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Euroscepticism, Party Politics, and Political Gain:
A Comparative Analysis of the UK and France from Maastricht to Brexit

Abstract

This thesis studies the interplay between Euroscepticism, party politics, and political gain. More
specifically, it seeks to determine the extent to which the potential for political gain has
determined the positions of mainstream parties and individual politicians on European
integration, and why European integration has been a cause of divisions within some
mainstream political parties, yet not in others. As a starting point, this thesis uses key arguments
in the literature, notably that political ideology is shaped by strategy, that a party’s position on
integration can affect its electoral fortunes, and that intra-party divisions on questions of
integration present a great challenge for political elites. The study of the positions of parties
and individual politicians begins with the establishment of the European Communities,
however particular attention is paid to events between 1991 and 2016. The cases of the UK and
France are studied and, more specifically, positions within the two main political parties of
these states are compared. An interdisciplinary approach is taken, combining political science
and civilisationist approaches, to study party debates on European integration through a wider
lens. Key to this thesis is the use of original primary data, which provide new and detailed
insights into the positioning of mainstream UK and French politicians. Original primary data
was gathered through a quantitative questionnaire of members of the lower houses of the UK
and French parliaments and qualitative interviews of the same. It is argued that, the positions
of French politicians from the two main political parties have principally been motivated by
ideology and perception of the national interest. Intra-party divisions over the Europe issue
have been successfully managed and dissidents have rarely made political gains from their
positions. In contrast, in the UK, integration was often a strategic issue for both main political
parties. While ideology and perception of the national interest certainly played a role in
determining the positions of parties and individual politicians, it is shown that strategic
considerations, and, in particular, the desire to exploit the potential for personal political gain,
influenced the positions of certain politicians. Rather than being managed, intra-party divisions
impacted official party policy and dissidents frequently made political gains from their

positions.

Keywords: Europeanization, EU policy, Euroscepticism, party politics, political

competition, strategy.



Euroscepticisme, politique des partis et gain politique:
Une analyse comparative du Royaume-Uni et de la France de Maastricht au

Brexit

Résumé

Cette these étudie I'interaction entre I'euroscepticisme, la politique des partis et le gain politique.
Plus précisément, elle cherche a déterminer dans quelle mesure le potentiel de gain politique a
déterminé les positions des partis traditionnels et des politiciens individuels sur I'intégration
européenne, et pourquoi l'intégration européenne a été une cause de division au sein de certains
partis politiques traditionnels, mais pas dans d'autres. Comme point de départ, cette these utilise
des arguments clés de la littérature, notamment que l'idéologie politique est faconnée par la
stratégie, que la position d'un parti sur l'intégration peut affecter ses chances électorales, et que
les divisions intra-partis sur les questions d'intégration représentent un grand défi pour les élites
politiques. L'étude des positions des partis et des politiciens individuels commence avec la
création des Communautés européennes, mais une attention particuliére est accordée aux
événements survenus entre 1991 et 2016. Les cas du Royaume-Uni et de la France sont étudiés
et, plus particuliérement, les positions au sein des deux principaux partis politiques de ces Etats
sont comparées. Une approche interdisciplinaire est adoptée, combinant les approches de la
science politique et de la civilisation, pour étudier les débats des partis sur l'intégration
européenne a travers une optique plus large. Un élément fondamental de cette thése est
I'utilisation de données primaires originales, qui fournissent un apercu nouveau et détaillé du
positionnement des politiciens des principaux partis politiques britanniques et francais. Ces
données primaires originales ont été recueillies par le biais d'un questionnaire quantitatif aupres
des membres des chambres basses des parlements britannique et francais et d'entretiens
qualitatifs auprés des mémes personnes. On avance que les positions des politiciens francais
des deux principaux partis politiques ont été principalement motivées par I'idéologie et la
perception de I'intérét national. Les divisions au sein des partis sur la question européenne ont
été gérées avec succes et les dissidents ont rarement tiré des avantages politiques de leurs
positions. En revanche, au Royaume-Uni, l'intégration a souvent été une question stratégique
pour les deux principaux partis politiques. Si I'idéologie et la perception de I'intérét national ont
certainement joué un réle dans I’élaboration des positions des partis et des politiciens
individuels, il est démontré que des considérations stratégiques et, en particulier, le désir
d'exploiter le potentiel de gain politique personnel, ont influencé les positions de certains

politiciens. Plutdt que d'étre gerées, les divisions au sein des partis ont eu un impact sur la



politique officielle des partis et les dissidents ont souvent tiré des avantages politiques de leurs

positions.

Mots-clés: Européanisation, politique européenne, euroscepticisme, politique des partis,

concurrence politique, stratégie.
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Introduction

In the years following World War 11, Europe’s political elites took bold and ambitious steps to
ensure long-lasting peace and economic prosperity in the war-torn continent. The process of
European integration was driven by a consensus among the political elites of participating
states, who considered the pooling and transferring of sovereignty to be in the national interest.
This process also enjoyed the ‘permissive consensus’ of European publics.! However, the
process and consequences of integration have evolved considerably since its beginnings, and
especially since the establishment of the European Union (EU) by the Treaty on European
Union (TEU) of 1992. Member states have chosen to pool or transfer their sovereignty in a
growing number of domains, the EU’s institutions have gained increasing powers, and
membership has expanded greatly.

The impact of membership of the EU is ever greater for member states.
‘Europeanization’ — “an incremental process reorienting the direction and shape of politics to
the degree that EC political and economic dynamics become part of the organisational logic of
national politics and policy-making”? — has had, and will continue to have, far-reaching
consequences for national institutions, policies, and politics. As the Europe issue — questions
relating to the process and outcomes of European integration — has become increasingly salient
in domestic political debate, political parties have been obliged to position themselves, and a
pro-integration consensus among Europe’s political elites is no longer a given. The term
‘Euroscepticism’ was first used in an article published in The Times newspaper in November
1985 to describe those who were neither strong supporters nor opponents of the process of
integration and the European Communities (EC), but rather were sceptical of the EC and its
policies. Use of the term became more common following United Kingdom (UK) Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher’s Bruges speech of September 1988. Since then, however, our
understanding of the term ‘Eurosceptic’ has evolved and has necessitated greater precision.
Since the early 1990s, a small number of parties have emerged for whom a key objective is to
end their country’s membership of the EU. While no such parties have entered government,
public support for them has grown, as has their influence. This was particularly visible in the
UK, where the UK Independence Party (UKIP) gained popular support and influence. More
recently, however, parties critical of the EU have been elected to government. This is the case

! Leon Lindberg and Stuart Scheingold, Europe’s Would-be Polity, Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, 1970.
2 Robert Ladrech, Europeanization and National Politics, Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2010, p. 70.
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in Hungary, with Fidesz, in Poland, with the Law and Justice Party, and in Italy, with the Lega
and Cinque Stelle parties. In some other states, parties critical of the EU have gained the support
of a substantial proportion of the electorate at national elections. This is the case for France’s
Rassemblement national and Germany’s Alterative fir Deutschland. Even within certain
mainstream — major, centrist — parties, generally supportive of EU membership, criticism of
integration has become more common. This criticism of certain aspects of the process of
integration or its outcomes is what Paul Taggart and Aleks Szczerbiak refer to as ‘soft’
Euroscepticism.> A key example of this phenomenon is the UK’s mainstream right
Conservative Party. Over the same period, since the early 1990s, the EU public has become
more conscious, and less supportive, of EU integration.

The political elites and, more specifically, politicians of member states play a key role
in determining the path of European integration. It is therefore concerning that the attitudes
towards the EU of politicians — members of government, parliamentarians — seem more hostile
than ever before. The most prominent example of this is that, at the 2016 referendum on the
UK’s continued membership of the EU, almost half of Conservative Party MPs supported a
vote to leave the EU. A fuller understanding of the positions of national politicians on
integration is, therefore, of great importance. For our purposes, position is taken to mean the
publicly declared opinion of politicians. Could it be the case that, in positioning themselves on
European integration, parties, and perhaps also individual politicians, have been conscious of

the potential for political gain?
1. Euroscepticism, Party Politics, and Political Gain

The increasing prominence of the Europe issue in public discourse, obliging political parties to
position themselves on European integration, has led to the Europe issue becoming a greater
feature of party politics, and this in a context of declining public support for integration. In
certain EU member states the issue has become a source of political competition. Where
integration is a basis of inter- and/or intra-party competition, political parties and individual
politicians could be expected to seek personal political gains through their position on the issue.
This could be increased public support and electoral gains, and, in the case of individuals,
increased influence and seniority within the political party. The interplay between

Euroscepticism, party politics, and political gain is the subject of this thesis. More specifically,

3 Aleks Szczerbiak and Paul Taggart, “Theorising Party-Based Euroscepticism: Problems of Definition,
Measurement and Causality”, SEI Working Paper No. 69, 2003, p.6.
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the objective of this thesis is to determine the extent to which the potential for political gain has
determined the positions of mainstream parties and individual politicians on European
integration. Further, this thesis seeks to understand why European integration has been a cause
of divisions within some mainstream political parties, yet not in others, and how it is that some
parties, once divided over the issue, have managed to re-establish unity, while others have not.
It identifies notable individuals who have diverted from the official party position and traces
how their careers have evolved subsequently. It examines how parties have responded to
divisions on European integration, the measures implemented to bring rebels into line and foster
party unity, and their success. As a result, conclusions can be drawn as to how the possibility
of personal political gain might have influenced the positions of individual politicians on
European integration. This is particularly interesting in a context of rising Euroscepticism
among politicians who, based on their political ideology and strategy, we would expect to be
supportive of European integration.

From 1991 to 2016, the role of the Europe issue in public and political debate evolved
considerably with the ending of the permissive consensus and the emergence of integration as
a basis of political competition. The period begins with the negotiation and ratification of the
Treaty on European Union, encompasses the Constitutional and Lisbon Treaties, and ends with
the decision of the UK public to leave the EU. The TEU had a profound impact on the process
and outcomes of European integration, and served to bring the permissive consensus to an end.
The Constitutional and Lisbon Treaties were a source of animated debate in a context of
growing public Euroscepticism, which served to boost support for Eurosceptic political actors.
Brexit constituted an unprecedented rejection of integration by a member state’s public and a
portion of its politicians. However, the study of positions begins with the establishment of the
European Communities in the post-war era. This long timeframe allows for trends to be
identified and traced over time, allowing for a more accurate explanation of the motives of
parties and individual politicians in adopting positions on European integration.

This thesis takes a comparative approach. In his Rules of Sociological Method, Emile
Durkheim claimed that comparison is an essential feature of research.* Arend Lijphart describes
the comparative approach as a method of political study that allows for “the establishing of
general empirical propositions.” The comparative method deals with a small number of cases.

It is this feature that Lijphart identifies as a limit of the approach, as there are inevitably a great

4 Emile Durkheim, Rules of Sociological Method, The Free Press, New York, 1964, p. 139.
® Arend Lijphart, “Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method”, The American Political Science Review,
vol. 65, no. 3, 1971, p. 682.
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number of variables to be borne in mind. It is for this reason that the comparative analysis of
the cases must be in-depth and not merely superficial. Lijphart also advises comparing cases
that display a large number of similarities and that the number of variables should be reduced
as much as possible. In fact, Sylke Nissen considers the in-depth study of a small number of
cases to be the heart of comparative political science because it allows for detailed analysis that
would not be possible with a higher number of cases.® The cases of the UK and France are
compared in this thesis. It is this comparative approach that allows the thesis to bring something
new to the existing scholarship as, while much has been published on the UK’s relationship
with the EC/EU, such a comparative approach has not, as yet, been adopted. Comparing the
UK with another state allows for a better understanding of the role of national context in shaping
the positions of parties and individual politicians on European integration. Studying just two
cases allows for in-depth analysis to be carried out. The choice was made to compare the UK
and France because these states display a number of similarities, making them well-suited to
comparison, while nonetheless revealing important differences in terms of their experiences of
EU membership and the reactions of their politicians thereto. More specifically, this thesis
compares the positions within the two main political parties of the UK and France. In the UK
the positions of the Conservative and Labour Parties are studied. In France, the positions of the
successive Gaullist parties Rassemblement pour la République, Union pour un movement
populaire and Les Républicains (abbreviated in this thesis to RPR-UMP-LR) and the Parti
socialiste (PS) are studied. All four parties are established and of the political mainstream. Both
the Conservative Party and the RPR-UMP-LR are on the centre-right, while the Labour Party

and PS are on the centre-left.

1.1.  Mainstream dissensus in the United Kingdom, mainstream consensus in France

There are certain, fundamental, similarities between the UK and France. Both are former
colonial powers that underwent a process of decolonisation following World War 11, both are
old and established democracies with political systems that display majoritarian characteristics,
both are historically strong economies and today rank among the largest economies in the
world. Popular Euroscepticism is present in both the UK and France, although in the former
opposition tended to be well above the EC/EU average, whereas in the latter levels have tended
to sit at around the average. Yet, despite these similarities, there are very notable differences in

the states’ experiences of European integration, and the reactions of political parties thereto.

6 Sylke Nissen, “The Case of Case Studies: On the Methodological Discussion in Comparative Political Science”,
Quality and Quantity, vol. 32, 1998.
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Despite all being disposed to supporting European integration due to their ideological and
strategic characteristics, the positions of the main political parties of the UK and France

frequently differed.

1.1.1. The United Kingdom
The UK joined the EC over 20 year after its founding, having initially decided that the benefits
of European integration would not outweigh the perceived disadvantages of transfers of
sovereignty and abandoning global aspirations. Thereafter, the UK’s relationship with the
EC/EU was often described as “awkward”, reflecting the difficulties that the UK experienced
in adapting to the obligations of membership, most notably the need to cede decision-making
powers to the EC/EU’s supranational institutions and reach consensus with other member
states.” It cannot be said that a firm consensus in support of European integration ever existed
among mainstream parties. Although governments led by the centre-right Conservative Party
and the centre-left Labour Party supported the UK’s membership of the EC/EU, they rarely did
so with enthusiasm. While the Conservative Party supported EC membership, the position of
the deeply divided Labour Party was for a long time unstable. Once the position of the Labour
Party was settled, the position of the Conservative Party shifted. Divisions between and within
the two main parties meant that the Europe issue became the basis of political competition.
Public support for European integration peaked in the early 1990s. Thereafter support
declined and the UK public was among those least supportive of, and most opposed to, their
country’s EU membership. As public support fell, political competition around the Europe issue
grew. Euroscepticism, especially within the Conservative Party, increased and became more
vocal, deepening internal divisions. Perhaps divisions among politicians drove public
Euroscepticism. Or, perhaps the positions of political elites were shaped by the desire to make

political gains from public Euroscepticism.

1.1.2. France

France has played a prominent role in European integration since its embryonic stage, with
French political elites taking centre stage in the process. Although successive French
governments have shown a preference for intergovernmental cooperation, France has tended to
look to the EC/EU as the forum in which to address common problems. Although there have

been differences of opinion between the main parties as to the direction and form of European

7 Stephen George, An Awkward Partner: Britain in the European Community, Oxford University Press, Oxford,
1990.
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integration, and deep divides within the parties have emerged periodically, a consensus has long
existed among mainstream parties as to the benefits of EC/EU membership for France. As such,
politicians from the centre-right RPR-UMP-LR and the centre-left PS have voiced strong
support for a range of EC/EU policies.

Having peaked in the late 1980s, French public support for EC/EU membership has
subsequently declined considerably. Nonetheless, politicians from the two main parties have,
on the whole, remained openly supportive of integration. The Europe issue has rarely been the
basis of on-going competition between mainstream parties, and intra-party divisions have
tended to be resolved either using internal party mechanisms or through the externalisation of
dissidents. It would seem that there is no political gain to be made by French parties and

individual politicians from adopting Eurosceptic positions.

2. Politicians and ‘Euroscepticism’: a review of the literature

The attitudes of political elites are shaped, to a certain extent, in the same ways as the attitudes
of the general public. David Easton’s theory of support for political institutions identifies two
dimensions that can be used in order to explain attitudes towards European integration.® The
affective dimension reflects support based on an ideological association with the EU, while the
utilitarian dimension reflects support based on a positive evaluation of the costs and benefits of
membership. Matthew Gabel contends that utilitarianism is the most important factor in
determining public support for European integration, with those most likely to benefit from
integration being most in favour of the process.® He shows there to be a correlation between
higher levels of educational achievement, professional status, and financial capital and higher
levels of support. Daniel Gaxie, however, stresses that this correlation cannot be interpreted as
a causal link.1° In contrast, Juan Diez Medrano finds perceptions of culture and history to be
the most important factors in explaining public opinion on the EU, more so than economic and
geopolitical factors.!! Culture and history influence the extent to which individuals identify

with Europe and shape the calculation of what is considered to be in the individual and national

8 David Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis, Prentice-Hall, New Jersey, 1965.

® Matthew Gabel, “Public support for European Integration: An Empirical Test of Five Theories”, The Journal of
Politics, vol. 60, no. 2, 1998.

10 Daniel Gaxie, “What we Know and do not Know About Citizens’ Attitudes Towards Europe”, in Daniel Gaxie,
Nicolas Hubé and Jay Rowell (eds.), Perceptions of Europe. A Comparative Sociology of European Attitudes,
ECPR Press, Colchester, 2011, p. 9.

11 Juan Diez Medrano, Framing Europe. Attitudes to European Integration in Germany, Spain, and the United
Kingdom, Princeton University Press, New Jersey, 2010.
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interest. Likewise, Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks find that, while the public does consider
economic consequences when determining support for integration, national identity plays a
more important role in determining attitudes.'?> Hajo Boomgaarden et al note the importance of
both utilitarian and emotional support for the EU, but build on Easton’s two-dimensional model
to emphasise the multidimensional nature of support for integration, identifying links between
attitudes towards government, immigration, and national and EU identities.*® The findings of
Boomgarden et al are particularly interesting given the increased salience of immigration and
security issues throughout EU member states since the 1970s, as shown by Hanspeter Kriesi.!4
Marcel Lubbers and Peer Scheepers consider the link between political ideology and support
for European integration.*® They distinguish between different types or bases of Euroscepticism
— instrumental, cultural, and political — and reveal a correlation between political affiliation and
the basis of negative attitudes. They find that instrumental Euroscepticism, stemming from the
impression that EU membership is not beneficial, is more common among supporters of left-
wing parties. Cultural Euroscepticism, rooted in a lack of identification with the EU, is more
common among supporters of right-wing parties. Political Euroscepticism, arising from
opposition to supranational decision-making, can be found among supporters of both far-left
and far-right parties. Lubbers and Scheepers contend that too much attention has been paid to
instrumental Euroscepticism and note an increase in both cultural and political Euroscepticism
since the early 1990s.

While these findings are useful in understanding the positions of individual politicians
on European integration, such individuals are not ordinary members of the public. Politicians
tend to be educated and moulded in national institutions, and they thus establish an attachment
to the national culture and institutions. Heinrich Best et al show that they might, due to the
process of elite socialisation, feel a sense of belonging to a “common European space” and

“sameness” with their European counterparts.'® Fundamentally, politicians are, for the most

12 Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks, “Does Identity or Economic Rationality Drive Public Opinion on European
Integration?”, Political Science and Politics, vol. 37, no. 3, 2004; Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks, “Calculation,
Community and Cues: Public Opinion on European Integration”, European Union Politics, vol. 6, no. 4, 2005.

13 Hajo G. Boomgaarden, Andreas R.T. Schuck, Matthijs Elenbaas and Claes H. de Vreese, “Mapping EU
attitudes: Conceptual and empirical dimensions of Euroscepticism and EU support”, European Union Politics,
vol. 12, no. 2, 2011.

14 Hanspeter Kriesi, “The Role of European Integration in National Election Campaigns”, European Union
Politics, vol. 8, no. 1, 2007.

15 Marcel Lubbers and Peer Scheepers, “Divergent trends of euroscepticism in countries and regions of the
European Union”, European Journal of Political Research, vol. 49, 2010.

6 Heinrich Best, Gyorgy Lengyel, and Luca Verzichelli, “European Integration as an Elite Project: An
Introduction”, in Heinrich Best, Gyorgy Lengyel, and Luca Verzichelli (eds), The Europe of Elites. A Study into
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part, elected by, and are accountable to, constituents. Parliamentarians and members of
government are also, in most cases, members of a political party, comprised of both a
parliamentary party and party activists, which seeks to gain support, influence or, even, office.
Politicians find themselves under pressure to satisfy both sections of the party, especially if they
aspire to advance through the party ranks. As a result, the positions of politicians on European
integration are not shaped in the same ways as those of the general public. Rather, a multitude
of factors other than personal opinion — constituents’ and national interests, party interests,
personal career interests — can shape the position of politicians on EU integration.

Best et al note that there has been a degree of Euroscepticism among politicians since
European integration began.!” However, as supranational institutions have developed and
sovereignty has been transferred to the EU level, the gap between the public and politicians has,
in general, grown. The permissive consensus no longer exists, and both the salience of the
Europe issue and popular Euroscepticism have increased. Best et al contend that this increasing
popular hostility towards integration has caused Euroscepticism among politicians to grow as
the latter seek to avoid being punished for their support of unpopular policies. Hooghe and
Marks refer to a ‘constraining dissensus’, which has come about as the salience of the Europe
issue has increased and elites are, therefore, more likely to be influenced by public opinion on
integration. 8

Paul Taggart was one of the first scholars to address and delimit the phenomenon of
Euroscepticism among politicians. In his seminal 1998 article, he identified four types of
Eurosceptic political parties, namely single-issue parties, protest-based parties with
Euroscepticism, established parties — parties in or ‘of” government — with Euroscepticism, and
factions within non-Eurosceptic parties.’® It was later, with Aleks Szczerbiak, that Taggart
distinguished between ‘hard’ and ‘soft” Euroscepticism. Whereas hard Eurosceptics seek their
state’s withdrawal from the EC/EU, soft Eurosceptics are merely critical of certain aspects of
the process of integration or its outcomes.?® Petr Kopecky and Cas Mudde take the
categorisation of parties further by distinguishing between ‘diffuse’ support for the process of

integration per se, and ‘specific’ support for the EU and the outcomes of integration. As such,
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they identify four types of position based on a party’s positioning on the two spectrums.
‘Euroenthusiasts’ and ‘Eurosceptics’ both support the process of integration, but whereas the
former support the outcomes, the latter are critical. ‘Europragmatists’ and ‘Eurorejects’ both
oppose the process of integration, but whereas the former recognise the benefits of the outcomes
of integration, the latter oppose both the process and its outcomes. Kopecky and Mudde contend
that ideology shapes a party’s position on the process of integration per se, while strategy
determines its position on the EU and the outcomes of integration. They find that whereas a
party’s support for the EU might change, a change in its position on integration per se is
unlikely.?

For the purposes of this thesis, the Eurosceptic positions of parties and individual
politicians are described using Taggart and Szczerbiak’s distinction between hard and soft
Eurosceptics. Where useful, the categorisation proposed by Kopecky and Mudde is also used.
However, while these categorisations of Eurosceptic parties are useful, they do not allow for an
adequate understanding of the reasons for political Euroscepticism. It is clear that some parties,
or individual politicians, are more disposed to Euroscepticism than others. The existing political
science literature offers two broad explanations for this, namely party ideology (the focus of
the North Carolina School) and strategy (the focus of the Sussex School). These explanations
tend, however, to be presented as a dichotomy, with little attention paid to the possible
interaction between political ideology and strategy, particularly in the study of
Euroscepticism.?? Further, Cécile Leconte shows that, as variations exist between the EU
positions of parties of similar ideologies and strategies in different member states, domestic
context and concerns are also, clearly, of importance.?® While the political science literature
offers much to allow for a better understanding of how national context shapes the attitudes and
positions of politicians on European integration, it seems necessary to take a wider approach
and consider the question also from a civilisationist viewpoint. Civilisationist literature,
however, tends to focus on the situation in just one state. Key findings of the existing political
science and civilisationist literature concerning the role of party ideology, strategy, and national

context in shaping party positions on European integration are discussed below.
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2.1. Party ideology and positioning on European integration

A party’s position on European integration is most readily accounted for by party family or
ideology.?* A number of relevant factors are identified in the political science literature. These
factors are the party’s position relative to the ideological centre, its position on the left-right
spectrum, its position on the nationalist-internationalist spectrum, its position on ‘new politics’

issues, and its religious basis and degree of religiosity.?

2.1.1. Position relative to centre and on the left-right spectrum

The EU is characterised by its consensual decision-making process, which results in centrist
policy outputs. It stands to reason, therefore, that parties with a centrist ideology tend to be
more supportive of European integration. Parties with an extremist ideology tend to be more
Eurosceptic, and the further a party is from the ideological centre, the more likely it is to be
Eurosceptic.?® Also, extremist parties make greater use of the Europe issue in political
competition than do mainstream, centrist parties.?’

A party’s position on the left-right spectrum may also impact its attitudes towards
European integration, although this is less clear than it once was. In the earlier decades of
integration centre-right parties tended to be most supportive. However, since the introduction
of policies aimed at counteracting the negative consequences of market liberalisation, centre-
left parties have become more supportive of integration.?® As a result, positioning on the left-
right spectrum seems now to be of less importance. In fact, Hooghe et al argue that there is no
clear correlation between left-right positioning and attitudes towards integration, and
Szczerbiak and Taggart show that a party’s position within the domestic party system is more
influential than its position on the left-right political spectrum in determining its stance on
integration.?® Postion on the left-right spectrum does, however, determine the basis of criticism
of the EU. Leconte shows that Eurosceptic parties situated on the far-left of the spectrum tend

to criticise the EU’s economic policies that they consider to be overly liberal, whereas critics
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on the far-right tend to cite concerns for national sovereignty and immigration.®® These
tendencies in the attitudes of far-left and far-right political parties towards integration are in
keeping with the findings of Lubbers and Scheepers, outlined above, on the correlation of
political affiliation and the basis of public opposition to integration.

Study of the current European political landscape tends to confirm these findings on
position relative to the ideological centre. Centrist parties are certainly more supportive of
European integration than those at the political extremes. However, within certain mainstream
parties, criticism of specific aspects of integration has become more common since the early
1990s. In some centrist parties, factions critical of integration have grown in influence to an
extent that they impact considerably the party’s policy. It also appears that centre-right parties
are no longer more likely to support integration than parties on the centre-left, and that
commonalities can be observed in the bases of support for, or criticism of, integration among
parties on the right and on the left. However, given the impact of globalisation on European

societies, the categorisation of parties on a simple left-right spectrum is no longer apposite.

2.1.2. Nationalist-internationalist position

Taggart places parties along two dimensions. The first, community-individual spectrum,
categorises parties based on their attitudes towards the place of the individual within society,
which is close to the left-right spectrum. The second, global-national spectrum, categorises
parties according to their attitudes towards the nation and internationalisation.3! This second
dimension is essential in the projection of party positions on European integration. The
nationalist parties present in member states today tend to be critical of the EU, advocating limits
to integration and, in some instances, their state’s withdrawal from the EU. As the presence and
influence of nationalist parties in parliaments and governments has increased, so has

Eurosceptic political discourse.

2.1.3. New politics cleavage
In addition to positioning themselves on the traditional left-right spectrum and the nationalist-
internationalist spectrums, parties are increasingly called to position themselves on issues

relatively new to the political agenda. Such issues include the environment, immigration and
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inter-ethnic relations, civil liberties, gender equality, and the rights of sexual minorities.3? A
correlation can be noted between a party’s position on the ‘new politics’ cleavage and its
position on European integration, with socially conservative parties being more inclined
towards Euroscepticism than progressive parties.®® This could be due to a perception among
progressive parties, which tend to be left-leaning, that the EU can be a source of rights and
protections. Throughout member states, Green parties, for example, are supportive of
integration, considering the EU’s legally enforceable targets essential in the fight against

climate change.

2.1.4. Religion and degree of religiosity

Finally, religion and degree of religiosity appear to play a role in a party’s position on European
integration. Among Christian Democrat parties, Catholic parties tend to be supportive of
integration, whereas Protestant parties, especially deeply religious ones, tend towards
Euroscepticism.3* This could be explained by the fact that, whereas Catholicism is a
transnational religion with a ‘supranational’ religious leader, Protestantism has national
churches and may, therefore, be less inclined to accept supranational governance.® However,
many of the Eurosceptic parties currently in parliament and government in EU member states
are Catholic Christian Democrats, such as Poland’s Law and Justice Party and Austria’s
People’s Party; have close ties to such parties, such as Hungary’s Fidesz; or represent Catholic
constituencies, such as Italy’s Lega. Further, these parties all emphasise the threat posed by

immigration from Muslim countries for Europe’s Christian identity.

This summary of the existing literature suggests that party ideology remains the most
important factor in determining a party’s position on European integration, and it is the case
that parties from centrist, internationalist, progressive political families are more supportive of
integration and parties which are not are more predisposed to Euroscepticism. However, party
family alone cannot predict or explain a party’s position on integration. The impact of political
ideology on party positions can vary considerably between member states, with parties from

the same political family being supportive of further integration in one state yet unsupportive
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in another. Although parties tend not to abandon their ideology in the face of the relatively new
issue of integration, it is clear that other factors must be considered in accounting for a party’s
position on integration.3® Here, the interaction of political ideology and party strategy is of great
importance. A party’s ideology is never clearly defined and entirely accepted by all its
members, and individuals and groups within a party compete for influence over the party’s
ideology. As such, Pierre Bourdieu contends ideology is shaped through competition within
and between parties as political actors try to differentiate themselves from their competitors and
gain political capital. He argues that, like ideology, party positions on European integration are
shaped relative to their competitors with a view to political gain.3” Likewise, Laure Neumayer
contends that a party’s position on integration can best be explained as an attempt to distinguish
itself from its competitors, and that political cleavage theories have overlooked the evolutions
in party positions on integration.® It can be supposed, therefore, that in positioning themselves
on European integration, parties are influenced by strategy, which is in turn shaped by national

context.

2.2.  Strategy and positioning on European integration

The importance of ideology in determining a party’s position on European integration is
affected by the party’s placement within the national party system and the strategy it adopts.
Political science literature shows that whether a party is a ‘party of government’, and whether
it is in government or in opposition impacts its position, as does the party’s objectives vis-a-vis

power.

2.2.1. Parties of government versus anti-establishment parties

Given the importance of the Europe issue, a party’s position on European integration is essential
in establishing its position within the party system. As such, integration can be the basis of
inter-party competition.®® The EU’s supranational institutions are part of an accepted system of
multilevel governance. Unsurprisingly, parties of government, which are usually established

and politically mainstream, tend to support integration. Due to its association with democratic
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and liberal values, integration can be mobilised by mainstream politicians so as to demonstrate
their own legitimacy in contrast to their ‘illegitimate’, anti-establishment competitors.*? Protest
or anti-establishment parties, on the other hand, have a greater tendency for Euroscepticism.*
Such parties criticise the dominance of the EU by ‘cartel’ parties and use their Euroscepticism
as a means to criticise the system and to differentiate themselves from the established parties
of government.*? Higher levels of Euroscepticism among protest or anti-establishment parties
can further be explained by the fact that parties that have not been, and are unlikely to be, in
government are not confronted with the reality of EU membership and are thus free to criticise
the institutions and actors with whom they will never need to cooperate. While it remains the
case that parties of government tend to be supportive of integration, their support can no longer
be taken for granted. This can be seen in the cases of Poland, Hungary, and Austria, noted
above, where the established parties currently in government are not fully supportive of
integration. Further, the example of the anti-establishment and Eurosceptic Cinque Stelle
Movement, recently in government in Italy with the nationalist Lega, shows that not only are
once-marginal parties entering government, but that they cannot be expected to moderate their

Euroscepticism once in office.

2.2.2. Incumbent versus opposition parties

Kriesi finds that parties in government are more likely to be supportive of European integration
than those in opposition, although he finds limited evidence that opposition parties are more
critical.*® Further, Leconte shows that parties that were strongly supportive of integration when
in office are likely to become less Europhile when in opposition.** This could be explained by
the fact that, out of office, a party is no longer faced with the immediate realities of EU-level
negotiations and the need for compromise. Parties in opposition also seek opportunities to
criticise the government. In a context of more Eurosceptic parties entering government, Taggart
and Szczerbiak show that, although government participation can be seen to have a moderating
effect on Eurosceptic parties’ positions, that impact is rarely of great consequence.® It also

seems that whether a party is in government or in opposition can impact the internal
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cohesiveness of its position on the EU, however there is a lack of consensus as to what the
consequences might be. Whereas Kriesi contends that opposition parties are more likely to have
a unified EU policy, Ben Crum observes that the Europe issue is more likely to cause internal
party divisions when a party is in opposition and particularly if the party’s official position is
the same as that of the party in government.*® The ever-increasing level of Euroscepticism
within the UK Conservative Party while in opposition 1997-2010 would tend to confirm
Leconte’s findings, and that the party became more unified in its criticism of the EU during this
period lends weight to Kriesi’s contention on party unity. On the contrary, growing divisions
within the French Parti socialiste while out of government from 2002, and around the failed
ratification of the Constitutional Treaty in particular, are in keeping with Crum’s findings. That
the Party’s leadership supported a ‘yes’ vote at the 2005 referendum lends further support to

Crum’s argument.

2.2.3. Office-seeking, vote-seeking, and policy-seeking parties

Wolfgang Muller and Kaare Strgm distinguish between parties that seek to access government,
gain voter support, and influence policy-making.4” When forced to take a stance, which of these
three objectives a party prioritises can impact its position on European integration.*® Parties
hoping to enter government, including smaller potential coalition partners, tend to moderate
any Euroscepticism. On the other hand, parties whose key objective is to maintain or build
electoral support might exploit popular concerns about integration in order to do so. And parties
seeking principally to influence government policy have little cause to moderate
Euroscepticism. The behaviour of certain Eurosceptic parties seeking to enter government at
recent elections tends to confirm Leconte’s findings. Having advanced to the second round of
the French Presidential elections in 2017, the Front national’s Marine Le Pen held back on her
calls for French withdrawal from the Eurozone and the EU. In advance of the Italian legislative
election in 2018, the Lega’s Matteo Salvini moderated his anti-Eurozone discourse. The case
of the UK is considerably different, where even mainstream office-seeking parties tend to play

down their support for integration.
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The above summary of the literature suggests that, while, seemingly, not as
consequential as political ideology, party strategy does impact a party’s position on European
integration. Parties of government and, particularly, in government still tend to be more
supportive of integration, as are parties that prioritise access to government. Euroscepticism is
considered to be the politics of opposition. However, as with political ideology, the impact of
party strategy is not consistent throughout member states. In fact, the current European political
landscape, which sees openly Eurosceptic parties in government, requires us to call into
question presumptions about the impact of party strategy and necessitates an even deeper
understanding of the importance of the role of national context in shaping party positions on
the EU.

2.3.  The impact of national context

As we saw in the previous section, the national context helps shape the interaction between
ideology and strategy. Best observes that the process of European integration is “deeply rooted
in and conditional on the social and political settings in national contexts”.*® Party-based
Euroscepticism varies between member states and we can note differences in the presence and
influence of Eurosceptic parties. Why, despite having similar ideologies and strategies in
relation to access to government, do parties in some member states have a greater tendency to
adopt Eurosceptic positions than in others? We can also note differences in intra-party divisions
on the EU. Why is it that some parties have remained (mostly) unified on European integration,
while the issue has been a cause of divisions in others? Leconte identifies three factors, specific
to the national political context, that can account for these variations, namely national political
culture, institutional incentives for Euroscepticism, and the degree of popular Euroscepticism.
However, Dorota Dakowska and Jay Rowell argue that national context does not necessarily
have the same effect on all actors.®® It is in analysing the role of national context in shaping the
positions of politicians on integration that the contribution of civilisationist literature is of great

importance. By taking a wide range of factors (historical, political, cultural...) into
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consideration, civilisationists have helped to elucidate the positions adopted by political parties

in response to European integration.5?

2.3.1. National political culture

A state’s political history influences the attitudes of its political parties towards European
integration.>*The length of time for which a state’s democratic system has been in place is of
importance, with old democracies, boasting strong institutions tending to be more resistant to
the change that integration entails.>* Further, the perceived democratic deficit of the EU’s
institutions tends to have a greater impact on public opinion in such states.>® The political
culture of certain states is more historicist than others, with political positions shaped by
interpretations of history.5® Whether historicism has a negative impact on attitudes towards
integration is likely to depend on the essential events and individuals, and their impact for
European relations. The relative strength of political extremisms also influences political
attitudes towards integration.® It has already been shown that parties with extremist ideologies,
whether on the left or the right, are less likely to support integration. However, how such
extremisms are viewed, whether they are accepted or rejected as a legitimate form of political
expression, affects their ability to influence attitudes towards integration. Where political
extremisms are accepted, and even legitimised, their views have more weight on political
debate.

National identity is entrenched in political culture and plays an important role in shaping
attitudes. Nation states are a “key socialization agency” and play a fundamental role in shaping
world views.*® The basis of an individual’s support for, or opposition to, European integration
corresponds with the cognitive frames of their nation state.>® As noted above, Hooghe and

Marks consider identity to be more important than perception of economic consequences in
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determining support for integration.®® More specifically, they distinguish between inclusive
national identity, where national identity is one of two or more identities, and exclusive national
identity, where national identity is the sole identity. They show that an inclusive national
identity is more compatible with a sense of European or EU identity, and thus support for
integration. Exclusive national identity, they find, is the most powerful variable in determining
attitudes towards the EU. Sean Carey, too, shows that stronger feelings of national identity are
linked to lower levels of support for integration.®* Eurobarometer polls confirm this finding by
showing that support for EU membership is highest in member states whose citizens tend also
to identify as European, such as Luxembourg, and lowest in those states whose citizens are
more likely to have solely a sense of national identity, such as the UK.

Hooghe and Marks suggest that national identity is ‘constructed’ to become inclusive
or exclusive, and that national politicians play an important role is this construction process.®?
Further, they find that where politicians are divided on European integration, national identity
is more likely to result in Euroscepticism among the public. Antonia Ruiz Jiménez et al show
that, in principle, even strong national identities are compatible with European identity.52 This
is because, whereas national identities tend to be defined in cultural terms, European or EU
identity is usually based on instrumental, self-interested considerations. Nonetheless, there are
certain EU member states whose citizens are less likely to feel a sense of dual identity. This,
Ruiz Jiménez et al show, is due to the bases of national identity being incompatible with a
concurrent European identity. Such incompatible bases include a strong sense of national pride
and high levels of attachment to national sovereignty. Perceptions of nationalism are linked to
national identity. Where nationalism has been discredited through its association with a past
regime, mainstream parties are less likely to display Euroscepticism.®* This is the case in
Germany, for example, where nationalist sentiment has been suppressed and mainstream parties

have rarely been critical of integration.
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2.3.2. Political system and institutional incentives for Euroscepticism

A member state’s political system and, in particular, the presence within that system of
institutional incentives for Euroscepticism, impact the positions of parties on European
integration. Leconte highlights the role of the national EU policy-making process, the electoral
system, and the use of referenda in incentivising political Euroscepticism.® Political systems
can be characterised as either majoritarian or consensual, and Arend Lijphart identifies the
features of these systems along two dimensions, the horizontal executive-parties dimension and
the vertical federal-unitary dimension.®® Majoritarian systems tend to be underpinned by a
constitution which can be amended with relative ease. The executive branch tends to be
relatively powerful, with a large governing ‘cabinet’, and a unicameral legislature, or a
legislature in which power rests heavily in one chamber, is more common. Power is likely to
be concentrated in the hands of central, state level, actors as opposed to being distributed among
actors at the subnational levels. A member state’s political system determines the way in which
EU policy is made, and Tapio Raunio finds that where participation in decision-making is more
inclusive, parties are less likely to use Euroscepticism as an office-seeking strategy.®’

A further characteristic of majoritarian systems is a disproportionate electoral system in
which the number of seats in parliament does not correspond with the level of popular support.
Such disproportionate electoral systems tend to result in fewer parties gaining seats in
parliament and the prevalence of single-party governments. In contrast, more proportionate
electoral systems are likely to result in a wider variety of parties in parliament, including
marginal parties, and more frequent coalition governments.%® Kriesi shows that a member
state’s electoral system shapes inter-party competition on the EU as it impacts the influence of
marginal, Eurosceptic parties on EU policy.%° Where a proportionate electoral system is used,
such marginal parties are more likely to win seats in parliament and thus influence the EU
policy of the larger, mainstream parties. However, even where the highly disproportionate first-
past-the-post system is used and marginal parties are effectively kept out of parliament, they
can still succeed in influencing mainstream party positions on European integration where the

former enjoy considerable popular support. The electoral system also shapes intra-party
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competition. Gifford shows that in majoritarian systems, where the number of parties is limited
and single party governments are the norm, it is more difficult to silence dissidents.”
Governments are, therefore, more prone to adopting a negative stance on the EU so as to quell
internal divisions. In consensual systems, where coalitions, and thus compromise, are more
commonplace, there is a tendency to adopt a more centrist approach towards integration and it
is easier to silence dissent. This finding is confirmed by Leconte, who notes that majoritarian
systems allow Eurosceptic factions within mainstream parties to gain inordinate influence,
whereas, in proportional systems, such factions tend to be marginalised with the establishment
of broad pro-European coalitions.” A survey of EU governments would tend to confirm
Gifford’s and Leconte’s findings regarding the potential power of Eurosceptic factions in
mainstream parties, however such parties do not all manage Eurosceptic factions in the same
way. While some parties do, as expected, adopt a more negative position on the EU, others
successfully externalise Eurosceptic factions.

Referenda on Europe issues are held periodically in some member states, either due to
a constitutional obligation or for political reasons. A government might choose to hold a
referendum where no legal obligation exists so as to legitimise a decision, particularly in the
face of inter- or intra-party divisions. The holding of referenda increases the salience of the
Europe issue. By presenting an opportunity for Eurosceptic actors to bring their arguments to
the fore, referenda can increase levels of Euroscepticism among politicians, particularly as
opponents tend to make their voices heard more than supporters.’? In some instances, intra-
party divisions around referendum campaigns have resulted in individuals or factions leaving
their political party so as to establish a Eurosceptic movement or party.’® However, this is not
always the case, as can be seen in the case of Ireland, where referenda on Treaty reform are
held regularly yet political and popular Euroscepticism are relatively low.

Closely tied to the political and electoral systems of a state is the party system. Giovanni
Sartori’s widely used classification of party systems distinguishes between systems based on
the number of relevant political parties and the distance between their ideologies.” He also
highlights the importance of the interaction between these two criteria, the ‘mechanics’ of the

party system, and shows that as the number of parties in a system increases so can the distance
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between parties’ ideologies. Sartori identifies four main party system types, namely
predominant party systems, two-party systems, systems with moderate pluralism, and systems
with polarised pluralism. The system in place determines the strategies used by parties to gain
influence and electoral support. As such, the party system can impact the positions of parties

on European integration and can incentivise Euroscepticism.

2.3.3. Europeanization of national institutions, policies, and politics
Membership of the EU has a far greater impact on member states than does membership of any
other international organisation. Due to the extent of European integration, EU membership
affects all aspects of the national polity — its institutions, policies, and politics.”
Europeanization is brought about through a number of mechanisms, including institutional
adaptation, resource dependency, regulatory competition, and socialisation of political actors,
and the outcomes of this change range from inertia to transformation.”® The scope and extent
of Europeanization vary between member states. Variations in impact are due in part to the
‘goodness of fit’ of the domestic political system with that of the EU: the greater the ‘misfit’
the greater the pressure for domestic adaptation.”” However, a close ‘fit’ does not necessarily
mean there are no adaptational difficulties. VVariations can also be ascribed to the ways in which
politicians and publics react to the consequences of EU membership.”®

In terms of institutions, central governments, national parliaments, and national courts
are most directly affected by a state’s membership of the EU. While EU membership creates
means for governments to address matters that they cannot address alone, it requires them to
transfer sovereignty to the EU’s institutions and share decision-making powers with other
member states. Nonetheless, member state governments remain the most important domestic
actors at the European level, serving as the ‘gate-keeper’ in their state’s relations with the EU.™

As such, their powers relative to those of other domestic institutions have been strengthened.
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National parliaments have seen their powers reduced as a consequence of European integration.
On the one hand, the legislative powers of national parliaments have been transferred to the
European Parliament, especially since the introduction of the Single Market. On the other hand,
national parliaments have lost powers relative to their national executives, with their role
tending to be limited to the final stages of the EU policy process. Despite this reduction in their
powers, parliaments have generally seen their workloads increase, given the complexity and
increasing volume of EU legislation to be scrutinised. EU membership establishes a new legal
order for a member state. The principles of direct effect and supremacy ensure that all legal
persons within the EU are concerned by this legal order and where there is a conflict between
EU and national laws the former must prevail. Also, a new tier has been added to the national
judicial hierarchy, yet national courts have, on the whole, been accepting of this, perhaps as it
serves to strengthen their powers relative to the executive by directly involving the judiciary in
the implementation of EU law.8!

As noted, pressure for the adaptation of domestic institutions depends on the degree of
misfit between the national and EU systems. Lijphart considers the EU political system to be
consensual, meaning the executives and legislatures of member states with majoritarian
political systems are likely to experience greater pressure for adaptation.®? This greater pressure
could result in difficulties adapting to membership. The extent to which the executive is
strengthened and the legislature is weakened as a result of membership also depends on the
balance of power between these two branches, which is, again, contingent on whether the
domestic political system is majoritarian or consensual. In majoritarian political systems, where
the role of the legislature tends to be strong, national parliaments have experienced most
pressure for adaptation. The EU has a civil law system, as do the vast majority of its member
states. It could therefore be expected that those states who have a common law, or mixed,
system might have greater difficulty in adapting to this new legal order.

Domestic policy is also heavily impacted by a state’s membership of the EU. The EU
affects almost all areas of policy, although not uniformly and there are few areas which are fully
Europeanized. The balance of power between member states and EU institutions, which
depends on the policy in question and thus the mode of governance used, is very important as

it determines the general ability of member states to ‘upload’ their domestic practices to the EU
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level thereby lessening the impact of Europeanization.®® However, the study of the impact of
the EU membership on domestic policy is complicated by the concurrent effects of
globalisation, and not all domestic change can be attributed to Europeanization.® In fact, some
changes are due purely to national considerations.®

The greater the difference between the supranational policy and the domestic policy, the
greater the impact of Europeanization, and a member state’s economic system is key in
determining the extent to which national policies are Europeanized. Member states with
economic systems that differ greatly from a predominant European model experience the most
pressure for adaptation and the benefits of EU membership might be less apparent. Features of
the system to be taken into account include key economic sectors, the importance of trade and
trade partners, the role of the state in the economy, rate of public spending and redistribution
of wealth, and attitudes towards regulation. The economic situation, both short-term and long-
term, is also of relevance. It could be expected that a state with a small agricultural sector, that
trades to a considerable extent with non-EU states, that does not prioritise the redistribution of
wealth, and that takes a ‘light-touch’ approach towards regulation experience relatively strong
pressures for adaptation.

Itis only relatively recently that the literature has begun to focus on political parties and
the EU, and it is even more recently that attention has been paid to the Europeanization of
political parties.?5 It can be presumed that, as European integration has had an impact on
national institutions and policies, national politicians have sought to adapt to the changed
context in which they operate. Ladrech and Peter Mair highlight a number of domestic political
changes that can be directly linked to integration.®” As the salience of the Europe issue has
increased, political parties have had to position themselves on integration. A new dimension in
inter-party competition has emerged, and, with this, Eurosceptic or anti-EU parties. Linked to
this is the rise of Eurosceptic sentiment within established parties and intra-party competition
on the Europe issue. Naturally, greater reference is made to Europe in party programmes and
more attention is paid to public opinion on the issue, with the results of European Parliament

(EP) elections being watched closely. In addition to identifying direct effects of
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Europeanization for political parties, Mair emphasises indirect effects. Integration has reduced
the political space for inter-party competition. Public apathy, and even anger, have risen as
people increasingly consider decision-makers to be unrepresentative, unaccountable, and ill-
equipped to address their problems. Catherine E. de Vries shows that the Europe issue has an
increasing impact on which party a voter supports at national elections.® It can therefore be
expected that a party’s position on integration will have consequences for its electoral success.

The Europeanization of political parties and politics, like national institutions and
policies, varies between member states. Schnapper shows that UK politics resisted
Europeanization, even though domestic institutions were successfully Europeanized.®® In
contrast, Drake shows that the Europe issue has become part of French political life and that
French politicians tend to emphasise their Europeanness and seek a leadership role in European
integration.®® Politicians witness first-hand the effects of their state’s membership of the EU for
the national polity. It could therefore be expected that the politicians of member states with
greater institutional and policy ‘misfit’ have more difficulty adapting to membership. Writing
in 2010, Ladrech contended that the interests of individual politicians and party groups had not
been affected by Europeanization. He did, however, predict that, if public opinion on EU
integration were to become more negative, we could expect a responsive change in party

positions.®* Some ten years later, this prediction has become a reality in certain member states.

2.3.4. Popular Euroscepticism

It has already been observed that the once permissive consensus of the public in support of
European integration has been replaced by a constraining dissensus.®> The European
Communities enjoyed the tacit, if not pronounced, support of the European public for the first
four decades of their existence. This support peaked in 1991, with 72 per cent of Europeans
believing their state’s membership of the Communities to be a ‘good thing’.% Subsequently,

criticism of integration became more common and widespread. Susan Milner noted not only an
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increase in criticism of, or opposition to, the EU, but also a ‘structuring’ or ‘crystallisation’ of
public opinion on questions of integration.®* This is evidence of the EU having become a
‘normal’ political issue.

We might expect to see a correlation between public opinion and the positions of
politicians on European integration. In the past this was not the case, with politicians being
more supportive of integration than the public.®® Recently, however, political Euroscepticism
has increased alongside growing public discontent with the EU. A survey of Euroscepticism
among political parties and the public in member states suggests there is now something of a
correlation between the two, although there are of course exceptions. The French President,
Emmanuel Macron, and his government are among the most supportive of integration, yet just
one-third (33 per cent) of the French public has a positive image of the EU. In Poland, however,
where the government is critical of the EU and is currently subject to an infringement procedure
by the European Commission, 55 per cent of the public has a positive image of the EU.%

Linkages exist between politicians and the public, allowing both for politicians to
influence public opinion on European integration and for public opinion to shape the positions
of politicians. This two-way linkage is especially strong between elected politicians and the
public. As the EU is, in general, poorly understood, Christopher Anderson expected the public
to take ‘cues’ from the politicians in forming their views on the EU.%’ Leonard Ray showed the
‘top-down’ influence of parties on the opinions of their supporters to be greater where there is
a high level of voter attachment to the party, the Europe issue is salient for the party, the party
IS united in its position, and where there is a variety of positions on the issue in the party
system.® However, Ray noted that parties’ influence over public opinion on European
integration seems to have peaked in 1992 when a number of ‘influencing’ factors coincided. As
the Europe issue has become more salient in political debate and the public has become more
conscious, and less supportive, of integration, the bottom-up influence of public opinion on the
positions of politicians has grown. In fact, Marco Steenbergen et al show that while influence

flows in both directions, the bottom-up influence of supporters on political parties is generally
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greater than vice versa.?® They show that the ‘bottom-up’ influence of supporters is greater
where referenda on the Europe issue are held. It is also stronger where a political party has a
high number of ‘opinion leaders’: individuals who cue the party’s supporters. Fundamentally,
divisions within parties weaken the ability of parties to influence their supporters and increase
the influence of public opinion as factions seek to justify a change in party policy. Hooghe and
Marks show that divisions among politicians on the Europe issue is a key factor in driving
public opposition to integration.'® The member states in which politicians are the most divided

on the EU are also those in which the levels of popular Euroscepticism are highest. %!

This summary of the literature indicates that the role of ideology and strategy in
determining the positions of politicians on European integration is determined to a great extent
by factors specific to the national context, and it is through study of the national context that
we can account for variations in positions despite similar ideologies and strategies. A long
history of democratic stability and the prevalence of an exclusive national identity increase the
likelihood of resistance to integration. Majoritarian political systems, with centralised powers
and disproportionate electoral systems resulting in a small number of ‘broad-church’ parties,
might have greater difficulty in adapting to membership as they differ most from the EU’s
system of governance. Likewise, member states with economic systems that differ from a
predominant European model feel greater pressures for adaptation. Frustrations at the
limitations on the powers of national executives and legislatures, particularly in a context of
popular Euroscepticism, could lead politicians to be more critical of integration. Given the
importance of national context in shaping the positions of politicians, further exploration is
essential.

There is a tendency in the literature on political Euroscepticism to focus on either
ideology or strategy in accounting for a party’s position on European integration. Considering
both ideology and strategy within the national context of a member state allows for a better
understanding of the interaction of these variables and the extent to which they shape the
positions of politicians on integration. Study of the national context also helps to explain
variations in the positions of parties in different member states where ideology and strategy are

similar. It is clear that certain characteristics of national contexts make political Euroscepticism

9 Marco R. Steenbergen, Erica E. Edwards and Catherine E. de Vries, “Who’s Cueing Whom? Mass-Elite
Linkages and the Future of European Integration”, European Union Politics, vol. 8, no.1, 2007.

10 Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks, “Calculation, Community and Cues: Public Opinion on European
Integration”, op. cit., p. 430.

W01 I eonard Ray, “Mainstreaming Euroskepticism: Trend or Oxymoron?”, op. cit., p. 170.

42



more likely. Further, certain characteristics seem to encourage political competition on the
Europe issue, and even incentivise Euroscepticism. And there is increasing evidence that a
party’s position on integration has consequences for its electoral success.

Another tendency of the existing literature on Euroscepticism, and in particular that on
political competition, is to focus on competition for political gain between parties, and less on
competition within parties. In light of the increase in discourse critical of the EU among
established, mainstream politicians and the presence of divisions within certain established,
mainstream parties on the Europe issue, it is necessary to deepen our understanding of the role
of intra-party competition in determining the positions of mainstream politicians on European
integration. This is especially important given that “intra-party divisions may be the most
difficult challenge that mainstream political elites have to face as a consequence of European

integration.”10?

3. Thesis, methodology and content

3.1.  Thesis

Bearing in mind ideological and strategic factors, we would expect the two main political
parties of the UK and France to have been supportive of European integration and for a
mainstream consensus to have emerged in both states. While such a consensus emerged in
France, this was not the case in the UK. It seems clear, therefore, that national context plays a
key role in determining the positions of political parties and individual politicians on
integration. In order to better understand how national context and, in particular, the potential
for political gain, have shaped positions on integration, this thesis uses as a starting point three
of the arguments presented in the literature review: Bourdieu’s claim that political ideology is
shaped by strategy; de Vries’ finding that a party’s position on integration can affect its electoral
fortunes; Leconte’s contention that intra-party divisions on questions of integration may be the
greatest test faced by political elites as a result of their state’s EU membership. These theories
are applied in analysing the positions of UK and French political parties and individual
politicians on European integration over time. This thesis argues that the positions on
integration of French politicians from the two main political parties have principally been
motivated by ideology and perception of the national interest. Intra-party divisions over the

Europe issue have been successfully managed and dissidents have rarely made political gains
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from their positions. In contrast, in the UK, integration was often a strategic issue for both main
political parties. While ideology and perception of the national interest certainly played a role
in determining the positions of parties and individual politicians, it is shown that strategic
considerations, and, in particular, the desire to exploit the potential for personal political gain,
influenced the positions of certain politicians. Rather than being managed, intra-party divisions
impacted official party policy and dissidents frequently made political gains from their

positions.

3.2.  Methodology

The time frame and comparative approach of this thesis were presented above. This thesis also
takes an interdisciplinary approach, combining political science and civilisationist approaches.
It moves beyond a strict focus on the political system to study party debates on European
integration through a wider lens. As such, a range of factors — historical, political, economic
and cultural — are considered so as to enable a fuller understanding of the national context and
its role in determining positions on integration.

The analysis of the existing literature is supplemented by the use of primary data. Key
to this thesis is the use of original primary data, which provide new and detailed insights into
the positioning of mainstream UK and French politicians on European integration. Quantitative
data was gathered through an electronic questionnaire of members of the lower houses of the
UK and French parliaments, carried out between June 2015 and June 2016. The same questions
were put to UK and French politicians, with an additional one or two questions specific to each
state (see Annexes 1 and 2). In total, 62 of 650 UK MPs responded to the questionnaire. In total,
97 of 577 French députés responded to the questionnaire. The majority of the questionnaires
were returned by Conservative and Labour Party MPs in the UK, and Les Républicains and
Parti socialiste députés in France. Not all questionnaires were fully completed and some
politicians did not state their name, just their party. The number of fully-completed
questionnaires, especially by UK MPs, is therefore somewhat limited. Nonetheless, the data
gathered allows for conclusions to be drawn about the positions of mainstream politicians in
the UK and France, and for comparisons to be made. The quantitative data is supplemented by
qualitative data gathered through interviews with MPs and députés, most of whom had
previously completed the questionnaire. These interviews were held between January and
November 2016. Again, a common body of questions was put to UK and French politicians,
with some additional questions specific to each state and political party (see Annexes 3 and 4).

In total, 24 UK MPs and 16 French députés were interviewed. The majority of those interviewed
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are, or were at the time, members of one of the two main parties in the UK or France. While,
again, it would have been preferable to interview a greater number of politicians, the interviews
held were, for the most-part, lengthy and detailed. The information gathered therefore provides
considerable insights into the positions of UK and French politicians, lending weight to the
findings of this thesis. Notably, a number of UK MPs surveyed or interviewed had held their
seats in Parliament for a great many years, allowing for them to share their direct experience of
events up to 40 years ago. Due to the functioning of the French political system it is rarer for
politicians to hold their seats for decades. As a consequence, the députés surveyed or
interviewed tended not to have been in office for as long as their UK counterparts. As a result,
little data was collected from the questionnaires and interviews of French députés concerning
the pre-Maastricht period. The fieldwork was mostly carried out before the 2016 referendum.
This allows for a more like-for-like comparison of the positions of UK and French politicians,
as well as providing for a better understanding of the voting choices of UK MPs at the
referendum. However, the lapse of time before the thesis was completed means that the
situation reflected in the original primary data has somewhat evolved since.

In addition to the original primary data gathered through the fieldwork, further primary
sources are used to supplement the existing literature. Party manifestos are studied for
information on parties’ positions on European integration, as well as to determine the
importance attributed to the issue in the context of electoral campaigns. Speeches and
autobiographies of key politicians are also used. Data on public opinion is gathered from
Eurobarometer. This source is used because the same questions are posed across member states,
allowing for comparison of public opinion in different states. Further, the same, or similar,
questions have been posed every six months since 1973, allowing for comparison over time and
for the identification of trends. However, the closed-end nature of the questions used by
Eurobarometer constitutes a limit of this source that must be borne in mind. As Gaxie and
Rowell show, the methodology of Eurobarometer surveys supposes interviewees would be

capable of responding to questions and expressing opinions if answers were not provided.

3.3. Contents
Having noted the importance of political elites in shaping the future of European integration,
this Introduction has presented and reviewed the key findings of the existing literature on

political Euroscepticism. It has been shown that the role of party ideology and strategy should
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be considered in the national context to provide a fuller understanding of the positions of
politicians on integration. It has also been shown that, in studying the role of political
competition in determining the positions of politicians on integration, there is a need to move
beyond inter-party competition to focus on intra-party competition. The core of the thesis is
divided into two parts, each with two chapters. In Part One, Chapter 1 studies the national
contexts of the UK and France to allow for a better understanding of how political competition
is influenced by national context. In addition to considering the role of the political culture and
system, Europeanization, and popular Euroscepticism in shaping political competition, the
chapter pays particular attention to the organisation of political parties — their candidate and
leadership selection, party hierarchy, decision-making — that foster or limit intra-party
competition in general, and around the Europe issue in particular. It is in this chapter that much
of the findings from the questionnaires, as well as the interviews, are presented and analysed.
Chapter 2 charts the positions of mainstream UK and French political parties and individual
politicians on European integration from the post-war period to the launching, in December
1990, of the intergovernmental conferences on political and economic union. This chapter thus
provides for the historical contextualisation of events to follow.

Part Two of the thesis provides a more detailed study of the positions of parties and
individual politicians during the period from Maastricht to Brexit, that is to say from the
opening of negotiations of the Treaty on European Union to the referendum on the UK’s
continued membership of the EU in June 2016, identifying key junctures and analysing their
impact on the positions of politicians on European integration. The study of positions over this
period provides for a better understanding of the status quo, as at 2016, revealed through the
fieldwork. Chapter 3 focuses on the negotiation and ratification of the Maastricht Treaty, and
the resulting political debate and positioning in both the UK and France. Chapter 4 focuses on
the negotiation and (non-) ratification of Constitutional Treaty and the Treaty of Lisbon. This
chapter, in particular, offers an explanation as to why European integration has been a cause of
divisions within some mainstream political parties, yet not in others, and how it is that some
parties, once divided over questions of integration, have managed to reintroduce discipline,
while others have not.

The Conclusion summarises the key finding of the thesis and reflects upon the contrasts
in the reactions of UK and French political parties and individual politicians to European
integration. Finally, it suggests possible perspectives for the future of European integration in

light of increasing political Euroscepticism.
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PART 1

Chapter 1
National Context and Political Competition in the United Kingdom

and France

Introduction

Factors specific to the national context of a member state determine the role of ideology and
strategy in shaping the positions of parties and individual politicians on European integration
and account for variations in positions across member states. Such factors include political
culture, the political and party systems, Europeanization of institutions, policies, and politics,
and public opinion on integration. National contextualising factors impact political competition,
both between and within political parties, and it can be expected that competition for political
gain influences the positions of parties and individual politicians on European integration.
Weber believed ordinary people to be incapable of making political choices and
decisions, and thus saw democratic politics as a competition, among professionals, for the
support of the ordinary people.’%* Pierre Bourdieu pursued this notion, viewing political
competition as a game played with the aim of getting a part of a party’s membership into
positions of power. For Bourdieu, the political game is played in a ‘field’, which is characterised
by the power contests between its constituent units. Each unit within the field has its own
identity and seeks to assert its dominance, with the balance of power within a field determining
its functioning. Politics should be viewed as a series of interactions and not as a series of events,
and these interactions take place within an institutional order. An individual’s position within
the institutional order can change over time and, with this, their influence. As such, we can
expect to see competition not only between units or political parties, but also between individual

politicians within the same unit or party.1%
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Competition, within and between political parties, is therefore at the core of politics and
is essential for political actors to differentiate themselves from their competitors and gain
political capital. In defining their position on European integration, parties and individual
politicians are influenced, to a greater or lesser extent, by the desire for political gain.
Individuals and groups within parties seek to maximise their influence and have their views
shape and determine party policy. It would also appear that certain features of political cultures
and political systems, and the organisation of certain political parties might incentivise
competition between and within parties around the Europe issue.

The impact of national context on the positions of parties and individual politicians on
European integration was discussed briefly in the Introduction. This chapter develops the
discussion with a focus on the specific national contexts of the United Kingdom and France.
This allows for a clearer understanding of the role of national context in shaping political
competition around the Europe issue. The first sub-chapter presents the key characteristics of
the political culture, political system, and party system of the UK and France. In particular, it
studies how these characteristics serve as bases of inter- and intra-party competition, and
highlights the similarities and differences in the characteristics of the UK and France. The
second sub-chapter considers how the institutions, policies and, most importantly, politics of
the UK and France have been impacted by EC/EU membership, and considers public opinion
on European integration. More specifically, it examines the consequences of this
Europeanization for inter- and intra-party competition, and again highlights how the
experiences of the UK and France have coincided and differed. Substantial use is made in this
chapter of information gathered through the questionnaire and interviews to better understand
the impact of membership on national politics. The chapter shows that, despite a number of
similarities in the political cultures, political systems, and party systems of the UK and France,
EU membership has impacted these states differently. This is most notable where the
Europeanization of politics is concerned. Having identified features of the national political
context that might create political incentives for Euroscepticism, preliminary conclusions are
drawn as to the impact of political competition on the positions of UK and French parties and
individual politicians on European integration. These preliminary conclusions are tested in later
chapters in which the positions of parties and individual politicians during specific time periods

are studied.
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1. Political culture and system, and political competition

Societal conflicts are at the root of inter-party competition. In analysing these conflicts and their
impact on party programmes, Herbert Kitschelt distinguishes between ‘divides’, ‘cleavages’,
and ‘competitive dimensions’. Divides are differences among groups based on their core
characteristics, and where such divides are durable they are known as cleavages. A political
cleavage becomes a competitive dimension where politicians take positions in the hope of
attracting popular support. However, few cleavages become competitive dimensions, as to
make an issue the basis of political action is costly and, where the issue salience is low, there
is limited potential for political gain.'% Budge and Farlie’s salience theory purports that, in
competing with one another, parties seek to push up the agenda the issues on which they have
greatest credibility to increase the possibility of political gain.'®” The actions of parties are
constrained by the institutional context in which their interactions take place. Charles Lees
shows that constraints can be either ‘polis-constraining” or ‘polis-shaping’ and thus determine
the strategies adopted by politicians. Respectively, these strategies seek to promote either a
sustained agenda, which is consistent over time, or a heresthetic agenda, which is pursued in an
attempt to gain political power.X%® The institutional context can, therefore, determine the
likelihood of the Europe issue being a feature of a heresthetic strategy to make political gains.

Inter-party competition is at the core of political competition. However, political parties
cannot be considered fully unified entities that speak with a single voice on all issues, and
political competition takes place within political parties as well as between them. Differences
over societal conflicts can be a source of intra-party competition, especially within larger parties
which incorporate a wide range of viewpoints. However, intra-party competition can also be
strategic, driven by the desire of an individual, or a group of individuals, to gain influence and
climb the party hierarchy. According to Michels’ ‘iron law of oligarchy’, modern-day political
parties need to be highly organised, which tends to result in decision-making power being
concentrated in the hands of small group of party leaders.'® These party leaders develop
interests different to lower-level party members because, whereas the latter tend to be driven

by ideology, the former are driven also by a desire to hold or retain power and might thus be
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willing to sacrifice ideology for electoral gain.'*® According to Ostrogorski, politicians get
themselves elected and candidates must persuade the electorate to vote for them.!!! It stands to
reason that politics, as contended by Fretel, is more a competition between individuals than
between social groups or political parties.''? The study of intra-party competition is particularly
important to this thesis as it seeks to explain why some parties have remained unified on
European integration, while the issue has been a cause of divisions in others.

The following sections present and analyse the key characteristics of the political
culture, political system, and party system of the UK and France and seek to determine how
these features influence the positions of parties and individual politicians on European
integration, impact political competition, and foster competition around the Europe issue.
Similarities and differences between the characteristics of the UK and French systems are
highlighted.

1.1.  Political culture and system, and political competition in the UK

In terms of political culture, political system, and party system, the UK displays a number of
characteristics that appear to influence attitudes of politicians towards European integration,
which could be expected to impact political competition. Further, it appears that these

characteristics fostered competition around the Europe issue.

1.1.1. The political culture of the UK

That the UK was the dominant global power throughout the 19" century has been key in
establishing the modern British state and its political culture. This power was based on political
stability, economic strength, and military force. Political stability was achieved through the
Habeas Corpus Act 1679, which placed legislative restraints on the powers of the state, and the
Glorious Revolution of 1688, which resulted in the sovereignty of Parliament.1*2 This principle
of parliamentary sovereignty is one that is fundamental to the British notion of national
sovereignty. The importance of this principle, along with the longevity of the parliamentary

system, explains some of the resistance to the institutional change that European integration
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entailed.!'* Further, that the UK is an old democracy could have caused the perceived
democratic deficit of the EU’s institutions to have a greater impact on UK public opinion.!®
By way of illustration, it should be noted that 70 per cent of MPs surveyed considered the EU’s
decision-making process to be not at all democratic or not democratic enough. The achievement
of political stability relatively early allowed the UK to focus on economic and industrial
development, and thus move ahead of its rivals. This development came, however, at the
expense of the agricultural sector. As a powerful trading nation, the UK became a strong
supporter of free trade. The pound sterling became the dominant international currency and the
importance of the City of London, for the UK economy and as an international hub, grew.!16
The decline of the agricultural sector and the importance of financial services, meant the
interests of the UK economy evolved to be quite different from those of many of its continental
neighbours. The UK’s economic strength enabled it to develop its military force and further
expand its Empire. As the world’s greatest military power, the UK served as global hegemon
until the outbreak of the World War | in 1914.%17 Despite its decline, the UK played a
fundamental role in World War Il and was a key actor in the construction of the subsequent
global institutional order. The UK’s status as a former great power has had a considerable
impact on its political history. Much national pride is associated with the UK’s ‘glorious’ past,
which impacts collective attitudes towards European integration. For example, John Redwood,
a hard-Eurosceptic Conservative MP, referred, during interview, to the UK as “a proud,
independent nation” with “little to gain” from European integration.''® Some feel that the UK
limited itself by joining the European Communities. Some believe that, with full sovereignty
returned, the UK has the potential to be a great global power again. However, this pride is based
on a vision of the UK’s past that is heavily influenced by events pre-1945 and much less by
events since World War 11,119

The relative strength of political extremisms influences political attitudes towards
European integration.*?° How such political extremisms are viewed, whether they are accepted
or rejected as a legitimate form of political expression, affects their ability to influence attitudes

towards integration. Unlike in many continental European states, where the rise of nationalisms
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