hefftler, C. Neuhold, O. Rozenberg and J.
Smith (eds) Palgrave Handbook of National Parliaments and the European Union,
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

ARENA Working Paper 5/2021 23



Astrid Wolter

Holscheidt, S. (2008) ‘Formale Aufwertung - Geringe Schubkraft: Fie Rolle der
Nationalen Parlamente Gemifs dem Lissabonner Vertrag’, Integration, 31(3): 254-
205.

Holzhacker, R. (2005) ‘The Power of Opposition Parliamentary Party Groups in
European Scrutiny’, Journal of Legislative Studies, 11(3-4): 428-445.

Hooghe, L. and Marks, G. (2001) ‘Types of Multi-Level Governance’, European
Integration online Papers, 5(11).

Judge, D. (1995) “The Failure of National Parliaments?’, West European Politics, 18(3):
79-97.

Karlas, J. (2012) ‘National Parliamentary Control of EU Affairs: Institutional Design
after Enlargement’, West European Politics, 35(5): 1095-1113

Kassim, H. (2005) ‘The Europeanization of Member State Institutions’, in S. Bulmer
and C. Lequesne (eds.) The Member States of the European Union, Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Katz, R.S. and Wessels, B. (1999) The European Parliament, the National Parliaments and
European Integration, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kiewiet, D.R. and McCubbins, M.D. (1991) The Logic of Delegation: Congressional Parties
and the Appropriations Process, Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Kiiver, P. (2006) The National Parliaments in the European Union: A Critical View on EU
Constitution-Building, The Hague: Kluwer Law International.

Kinski, L. (2018) “Whom to Represent? National Parliamentary Representation during
the Eurozone Crisis’, Journal of European Public Policy, 25(3): 346-368.

Kirchhof, P. (1994) ‘Das Maastricht-Urteil des Bundesverfassungsgerichts’, in P.
Hommelhoff and P. Kirchhof (eds) Der Staatenverbund der Europdiischen Union,
Heidelberg: C.F. Miiller Verlag.

Kohler-Koch, B. and Rittberger, B. (eds.) (2007) Debating the Democratic Legitimacy of the
European Union, Plymouth: Rowman & Littlefield.

Koopmans, R. (2007) “Who Inhabits the European Public Sphere? Winners and Losers,
Supporters and Opponents in Europeanised Political Debates’, European Journal
of Political Research, 46(2): 183-210.

Koopmans, R. and Pfetsch, B. (2004) ‘Obstacles or Motors of Europeanization? German
Media and the Transnationalization of Public Debate’, Communications, 31(2):
115-138.

Kroger, S. and Friedrich, D. (2011) The Challenge of Democratic Representation in the
European Union, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillian.

24 ARENA Working Paper 5/2021


https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=327401

New Roles for National Parliaments after Lisbon

Kroger, S. and Friedrich, D. (2016) The Representative Turn in EU Studies, London:
Routledge.

Laursen, F. and Pappas, S.A. (eds) (1995) The Changing Role of Parliaments in the
European Union, Maastricht: EIPA.

Lees, ].D. and Shaw, M. (eds) (1979) Committees in Legislatures: A Comparative Analysis,
Durham: Duke University Press.

Leston-Bandeira, C. and Thompson, L. (2013) Using Parliamentary Websites as an Engagement
Tool: A Guide for Parliaments. Available at: https://www.academia.edu/
6187467/ Using Parliamentary Websites as an Engagement Tool a guide for

parliaments [accessed 16 November 2020].

Leston-Bandeira, C. and Ward, S. (2008) ‘Conclusions’, Parliaments in the Digital Age,
Oxford: Oxford Internet Institute.

Lord, C. and Beetham, D. (2001) ‘Legitimizing the EU: Is there a “Post Parliamentary
Basis” for its Legitimation?’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 39(3): 443-462.

Maatsch, A. (2014) ‘National Parliamentary Ratification of EU Treaty Reforms: The
Interplay of Voting and Discursive Contestation’, in T. Evas, U. Liebert and C.
Lord (eds) Multilayered Representation in the European Union: Parliaments, Courts
and the Public Sphere, Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Marschall, S. (1999) Offentlichkeit und Volksvertretung: Theorie und Praxis der Public
Relations, Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Marschall, S. (2005) Parlamentarismus. Eine Einfiihrung, Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag.

Mattson, I. and Strem, K. (1995) ‘Parliamentary Committees’, in H. Doring (ed.)
Parliaments and Majority Rule in Western Europe. Frankfurt: Campus.

Maurer, A. and Wessels, W. (eds) (2001) National Parliaments on their Ways to Europe:
Losers or Latecomers?, Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag.

Meyer, C.O. (1999) ‘Political Legitimacy and the Invisibility of Politics: Exploring the
European Union’s Communication Deficit’, Journal of Common Market Studies,
37(4): 617-639.

Michailidou, A. (2008) The European Union Online: The Role of the Internet in the European
Union's Public Communication Strategy and the Emerging European Public Sphere,
Saarbriicken: Verlag Dr. Miiller.

Mill, J.S. (1971) Betrachtungen iiber die Rreprisentative Demokratie [trans. Irle-Dietrich, H.
and Leo, K.], Paderborn: Schéningh.

Neyer, J. (2012) The Justification of Europe: A Political Theory of Supranational Integration,
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

ARENA Working Paper 5/2021 25


https://www.academia.edu/6187467/Using_Parliamentary_Websites_as_an_Engagement_Tool_a_guide_for_parliaments
https://www.academia.edu/6187467/Using_Parliamentary_Websites_as_an_Engagement_Tool_a_guide_for_parliaments
https://www.academia.edu/6187467/Using_Parliamentary_Websites_as_an_Engagement_Tool_a_guide_for_parliaments
https://stabikat.de/DB=1/SET=1/TTL=11/SHW?FRST=11
https://stabikat.de/DB=1/SET=1/TTL=11/SHW?FRST=11

Astrid Wolter

Neyer, J. (2014) ‘Justified Multi-Level Parliamentarism: Situating National Parliaments
in the European Polity’, The Journal of Legislative Studies, 20(1): 125-138.

Norris, P. (1997) ‘Representation and the Democratic Deficit’, European Journal of
Political Research, 32(2): 273-282.

Norton, P. (1996) National Parliaments and the European Union, London: Frank Cass.

O’Brennan, J. and Raunio, T. (eds) (2007) National Parliaments Within the Enlarged
European Union: From ‘Victims’ of Integration to Competitive Actors?, London:
Routledge.

Oberreuther, H. (2002) ‘Parlamentarismus in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland: Eine
Bilanz’, in H. Oberreuter, M. Sebaldt and U. Kranenpohl (eds) Der Deutche
Bundestag im Wandel, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fiir Sozialwissenschaften.

Olsen, ]J.P. (2002) “The Many Faces of Europeanization’, Journal of Common Market
Studies, 40(5): 921-952.

Olsen, J.P. (2017) ‘Democratic Accountability and the Changing Political Order’,
ARENA Working Paper, 8/2017, Oslo: ARENA.

Papier, H-J. (2004) ‘Uberholte Verfassung? Vortrag beim Politischen Forum Ruhr am’
Zeitschrift fiir die Sozialrechtliche Praxis, 43(2): 67-74.

De Wilde, P. (2014) ‘The Operating Logics of National Parliaments and Mass Media in
the Politicisation of Europe’, Journal of Legislative Studies, 20(1): 46-61.

Raunio, T. (2005) ‘Holding Govnerments Accountable in European Affais: Explainging
Cross National Variation’, The Journal of Legislative Studies, 11(3-4): 319-342.

Raunio, T. (2009) ‘National Parliaments and European Integration: What We Know
and Agenda for future Research’, The Journal of Legislative Studies, 15(4): 317-334.

Raunio, T. (2011) ‘The Gatekeepers of the European Integration? The Functions of
National Parliaments in the EU Political System’, Journal of European Integration,
33(3): 303-321.

Raunio, T. and Hix, S. (2000) ‘Backbenchers Learn to Fight Back: European Integration
and Parliamentary Government’, West European Politics, 23(4): 142-168.

Riehm, U., Coenen, C. and Linder, R. (2009) ‘Zur Offentlichkeit des Petitionsverfahrens
beim Deutschen Bundestag und beim Schottischen Parlament’, Zeitschrift fiir
Parlamentsfragen, 40(3): 529-543.

Riehm, U., Bohle, K. and Lindner, R. (2013) Elektronische Petition Systeme: Analysen zur
Modernisierung des parlamentarischen Petition Wesens in Deutschland und Europa,
Berlin: Edition Sigma.

26 ARENA Working Paper 5/2021


http://www.tandfonline.com/eprint/4rZSHZ3zCvN23SsTm7xz/full
http://www.tandfonline.com/eprint/4rZSHZ3zCvN23SsTm7xz/full

New Roles for National Parliaments after Lisbon

Risse, T. (2014) ‘'No Demos? Identities and Public Spheres in the Euro Crisis’, Journal of
Common Market Studies, 52(6): 1207-1215.

Rittberger, B. and Winzen, T. (2015) ‘Parlamentarismus nach der Krise: Die Vertiefung
Parlamentarischer Asymmetrie in der Reformierten Wirtschafts- und
Wahrungsunion’, Politische Vierteljahresschrift, 56(3): 430-456.

Robson, J.M. and Stillinger (1981) Collected Works of John Stuart Mill: Autobiography and
Literary Essays, Vol. 1, London/New York, NY: Routledge.

Roederer-Rynning, C. and Kallestrup, M. (2017) ‘National Parliaments and the New
Contentiousness of Trade’, Journal of European Integration, 39(7): 811-825.

Saalfeld, T. (2005) ‘Deliberate Delegation or Abdication? Government Backbenchers,
Ministers and European Union Legislation’, Journal of Legislative Studies, 11(3-4): 343-
371.

Sarcinelli, U. (2011) ‘Demokratie unter Kommunikationsstress? Das Parlamentarische
Regierungssystem in der Mediengesellschaft’, in Politische Kommunikation in
Deutschland: Medien und Politikvermittlung im Demokratischen System, Wiesbaden:
VS Verlag fiir Sozialwissenschaften.

Scharpf, F.W. (2009) ‘Legitimacy in the Multilevel European Polity’, MPIfG Working
Paper, 09/1, Koln: Max-Planck-Institut fiir Gesellschaftsforschung.

Schlesinger, P. and Kevin, D. (2000) ‘Can the European Union Become a Sphere of
Publics?’, in E.O. Eriksen and J.E. Fossum (eds) Democracy in the European Union:
Integration through Deliberation?, London: Routledge.

Schlesinger, P. (2007) ‘A Fragile Cosmopolitanism: On the Unresolved Ambiguites of the
European Public Sphere’, in J.E. Fossum and P. Schlesinger (eds) The European 25
Union and the Public Sphere: A Communicative Space in the Making?, Abingdon:
Routledge.

Schmitter, P.C. (2000) How to Democratize the European Union ... And Why Bother?,
Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield.

Schiittemeyer, S.S. (1978) ‘Funktionsverluste des Bundestages Durch die Europdische
Integration?’, Zeitschrift fiir Parlamentsfragen, 9(2): 261-278.

Schwanholz, J., Graham, T. and Stoll, P-S. (eds) (2018) Managing Democracy in the Digital
Age: Internet Regulation, Social Media Use and Online Civic Engagement, Cham:
Springer.

Serricchio, F., Tsakatia, M. and Quaglia, L. (2013) ‘Euroscepticism and the Global
Financial Crisis’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 51(1): 51-64.

Smith, E. (1996) National Parliaments as Cornerstones of European Integration, London:
Kluwer Law International.

ARENA Working Paper 5/2021 27


https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/toc/14685965/2013/51/1

Astrid Wolter

Sprungk, C. (2010) ‘Even More or Better Scrutiny? Analysing Conditions of Effective
National Parliamentary Involvement in EU Affairs’, European Integration Papers,
Vol. 14, Article 02. Available at: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?
abstract_id=1631716 [accessed 13 November 2020].

Sprungk, C. (2013) ‘A New Type of Representative Democracy? Reconsidering the Role
of National Parliaments in the European Union’, Journal of European Integration,
35(5): 547-563.

Strem, K., Miiller, W.C. and Bergman, T. (eds) (2003) Delegation and Accountability in
Parliamentary Democracies, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Szalay, K. (2005) Scrutiny of EU Affairs in the National Parliaments of the New Member
States, Budapest: Hungarian National Assembly.

Tans, O., Zoethout C. and Peters, J. (eds) (2007) National Parliaments and European
Democracy: A Bottum-Up Approach to European Constitutionalism, Groningen:
Europa Law Publishing.

Toller, A.E. (2008) ‘Mythen und Methoden: zur Messung der Europdisierung der
Gesetzgebung des Deutschen Bundestages jenseits des 80-Prozent-Mythos’,
Zeitschrift fiir Parlamentsfragen, 39(1): 3-17.

Verhaegen, S. (2018) “What to Expect from European Identity? Explaining Support for
Solidarity in Times of Crisis’, Comparative European Politics, 16(5): 871-904.

Weber-Panariello, P.A. (1995) Nationale Parlamente in der Europdischen Union: Eine
Rechtsvergleichende Studie zur Beteiligung Nationaler Parlamente an der Innerstaatlichen
Willensbildung in Angelegenheiten der Europdischen Union, Baden-Baden: Nomos
Verlag.

Wendler, F. (2016) Debating Europe in National Parliaments, London: Palgrave
Macmillan.

De Wilde, P. (2010) ‘No Effect, Weapon of the Weak or Reinforcing Executive
Dominance? How Media Coverage Affects National Parliaments” Involvement in
EU Policy-Formulation’, Comparative European Politics, 9(2): 123-144.

De Wilde, P., Leupold, A. and Schmidtke, H. (2016) “The Differentiated Politicisation
of European Governance’, West European Politics, 39(1): 3-22.

Winzen, T. (2012) ‘National Parliamentary Control of European Union Affairs: A
Cross-National and Longitudinal Comparison’, Western European Politics, 35(3):
657-672.

Wolter, A. (2008) Die Europdisierung des Deutschen Bundestages, Unpublished Master-
Thesis.

28 ARENA Working Paper 5/2021


https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1631716
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1631716
https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/fwep20/39/1
https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/fwep20/39/1
https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/fwep20/current

New Roles for National Parliaments after Lisbon

Zittel, T. (2008) ‘Parliaments and the Internet: A Perspective on the State of Research’,
Parliaments in the Digital Age, Oxford: Oxford Internet Institute.

Zittel, T. (2008) ‘Die Elektronische Wahlerkommunikation von Abgeordneten aus
Vergleichender Perspektive: Medienwandel oder Demokratiewandel?’,
Zeitschrift fiir Politikwissenschaft, 18(2): 185-208.

ARENA Working Paper 5/2021 29


https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/10.5771/1430-6387-2008-2-185/die-elektronische-waehlerkommunikation-von-abgeordneten-aus-vergleichender-perspektive-medienwandel-oder-demokratiewandel-jahrgang-18-2008-heft-2
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/10.5771/1430-6387-2008-2-185/die-elektronische-waehlerkommunikation-von-abgeordneten-aus-vergleichender-perspektive-medienwandel-oder-demokratiewandel-jahrgang-18-2008-heft-2
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/10.5771/1430-6387-2008-2-185/die-elektronische-waehlerkommunikation-von-abgeordneten-aus-vergleichender-perspektive-medienwandel-oder-demokratiewandel-jahrgang-18-2008-heft-2
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/10.5771/1430-6387-2008-2-185/die-elektronische-waehlerkommunikation-von-abgeordneten-aus-vergleichender-perspektive-medienwandel-oder-demokratiewandel-jahrgang-18-2008-heft-2

21/05

21/04
21/03

21/02

21/01

20/03
20/02

20/01

19/05
19/04
19/03
19/02

19/01

18/07

18/06

18/05

18/04

18/03

ARENA Working Papers

Astrid Wolter

Erik O. Eriksen

Johanne Dghlie Saltnes
Johanne Dghlie Saltnes

Niilo Kauppi and Hans-
Jorg Trenz

Erik O. Eriksen
Helena Seibicke

Asimina Michailidou
and Hans-Jorg Trenz

Johanne Dghlie Saltnes
Andreas Eriksen
Cathrine Holst

Erik Oddvar Eriksen

Michael W. Bauer,
Louisa Bayerlein, Jorn

Ege, Christoph Knill and

Jarle Trondal

Cathrine Holst

Kristina Ophey

Asimina Michailidou
and Hans-Jorg Trenz
Dimitris N.
Chryssochoou

Charlotte Galpin and
Hans-Jorg Trenz

New Roles for National Parliaments after Lisbon: The

Communication Function of National Parliaments in
EU Affairs

Realising Global Political Justice

A Break from the Past or Business as Usual? EU-ACP
Relations at a Crossroad

To Sanction or Not to Sanction? Normative Dilemmas
in the Promotion of LGBTI Human Rights

Notes on the ‘Politics” of EU Politicisation

Depoliticisation and Its Legitimacy Problems

How are Policy Knowledge and Expertise Generated
in Civil Society Organisations? Mapping
Opportunities for Learning in the European Women’s
Lobby

EU Differentiation, Dominance and the Control
Function of Journalism

Global Justice and Aid Effectiveness: Reforms of the
European Union’s Development Policy

Agency Accountability: Management of Expectations
or Answerability to Mandate?

Global Gender Justice: Distributive Justice or
Participatory Parity?

Founding Democracy in the European Union:
Defending Habermas against Habermas

Perspectives on International Public Administration
Research: A Rejoinder to Johan Christensen and
Kutsal Yesilkagit

Promoting Global Justice When Backlash Strikes: EU
and UN Beijing +20

Post-Lisbon Policy-Making in the European
Commission: Juncker’s Policy of Re-)Structuring Intra-
Commission Policy Formulation Processes

European Solidarity in Times of Crisis: Towards
Differentiated Integration

The Whole and the Parts: The Demands of “Unity in
Diversity’

Rethinking First- and Second-Order Elections: Media
Negativity and Polity Contestation during the 2014
European Parliament Elections in Germany and the
UK



18/02

18/01
17/11
17/10

17/09
17/08
17/07
17/06

17/05

17/04

17/03

17/02

17/01

16/05

16/04

16/03

16/02
16/01

15/05
15/04

15/03

ARENA Working Papers

Torbjern Gundersen

Andreas Eriksen
Mai’a K. Davis Cross

Mai’a K. Davis Cross
Kjartan Koch Mikalsen
Johan P. Olsen
Michael A. Wilkinson
Helene Sjursen
Marianne Riddervold

and Ruxandra-Laura
Bosilca

Erik Oddvar Eriksen

Christopher Lord

Agustin José Menéndez

Erik Oddvar Eriksen

Agustin José Menéndez

Agustin José Menéndez

Morten Egeberg and
Jarle Trondal

Jarle Trondal

John Erik Fossum

Diego Praino

Agustin José Menéndez

Eva Krick

How Climate Scientists View the Expert Role: Value-
freedom, Responsibility, and Relevance

Legitimate Agency Reasoning
Europe’s Foreign Policy and the Nature of Secrecy

EU Institutions and the Drive for Peace: The Power of
Ideas

Equal Soverignty: On the Conditions of Global
Political Justice

Democratic Accountability and the Changing
European Political Order

Constitutional Pluralism: Chronicle of a Death
Foretold?

Global Justice and Foreign Policy: The Case of the
European Union

Not so Humanitarian After All? Assessing EU Naval
Mission Sophia

Structural Injustice and Solidarity: The Case of the
Eurozone Crisis

Fragmentation, Segmentation and Centre Formation
Some Thoughts on the UK and European Integration
from 1950 to Brexit

The Guardianship of European Constitutionality: A
Structural Critique of European Constitutional
Review

Three Conceptions of Global Political Justice

The Structural Crisis of European Law as a Means of
Social Integration: From the Democratic Rule of Law
to Authoritarian Governance

Can Brexit Be Turned Into a Democratic Shock? Five
Points

Agencification of the European Union Administration:
Connecting the Dots

Dissecting International Public Administration

Democracy and Legitimacy in the EU: Challenges and
Options

The Structure of the EU System of Government

Neumark Vindicated: The Europeanisation of
National Tax Systems and the Future of the Social and
Democratic Rechtsstaat

Consensual Decision-Making Without Voting
The Constitutive Mechanism, (Informal)
Institutionalisation and Democratic Quality of the



ARENA Working Papers

Collective Decision Rule of ‘“Tacit Consent’

15/02  Tatiana Fumasoli, A Multi-level Approach to Differentiated Integra-tion:
Ase Gornitzka and Distributive Policy, National Heterogeneity and

Benjamin Leruth Actors in the European Research Area

15/01  Ian Cooper The Nordic Parliaments” Approaches to the EU:
Strategic Coordinator, Comprehensive Scrutinizer,
Reluctant Cooperator and Outside-Insider

For older issues in the series, please consult the ARENA website: www.arena.uio.no



http://www.arena.uio.no/

