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~ Citizen Support for Policy Integration

RUSSELL }. DALTON AND RICHARD C. EICHENBERG

NE of the most remarkable features of modern European politics has
been the process of European integration. Beginning with the Coal and
Steel Community, the nation-states of Europe have gradually and rel-
atively steadily moved toward ever-closer union. MoreF)ver, in the las.t dece!de
the rate of progress has accelerated, as the European i_LJmoTl expanded 1:(5 policy
responsibilities and membership, and institutionalized its presence in Euro-
litics.
pe?ﬁepgﬂﬁal process of European integration was dominated by the strategies
and actions of political elites in line with the intergovem_mental model d‘?-
scribed by Stone Sweet and Sandholtz (Chapter 1). Over time, however, this
process has gradually moved toward a model of supranatiorlnal governance th_at
includes a range of other societal actors. Party leaders, parliamentary comimit-
tees, transnational interest groups, and other political groups are now more
involved in the process of building Europe. . -
Our research specifically focuses on the role of public opinion as a societal
" actor in the integration process. Only ten years ago, uniﬁcation.research often
ignored public opinion for understandable reasons. The in.tegranm.l process be-
gan as intergovernmental bargaining, and factors such as mtfematlonal power,
elite preferences, or the actions of organized interests dommatred the_ frame-
works of neofunctionalists and realjsts alike. When researchers did constde:' the
role of public opinicn, at most they concluded that the pul_)hc offered. a "per-
missive consensus” that provided political leaders with considerable latitude in
carrying out the European project (Lindberg and Scheingold 1970), Others
bluntly dismissed the significance of public opinion (Haas 1958: 17).. .
Several factors have contributed to an increased awareness of the significance
of public opinion in the integration process. In retrospect,. it appears. that
scholars underestimated-the role of public opinion in defining the nanm.la}
preferences that guided elite bargaining during the early deca'des of the a}rll-
tegration process. Adenauer’s efforts to build a European identity among the
Germans, the public debate that accompanied the failed attempt to develop a

We are grateful to Anthony Messina for a thorough reading of an eartier version of this chapter.
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European defense force, or the popular endorsement of the Common Market
concept were affected by public preferences, or at Jeast elite perceptions of
these preferences. Even under an intergovernmental model, public opinion is
important in defining national preferences. !

In addition, as the integration process has evolved from intergovernmental
bargaining toward "normal” politics, this expanded the role of public opinion
in the process. EU policy is no longer a policy domain that is distant from the
everyday life of Europeans. Just as in the formation and implementation of
domestic policy, EU policy involves public debates about the political choices
facing each member nation, For example, public opinion on integration policy
contributed to Margaret Thatcher's political villnerability toward the end of
her administration. Similarly, public debates over currency union and public
reactions to proposed cuts in government spending to meet EU targets are
highly visible parts of French and German domestic politics. Public preferen ces
inevitably condition the actions of interest groups, political parties, and elites
toward EU policies. Furthermore, a changing framework for EU policymaking
increases the potential ways in which public opinion can influence the integ-
ration process.2 Today, public opinion {(and the positions of other national and
transnational actors) is politically relevant in determining the activities of the
EU politics of the member-states to a degree that violates a simple intergovem-
mental model of the integration process.

Public opinion also plays a role in moving the integration process along the
continuuim from intergovernmentalism to supranationalism. The public's pol-
icy preferences can influence which areas are most susceptible to further integ-
ration efforts. When there is permissive consensus or positive support, natiornal
governments are more able to endorse European action. When the publics of
the member-states disagree, this is likely to retard further integration. More-
over, discussion of the “democracy deficit” within the EU necessarily creates
pressures to move away from intergovernmental modes of decision-making
and toward institutional arrangements that increase the input from the public
and other societal actors.

The recent history of the European Union illustrates that public opinion
wields real influence. Public reactions to the reforms of the 1980s and 1990s—
principally the Single European Act and the Maastricht accords—demonstrated
that European citizens were neither “permissive” nor "consensual” in their
appraisal of the dramatic relaunching of European integration. The Danish ref.
erendum of 1992 temporarily detracked the integration process, while the
Irish, French, and Danish referendums of 1993 moved the process ahead. In

! Indeed, necfunctionalist writin
cepted the role of public opinion in
the interrelationship of domestic pre
{1989). :

? The introduction of a directly elected parliament gives the public a direct representation
within the EU. In addition, the institutionalization of the integration process has increased the
public’s potential points of access into the process, such as contacting EU officials, to con-
tacting national parliament officials, petitioning the ECJ, and other methods.

g5 in the second wave of integration research readily ac-
the integration process (Haas 1971; Schrnitter 1971). On
ferences and intergovernmentat bargaining see Moravcsik
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fact, one could argue that public opinion and the votes of dtizens in the rati.
fication of the SEA and Maastricht have been a profound influence on the recent
process of integration. In the wake of the Danish and French referendums on
Maastricht, sensitivity to public opinion became a hallmark of European in-
tegration.’ :

In summary, public opinion has grown from a relatively minor role in the
integration process to a principal focus of political and scholarly attention. We
acknowledge that public opinion has a broad and diffuse influence, and that
the policy positions of specific societal actors—such as political parties and
interest groups—may be more important in explaining the immediate course
of the integration process {see Chapter 3). But public opinion provides the
broad context for these policy debates, much as it does for the domestic politics
of the member-states. Public support for the European Union can facilitate the
process of further union, just as public skepticism toward the EU can slow the
integration process. As the Union moves toward further reform, it seems no
exaggeration to speak of a Citizens’ Europe.

This research examines the patterns of citizen support for the process of
European integration. We focus our attention on support for pelicy integration
in specific issue areas. That is, to what extent do Europeans believe that policy
responsibility in specific areas such as health, environment, defense, and other
fields should be transferred from national governments to the European
Union. Like others in this research project, we are interested in explaining how
the integration process moves along the continuum from state-centered action
to supranational action—this time measured in public preferences (see Chapter
1). We believe that public opinion is one factor that can influence movement
along this continuum. In addition, the variations in public support for policy
integration provide a medium for testing theories of the integration process as
measured in public sentiments.

support for the process of Furopean integration (Eichenber g and Dalton 1593,
Anderson and Kaltenthaler 1995; Gabel and Palmer 1995; Gabel 1998). Scholars
have devoted less attention to the specific policy preferences of Buropeans and
their support for European action in specific policy domains.4 Yet many the-
ories of European integration stress the policy-specific nature of this process.
The recent debates over the terms of the Single European Act or the Maastricht
agreement reinforce the point that specific policy choices are being debated,
and the relative speed of the integration process is a function of the specific
policies being discussed.

Therefore, our analyses focus on public opinions toward specific policy
domains. In what areas do Europeans feel that policymaking should be the
responsibility of national governments, and in what areas should this be the
responsibility of the European Union? More imporstant, what factors determine
these policy preferences? Although opinion 1esearch has not studied policy in-
tegration in detail, existing integration theory provides a fertile starting point
for generating our hypotheses. The following sections review this lterature.

1.1. Cross-policy variation

The question of how policy integration develops is directly linked to some of
the central theoretical questions in integration tesearch, The work of eaily
functional theorists focused on the sequence of broadening policy responsib:
ility for a supranational body that results from initial integration efforts (Haas
1958; Mitrany 1966). Partially because certain problems require it (Mitrany
1966), and partially because of the problem of overcoming nattonal loyaities
(Haas 1958}, the neofunctionalist strategy begins integration in sectors of
scientific, techrical, or economic interdependence. Once in place, these initial
steps lead 1o increased interdependence, which may create pressure for further
integrative steps, a process labeled “ramification” by Mitrany and “spillover”
by Haas.

Of course, there has been much debate about the theoretical and political
merit of the functional strategy (e.g. Dougherty and Pfalzgraff 1990: 433—42).
What interests us here, however, are the theoretical implications for public
support for policy integration in various domains. If public sentiments follow
thel pﬂt}ao_functional.ist logic, then a direct implication of functionalism is that:

[T olieysintegrittion!shotd; eater; i HATRGW areds of scientiffc

1. Public Opinion and Policy Integration

Even if European integration is described as a general political process, it in-
volves separate decisions to take common action on discrete policies. Progress
comes not from a broad movemnent on all fronts, but by specific initiatives in _
specific areas. Integration is a process by which the EU gradually accurnulates
policy responsibilities. .

However, most prior opinion research has focused on generalized public

For example, European publics may see mutual agreements on occupational
safety standards as a technical matter and easily accept EU competency on

3 Further evidence of the relevance of public opinion comes from the European Union itself.
The European Commission has displayed its concern for public opinion by its efforts to mon-
itor opinions in the member-states, In addition to the long series of biannual Eurobarometer
surveys of European public opinion, the Commission recently instituted a new series of
pericdic “flash” surveys to gauge opinion in the wake of important EU reform initiatives and 2
new monthly monitoring poll to keep the Commission abreast of public reactions.

4o . :
_Slqnott (1593} is one of the few exceptions; he presents European trends in support for
policy integration.

P - . .
\ Mf)re precisely, we might expect that potential public resistance to integration will be
iower in these areas, enabling elites to use them as an initial basis of integration. Then success
In these areas will generate public awareness and support for the integration process.
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this issue. However, issues that directly touch on employment practices o
employment security may evoke different popular responses. In short, policy
integration starts with “narrow” policy concerns and then broadens to more
fundamental policy domains.

Functionalist theory generates additional hypotheses about the process of
policy integration. The impact of interdependence is crucial for both Mitrany
and Haas because it creates two types of effect.$ First, it increases the mutual
sensitivity of societies, and thus increases the need for policy cocrdination.
Second, and perhaps more important, it increases the interest of the parties ina
relationship of mutual gain. Haas's later work emphasized the successful pro-
vision of “welfare” as a factor contributing to integration (1984). This notion is
nicely suminarized by Nye: “Neofunctionalists prefer a strategy of increasing
policy interactions and assume that identities and loyalties will gradually
follow interests and expectations in clustering around (and supporting) institu-
tions associated with policy integration” (1971: 44, emphasis ours). Interests,
of course, must be seen as the successful provision of gains.

This version of neofunictionalist theory thus presumes that existing and po-
tential international cooperation drive the integration process, a theme similar
to Stone Sweet and Caporaso’s research in this volume (Chapter 4). European
action develops in areas where the potential benefits from international co-
operation are greatest. If the i

ight expect :
ifsiesith 1

benefits fromant atgoordi f

In contrast to the neofunictionalist approach, Stanley Hoffmann (1966; also
see Moravesik 1991) argued that the integration process is shaped by national
interests. Integration proceeds most swiftly when it does not involve matters of
essential national interests. In Hoffmann's terms, integration begins with “low-
politics” issues such as the technical or scientific examples of neofunctionalist
theory. In these cases, national elites (and the general public) are more willing
to grant decision-making authority to a supranational body over which they
will have less conteol. When significant accomplishments have been achieved
in these areas, the integration process may move to other policy dornains.
Hoffmann argued that “high-politics” issues of national security or national
identity would be the most resistant to policy integration. Thus, efforts to
establish a customs union or a common foreign-aid program might gain broad
support, but attempts to develop a single European Army would meet with
popular (and elite) resistance. Hoffmann’s definition of high and low politics
issues was somewhat fuzzy; the former included such issues as national security,

¢ This approach is ajso compatible with Karl Deutsch's work on intersocietal transaction
patterns and the development of "community” (Deutsch et a7. 1957: 58). Deutsch saw public
values and the integration process as interrelated: as societa) transactions and interdependence
increased, presumably values would change or perhaps converge. For Deutsch, then, the
development of suppert for “community” was rooted in structural factors, especially the cross-
border flow of goods and other international interactions.

4 the implications of trade liberalization given
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control (_)f the domestic economy, and general rights of national sovereignty
Low politics issues encompass such matters as welfare policies, tariff policies-
and other lower priority policies. If we accept this broad dis’tinction ther]j
public support for policy integration should be greater for “low-politics” issues t’han fo;
“high-politics” issues.

An even more utilitarian argument assumes that the integration process is
based on national calculations of specific policy gains from unification. The ex-
pansion of the EU's policy authority results from relationships of interdepend.-
ence and calculations of gain derived from the integration process. Elites may
start the ball rolling, but eventually they have to deliver the goo&s. Prior re-
search generally supports this utilitarian assumption of public opinion. Richard
Eichenberg and Russell Dalton (1993) show that Europeans evaluate the policy
performance of the EU in two senses. First, gains from intra-European trade are
‘ strpng}y related to overall public support for the Eurepean Community. Second
| . there is now ample evidence that Europeans evaluate the EU on the basis o}
f econfamic performance, that is, based on such factors ag unemployment, eco-

nornic growth, and inflation (Fichenberg and Dalton 1993; Gabel 1995; éabe]
g and Palmer 1995). Further, Matthew Gabel’s recent work {1998) demon'strates
1 that Europeans are quite sophisticated in their evaluation of the costs and
| benefits of integration. Drawing skilifully on the theory of gains from trade in
_the customs union context, Gabel shows that Europeans seem well aware of
: their particular combination of
education and compensation, that is to say, their skills and (refative) wages
Although Europe as a whole has experienced huge gains in prosperity fron;
tr.ac!e, Gabel shows that individual Europeans are aware that there will be
winners and losers in the process, and they adjust their support for integration
accordingly. This leads to another prediction about public opinion: piblic:sip-¢
P ic éegmna veflecta ';,’;ﬁ:.:!’x'-ta;iqnﬁﬂcq;"clg(c_t.ﬁgn"of the costs and b_e":n'eﬁtsl ¢

1.2. Cross-national patterns

The preceding discussion has focused on possible differences in policy integra-
_tlon across specific policy domains; but, of course, another source of variation
Involves differences actoss nations. The debates on the Single European Act
__c]ezfrly demonstrated that nations varied in the priority they attached to
various policy domains and their willingness to support European action in
specific domains, For instance, Southern Europeans advocated a social charter
and greater EU efforts on social policy, white the Danes and the Dutch wanted
tr_le EU to assume greater responsibility for environmental policy. Even the spe-
tifics of trade and economic policy varied across nations; while some nations
strongly endorse monetary union, others are openly skeptical about the idea
In z?ddition to indicating the general evatuation of a policy area, utilitariz;n
theqnes may explain why nations differ in their support for p;)Iicv integration.
For instance, Matt Gabel's research on the class bases of suppo’rt for the EU
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suggests that utility calculations may vary across nations (Gabel 1997).. How-
ever, it is not entirely clear how to translate the general utilitarian logic into
hypotheses linking costs and benefits in specific policy areas. We will develop
the utilitarian hypotheses in more detail below when we examine the levels of
policy integration in specific domains, but the general logic is clearf national
differences in suppaort for policy integration may be a function of specific national costs
and benefits.

Rather than a narrow utilitarian logic, cross-national comparisons of atti-
tudes toward European integration may emphasize the importance of national
traditions, culture, and values as an explanation. An early work in this genre
was Kar} Deutsch’s Political Community and the North Atlantic Area (1957). Al-
though Deutsch placed heavy emphasis on the impact of intersocietal com-
munication theoty, he also emphasized the "mutual ibili

( . omaind For example, Gabel and Palmer (1995)
show that World War II experiences still condition overall levels of national
support for the EU; Eichenberg and Dalton (1993) find that “national tradi-
tions” exert a significant impact on support for the EU even when a multitude
of other factors are included in a multivariate model.

Still, it is unclear whether such broad national characteristics hold prorise
for explaining national levels of policy integration across domains. While this
literature suggests which factors should be associated with the decline of.na-
tional identity and support for the general process of European integrgnon,
support for integration of specific policy areas actually varies greatly across
sacieties (as we will see below), highlighting the question of what factors differ-
entiate policy areas from one another. Ngne_theles_s, this research d'oes Iprovide.
-a possible cross-national hypothesis: public:support or policy integratio hould bg

ramong.those societies with the highest level of sup, oﬁfqr_theggpe Ct%f

Elifoped

By'eiam.iriiﬁg the levels of public support for policy integration in several
policy donains and across the member-states of the EU, we can both assess the
prospects for further expansion of the EU's policy authority, and use this evid- _

ence to test prior theorizing about the nature of the integration process.

2. Patterns of Support for Policy Integration

We are primarily interested in explaining public support for policy integration
in areas that were involved in the SEA/Maastricht agreements or that ma‘y
represenit the next steps of the integration process. On the one hand, public
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acceptance of EU action in specific policy domains marks areas that are most
susceptible to further integration, or at least domains where the “permissive
consensus” is most developed. On the other hand, by understanding what in-
fluences the public to shift their preferences along the national-supranational
dimension, we can better understand the theoretical basis for policy
integration.

Our empirical base is the rich series of Eurobarometer surveys that the Com-
mission of the European Community has conducted (Reif and Inglehart 1991).
Since the 1970s the EU has asked Europeans about their willingness to see vari-
ous policy areas handled at the national level or at the European level (Dalton

1978). Then, beginning in the mid-1980s the EU began a new series using a
different survey question:

Some people believe that certain areas of policy should be decided by the (National)
government, while other areas of policy should be decided jointly within the European
Community. Which of the following areas of policy do you think should be decided by

the {National) government, and which should be decided jointly within the European
Community?

Our analyses focus on the percentage of the public who respond that particular
policy areas should be “decided iointly” within the EJ,

2.1. Variation across policy issues

Table 9.1 shows the percentage support for policy integration for the fullest set
of items over the 1989-97 period. We present the overall responses for the
Europe of the twelve (EU12), that is, for those twelve states who were members
of the Community during the full period of these suxveys.” (Statistics for 1985-9
are shown in italics because question wording diverged from subsequent sur-
veys and thus are not fully comparable.)

Focusing first on the overall level of support for policy integration, the Com-
munity finds itself in a “half empty/ half full” situation. Across atl policy areas,
support for policy integration is about 50 percent. In more recent SUIVEYS,
which include additional policy areas, support has occasionally dropped to
below that level, standing at 49 percent in 1993 and 1994. However, these data

- also show that support varies widely across issue areas. Taking the extremes,
- only 35 percent of Europeans favored integrating “personal data” policy (in

1993), but almost 80 percent have at times favored integration in “cooperation
with developing countries.”

Fig. 9.1 ranks policy domains according to the overail level of support for EU
decision-making. An “above average group” contains six policy areas: devel-
oping countries, scientific research, foreign policy, environmental protection,

7 Percentages are based on the Community-wide sample, weighted to reflect national popu-

fations 15 years of age and over.
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theydo not have substantial immediate implications for individual standards of

o . T
“The “average” group basically contains two sorts of policies: defense and ecof
nomic managemeng. The ranking of defense is understandable in terms of the
"highmléw" politics distinction discussed earlie—defense is, after all, the basic
function of protecting national territory—but it is significant that this aspect of
external relations is apparently considered separate from the broader task of
foreign policy, which is listed in the first group. The remaining items in this
“average” group essentially deal with economic management and market man-
agement: support for a common currency, industrial policy, VAT 1ates, and
unemployment policy.? Similarly, Dalton (1978) found that in the 1970s there
was broad pubtlic acceptance of EU competence on economic issues of fighting
employment and inflation. Thus, the broad economic role of the EU is gen-
erally accepted by its citizens, even if monetary and empioyment policies still

san Unfon policy.
s i ridividual rightts and stand-#
[ living (worker health; codetermination; social security; education), and
policies dealing with national culture—what we easlier referred to as "identity
issues” (education, privacy, cultural policy). Similar patterns have been ob-
served for the 1970s (Dalton 1978). -

Do these statistics speak to the theoretical issues raised above? In both a
positive and negative sense, they clearly do. First, there does not appear tobea
“high~low” politics distinction in judging policy integration. To the extent
that "high” politics meant pursuing the natipnal interest in relation to the ex-
ternal environment, these surveys suggest that Eurcpeans have long adopted
the view that national interests are best pursued in the European context.
National defense remains somewhat problematic in this regard,'© but there is
broad support for a joint EU position on issues of Europe’s foreign relations
with the world. In addition, Dalton's (1978) early study of policy integration
found that Europeans had generally accepted EU competence on a variety of
foreign policy issues (relations with the superpowers, control of multinationals,
and defense). European elites may once have emphasized the difficulties of co- -
ordinating foreign and defense policies among the European states (Rabier and
Inglehart 1981), but these views have apparently changed (European Commis-
sion 1996). European publics see this as a natural area of joint action.

& Immigration perhaps deserves further discussion. We treat it as an intesrdependence issue,
because the experience of the 1990s suggested to Eurcpeans that it was to some extent a collect-
ive probiem that no state could solve alone. Of course, immigration may have budgetary and
welfare (employment) implications, althcugh its ranking here suggests that Europeans see it as
a problem concemning the external environment.

? VAT taxation might be considered an exception, but in the EU context it has long been
discussed as an aspect of market liberalization rather than fiscal policy.

10 e.p, Eurobarometer 44 (spring 1996) found that 449% of the citizens in the twetve favored
national action on defense issues, and 52% favored EU action; thus a majority do support a
European alternative, Furthermore, a 1996 survey of European elites found very high levels of
support for European action on defense and foreign policy in generai (CEC 1996).

Citizen Support for Policy Integration 261

““High-politics” issues no longer retain a special status among Europeans, if
they ever did. In the early stages of the Community, overcoming traditional
national sovereignty was clearly near the top of the psychological and political
agenda for elites. As time has passed, however, it became clear that separate
national positions on many international issues were less likely to succeed than
a joint position. Beginning in the mid-1970s, moreover, a number of issues
convinced European leaders—and apparently their constituents—that Euro-
pean interests were being neglected (principally by the senior alliance partner).
Serious European efforts to construct joint positions began. Beginning most
earnestly with the “Nixon shocks” of 1971, there ensued disharmony on the
Middle East, energy policy, defense spending, nuclear weapons in Europe, the

© Soviets in Afghanistan, and the Iranian hostage crisis. Throughout this period,

Europe attempted to increase its room for maneuver by laying the groundwork
for a common foreign policy {Ginsberg 1989). Interestingly, when the Com-
munity first began surveying citizens on poticy integration, it phrased the
“foreign policy” item in the following terms: “make [ous] presence felf in dis-
cussions with the superpowers.” In short, as early as the 1970s, for Europeans,
“high politics” meant aggregating their influence to balance the SUpPETPOWeTS,
and that could only be done on an EU level (Fichenberg 1997).

If the “high-low” politics distinction seems to have outworn whatever
usefulness it once had, other aspects of integration theory find more support
in these data. Clearly, there is something to the neofunctionalist logic and
strategy. Problems of interdependence and technical complexity attract high
support, either because the logic of interdependence seerns to demand it (en-
vironment, imrnigration) or because the issue is distant from the citizen’s
concerns (scientific research). Similarly, past research has shown that market
liberalization conditioned overall support for the Community, presumably
because of the prosperity to be gained from trade. We see moderatety high
support for the management of that market (currency regulations, VAT).1!

Finally, support for policy integration decreases when the issue turns from
the management of the market to two sets of issues: the definition of the national
culture (education, cultural policy, privacy) and the distribution of nationa! wel-
fare, including questions of income distribution (social security) and workplace
rights (codetermination, health and safety). Education spans both categories;
and European elites also see education as primarily a national policy domain
{CEC 1996). These latter patterns confirm the enduring utility of the early em-
phasis on national values, culture, and identity, as well as Dalton’s (1978)
emphasis on the personal salience of public policy as a factor conditioning
support for policy integration.

In summary, public support for policy integration suggests that the EU faces
three distinct sets of political problems as it moves beyond the market em-
Phasis of the SEA to the policy emphases of Maastricht. There is a broad basis of

't In 1996 Eurcpean elites rated currency as the top policy domain for European action (CEC
1996). This is an apparent change from ealier elite opinions (Rabier and inglehart 1981).
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support for European action on issues of interdependence and refations with
the outside world. There is moderate support, although not overwhelming, for
the policy mechanisms that “regulate” the internal market. However, there is
little support—indeed there is outright resistance—to any interference in the
national state’s traditional role as the final arbiter on questions of the national
culture and the distribution of national welfare.

2.2. Variations across nations

Citizen support for policy integration varies among the EU member-states as
well as across policy domains. For example, generalized sentiments toward
European integration may extend across policies; nations that favor policy in-
tegration in one sector may also favor integration in others. Conversely, there
are strong reasons to expect substantial national differences in the patterns of
policy integration. Some nations may see benefits from integration in some
areas, but neutral or negative consequences from integration in other sectors.
Indeed, the process of integration has often involved balancing these contrast-
ing national priorities to strike a Eutopean-wide bargain.

Table 9.2 presents the national patterns in the percentage preferring Com-
munity action in each of the eleven core policy areas (also see Dalton and
Eichenherg 1993). Comparing across nations, the greatest net support for
European-level action is found among the six founding nations, with most
policy areas showing a plurality of support for EU action. It is noteworthy that
the Germanis fall noticeably below the other founding states. Germans are less
enthusiastic than their neighbors about the seemingly consensual issues for
European action—science and technology, foreign aid, and environmental
protection-—and are hesitant to yield national autonomy 01 matters such as
currency reform and VAT rates. While Germans and their government voice
strong support for the European ideal, they are now more cautious in actually
transferring authority to Brussels.

Ahesitancy toward policy integration is displayed among all six “new” states.
The Danes and British express less support than average for policy integration
in nineteen of the twenty-two areas presented in the table. Support for Euro-
pean action is equally restrained in Greece, Spain, and Portugal.

Taken in aggregate, support for policy integration across a range of policy
areas appears to be an extension of overall support for the European project.
Indeed, it would be surprising if this did not occur, since those publics which
endorse the EU overall should generally endorse greater policy respansibility
for the Union. However, these aggregate patterns often coexist with substantial
and different patterns at the national level. Such variations may be a function
of national values or utilitarian calculations.

ot

Table 9.2. Support for Community decision-making by nation across eleven policy areas
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3. Case Studies of Policy Integration

1n our understanding the construction of the European 'prgject comes frf)m
developing public support where it is lacking, and bu11d1ng corgpromues
between the differing policy priorities of societal actors and the}r nanor'l?l gov-
ernments. In some areas the public may accept Eutop.ea_n acnoTl, facilitating
policy integration in these areas. Tor instance, the pubh.c in the six EC fo_unde:
states lean toward EC decision-making on foreign poh(_:y and secmrfy 1§sues,
and this support has increased in the post-Cold Wa: period. Tl.rle pu’l:ahcz1 11; the
remaining nations prefer national policymaking on sgcunty ‘and e e?fe
issues.12 In other areas, the opinions of the public lag behind p_ohcymalfers, in
several member-states a pturality of the public still favors national action on
ary and curTency unior.
m%i: sz:tion explorz support for policy integration in three specifxc sectors:
environmental policy, security and defense policy, z{lnd monetary union. Thesz
focused analyses will enable us to examine how national pref.erences differ an
how these differerices vary across time. Our goal is to dfétermu.le how domest}ic
policy preferences are formed and how they interact with policy change at the
EU level.

3.1. Environmental policy

Our first case study deals with public support for EU or national decision-
making on environmental policy. ‘We sejected this a_jrea for several reasons. }_En-
vironmental policy is one of the most visible new issues of ‘E..uropean politics,
and thus enables us to examine the formation of prefergnces inanew z.nea that
has not previously been integrated into the policyn_rlakmg process of either the
EU or national governments. Environmental policy also lrepresents an ax_ea
where the international dimension of the problem is obvious, I-Jut wher‘e in-
dustry and consumers may bear real econom%c costs.___through_ stricter envut(;lr;
mental policy. Thus it is an area that contains a dwr‘arse mix ‘of fac:_Jrs e
might encourage or discourage a shift soward supranational pohcym:a ing,
also know that environmental policy is an area where EU responsibility h}:s
changed as a result of the SEA and Maastricht accords—thus we can track the
interaction of public opinion and policy change. . N _
Envirenmental policy has a long, albeit sometimes sutreptitious, - policy
history within the European Union (Sbragia 19934; Yogel 1993). ]the Eurc;!:fg:l
Community formed before environmental protection was. a salient po 1]}
issue. Thus, the Treaty of Rome makes no mention of environmental policy,

12 However, when given the choice between NATO or the EU as a forum for international
security, the public in Mediterranean Europe favors the EU.
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and the early Community possessed no formal authority on environmental
matters. Environmental issues began to gain the attention of policymakers in
the early 1970s, as public pressure and international meetings brought this
issue onto the political agenda. At the 1972 Paris Sumimit the heads of govern-
ment called for the EC to develop an environmental program. The first EC en-
vironmental action plan followed in 1973; it assessed the state of the European
environment and suggested a series of potential policy reforms. A second
action plan was published in 1977 and a third in 1983. In 1981 the Community
tormed DG X1, which was responsible for environmental issues. During this
period the issue received some attention from the EC institutions. However,
econoimic recessions in the 1970s and 1980s focused EC attention on economic
issues. In addition, the EC lacked formal legal suthority to act on environ-
mental matters, except through consensual regulations and directives. The
Community issued a number of directives on environmental issues over this
time, but these were fairly modest propesals because of the unanimity require-
ment. Aslate as the 1980s, therefore, environmental policy remained primarily
a policy domain of national governments.

Although the environment remained off the EU's formal list of responsibil-
ities, there was mounting public and interest group pressure during the 1%80s
for the FU to become mote active on environmental matters. European-wide
environmental problems, such as acid rain or periodic environmental crises,
reminded Furopeans that environmental problems spread acress national
borders. This was also a period of heightened public interest and activism on
environmental issues (Dalton 1994). The public and environmental groups
pressed Brussels to becormne involved in environmental policymaking, a role
that was encouraged by DG XL

The Single European Act transformed the EU’s role on environmental issues.
A revision of Art. 100 gave the Commission the legal right to set environmental
policy. Additional changes to Art. 130 set the standards for environmental pro-
tection and mandated that environmental protection requirements be con-
sidered in other Community policy areas. Beyond the legal standing the EU
gained by these provisions, these reforms also changed how environmental
pelicy would be decided in the future. Instead of unanimous consent, as was
the rule prior to 1987, Community action could be taken by a qualified
majority when market-retated issues were involved. The Maastricht Accords

_then extended the EU’'s environmental areas subject to a qualified majority

and increased the European Pasliament’s role on environmental matters. Thus
a single polluter nation no longer can block environmental protection policies
at the EU level. A series of decisions by the European Court of Justice also ex-
panded the EUF's ability to promote strict environmental regulations (Vogel
1993).

By the 1990s, the EU had become a significant arena for the making of en-
vironmental policy in Europe. Much if not most of the policy responsibility
still lies with the national governments. However, the EU is increasingly
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involved in setting environmental standards, arbitrating between conflicts
involving economic interests and environmental protection, and establishing
European-wide environmental policies.

This is an area where there has been a considerable shift from intergovern-
mental decision-making in the 1970s to supranational decision-making in the
1990s. Thus, it is interesting to examine the relationship between public prefer-
ences and the activities of the Community. Did the public follow elite cues, as
the intergovernmentalists would suggest, ot is there evidence that public
opinion existed separately from the EU's own actions?

Because the Furobarometers have changed their question wordings over
time, we cannot exactly track the trends in public opinion over the past
three decades. Yet the evidence from different questions presents a single
picture. When questions on environmental policy were first asked in the
1970s, there was already surprisingly high public interest in these issues. In the
1973 European Community Survey, a large majority in each member-
state (except Ireland) already felt that environmental protection was an im-
portant or very impostant issue. Subsequent surveys showed that public
interest in environmental matters remained widespread over the next decade,
despite the economic recessions Europe experienced at the same time {Dalton
1994: ch. 3). In the late 1980s and early 1990s, public interest increased even
further.

The first EU public opinion surveys on this issue also found that a clear
maijority of Europeans favored EU action on environmental issues in the early
1970s. As early as 1974 and 1975, two-thirds of the European public favored
Community-level dedision-making on poiicies to fight polluticn and protect
the environment. Even after the economic recessions of the next several years,
surveys in 1983 and 1984 found even higher levels of support for European
action.!3 ‘

Table 9.3 summarizes public support for EU decision-making on environ-
mental matters over the last decade. Two findings are apparent from these data
and earlier research. First, public support for European action preceded EU re-
sponsibility for this policy area. Since the early 1970s Europeans have generally
favored EU policymaking, recognizing the international dimension of this

issue and the need for common action on setting environmental standards.
The European public created a “permissive consensus” for action on this issue
—a consensus that took the EU more than a decade to translate into formal
authority. Furthermore, the development of formal EU authority on this issue
has apparently little impact on public sentiments.
Second, national differences in support for European action are faixly con-
sistent and fairly stable over time. Souihemn Europeans, such as the Greeks,

Spaniards, and Portuguese, are least supportive of EU action on environmental

13 Sinnott (1995} notes that the wording changes in Eurobarometer 6 and 10 appeared to
lessen suppart for European action on all issues, and attributes this to a methodological artifact
of the question wording. For this reason we will not discuss these two surveys.

Table 9.3. Percentage of respandents favoring integration of environmental policy
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matters. The lrish also display significant reservations. In contrast, support is
greatest in the Netherlands, which has a very active environmental movement
and sorme of the strongest national environmental regulations in Europe.

This cross-national pattemn tends to undercut a narrow self-interest explana-
tion of national opinions. If we assume that EU standards wou]cl_ reﬂect_an
“average” of present national environmental policies, then EU pohq_rmakmg
would raise environmental standards for most Southern Eurogean ru?tmns fmd
might produce lower environmental standards in naf_lons v?uth strict legisla-
tion. However, support for EU action is greatest in nations with already St.rong
environmental legislation, and weak in nations with less developed environ-
mental protections {Spain, Greece, Portugal, and Ireland). .

Rather than national self-interest, it appears that support for EU 3f?t19011__ on
environmental matters mirrors general public support for action on this policy.
Where publics favor strong environmental regulation, as m. the Netherland;,
the expansion of EU policy responsibilities can increase elnvuonmental stan -
ards aczoss the continent. Where public support for envxronment?l lreform is
weak, as in Southern Europe, then an expansicn of govemme‘nt a({thlSITL (e\rten
by a European government) is not supported. In otl.xer words,.m this arfea pol;cy
integration at the EU level appears to be an extension of national policy activ-
ism by other means.

3.2. Acommon foreign and security policy

There is something of a paradox in the fact that Europe has found it mgst dif-
ficult to achieve progress on the integration of foreign and de.fense pollcy. To
be sure, it is precisely in these areas that ”high-poiitics'.‘ questm.ns of nat19nal
interest, national tradition, sovereignty, and territorial secunty_ are. ral.sed‘
Nonetheless, it is also the case that European unity and European ms.t_m:nons
were conceived to serve the pursuit of a broad range of external political and
security interests. Most .obviously, since 1957 Europe has been a custo}rlrlls
umion, and the institutions of the Community have become thoroug ly
engaged in the diplomatic representation of foreign trade and other economic
interests abroad. Second, the very creation of the Eurcpean C(.)mrnum‘ty was
strongly motivated by foreign and security policy con51der§t10ns..W:th the
faiture of the European Defense Community in 1954, the crganon of 1nteg¥ated
European institutions offered the only option that would bridge th_e Amencag-
supported desire to rearm West Germany and the? E.uropea_n (especlél%y Fr.enc_ }
fears that this step understandably proveked. Like American participation in
NATO, the new institutions of European unity served the Qual purpose of
deterring the Soviets through unity, while simultaneously mtegratmg and
contzining the newly rehabilitated West Germany. '
A united Europe was seen as a balance—or lever—in an exte.mal en-
vironment characterized by bipolar dominance. As DePorte has put it (1986:
222-3):
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Finally, on the international leve!, [the Schuman plan] promised niot only to strengthen
Western Europe in face of the Russian threat but also—though this was less talked
about—to strengthen it vis-a-visits indispensable but overpowering American ally. These
Frenchmen, like many West Europeans, did not doubt that they had to rely on American
strength for their security. But they did not want to rely entirely on the Americans to
manage relations with the East which involved no less than war and peace, that is, the
lives of the European nations. At the least a more united Europe couid better influence
American decisions affecting its vital interests; at the best it could break through the

rigidity and risks of bipolar Europe by becoming strong enough to cease to be a stake of
the superpowers in cold or hot war.

However, this latter purpose of European foreign policy soon fell victim to
the Cold War context of a Europe allied to the USA. Increasingty, foreign and
security policy were defined as a stark choice between the Atlantic and Furo-
pean options, and the latter could not be pursued without risking the former,
Although European integration was originally a child of the Cold War, in the
ensuing years integration of foreign policy could not be seen as competing with
the Atlantic connection. The very real threats and tensions of the Cold War
(not to mention pressuze from Americans) helps to explain why the choice was
framed this way, but perhaps it also resulted from the fact that the most ener-
getic proponent of a European voice was General de Gaulle, who complicated
matters even further by making it clear that Europe should be led by France,
and who in any case was a strong critic of supranational solitions (Grosser
1982; DePorte 1986).

Yet the French position always contained a contradiction. Given the Soviet
Union's geographic advantage, its {perceived) conventional dominance, and
its large nuclear arsenal, European secuzity required a nuclear deterrent,
However, the first and most emphatic principle of French security policy under
DeGaulle was the insistence on independence, most particularly in the nuclear
realm. In the absence of French willingness to share its deterrent, let alone
integrate its defense forces, the remaining European states chose to privilege
the Atlantic conmection, a result that certainly siowed the evolution of
cornmon European positions in foreign and security policy.

There matters rested until the end of the 1960s, when the Eugopean chal-
lenge to US foreign policy began to grow. Beginning with the Vietnam Warand
the negative economic consequences for Europeans, there ensued a number of
transatlantic quarrels, especially on policy in the Middle East, energy, nuclear
weapons, and the coordination of economic policy. Not surprisingly, therefore,
the “launching” of formal efforts to institutionalize European cooperation in
the foreign policy field begai in earnest in the early 1970s in the form of Euro-
pean Political Cooperation (EPC), aform of intergovernmental coordination of
foreign policy that nonetheless produced some important European positions
on foreign policy, most notably the 1980 Venice declaration on the rights of
the Palestinians. Perhaps equally im portant, the institutionalization of EPC led
to biannual meetings of Foreign Ministers to discuss foreign policy specifically,
and it also created a dense web of administrative links among Foreign Ministries
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and between Brussels and the ministries (Ginsberg 1989; Wood and Yesilada
1996; Smith, Chapter 11).

Foreign policy received little attention in the Single European Act because it
was largely a market reform; but the Maastricht Treaty made official what Euro-
peans had long aspired to: that the European Union “shall define and imple-
ment a common foreign and security policy” (see Chapter 11). The provisions
of the Treaty on Comnimon Foreign and Security policy are quite complex, but
substantively they include the aspiration to an integrated defense and security
policy in addition to the actual adoption of a common foreign policy, as for
example in Azt. J.4: “the common foreign and security policy shall include ali
questions related to the security of the Union, including the eventual framing
of a common defense policy, which might in time lead to a common defense.”
The Treaty also commits the member-states to close consultation, collaborative

actions in international bodies and conferences, and it specifies the West Euro-
pean Union as the “defense arm” of the Union.

However, the most important aspect of the Treaty's foreign policy provisions
is that intergovernmental rather than supranational deciston-making is speci-
fied. In both areas, the Council must frst decide by unanimous vote that *joint
action” should be undertaken; subsequent decisions in the pursuit of these ac-
tions are to be taken by qualified majority vote. In summary, the language and
indeed the symbolism of the Treaty pushes the Union quite a bit forward in the
integration of foreign policy, but supranational integration of authority re-
mains rather limited.

[oes this situation reflect the views of European citizens? To the extent that
the Treaty continues the European tradition of ambivalence in the integration
of foreign policy, it closely parallels citizen views. In the 170s and 1980s, for
example, Tesponses to Eurobarometer surveys as weli as US government polls
showed that Europeans supported common European foreign policies. For
example, in 1974 and 1975, almost 70 percent agreed that the Community
should decide jointly to “make [our] presence felt in discussions with the US
and the USSR,” and in 1976, 55 percent of Europeans agreed that the EC should
decide jointly to “defend [our] interests against the superpowers” (Dalton
1978). In addition, there was an increase from the 1970s to the 19805 in the
percentage of Europeans who wanted Europe to conduct security policy “to-
gether” tather than “separately” (Eichenberg 1989: 14). However, throughout
this same pericd, a substantial plurality of Europeans centinued to believe that
European security was best pursued within the NATQ Alliance when survey

questions provided that alternative {Eichenberg 1989: 118-58). Thus, although

Europeans responded favorably to the idea of a commmon foreign or security

poliey; when phrased as an alternative to NATO, they turned distinctly less

favorable.

The same is true of more recent polls, Table 9.4 summarizes the Eurobaro-
meter policy integration questions on foreign and defense policy. It includes
three separate questions on EU-level decision-making: cooperation with devel-
oping countries; foreign policy toward non-EC countries; and security and
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defense. There are several notable features in Table 9.4, First, comparing the
levels of support across the three questions, there is much stronger support for
the notion of integrating foreign policy generally than for integrating defense
and security specifically. Why might this be the case?
‘ * Jore: % g tradition. of coordinating
2 a{070kt extemmal énivironmenft. The most obvious example, of
course, is the Union’s role representing Europe on trade matters, but there is
also the long experience of EPC as well as the Union’s active program of trade
and development assistance with the poorer nations (Lomé conventions). Sec-
ond, the questions on foreign policy integration speak to general issues, while
the integration of defense and security policies has quite specific operational
- (and perhaps budgetary) implications. Especially in the context of Cold War
Europe, or even in specific situations with obvious implications for the Union,
such as the conflict in Yugoslavia, the potentially unpleasant implications of
- defense policies surely affect the responses.

The cross-national differences in responses to these items also merit discus-
sion. Unlike the responses to many of the policy integration items, the first two
foreign policy items in Table 9.4 reveal substantial cross-national consensus; in
no country is there consistently less than 60 percent support for integration of
foreign policy and relations with the Third World, and the gap between the
states showing the strongest and weakest support is much less than was the case
in responses to the item on environmental policy integration. In summary, as

concerns the general integration of foreign policy, there is both national and
cross-national consensus.

The same is not true of defense and security policy, where there is substantial
polarization between the oldest members of the Union and the newer members.
In addition, the United Kingdom, now the inheritor of the Gaullist mantle in
Europe, is substantially more niegative than its continental partners. Most
important, the three most important players on the issue of security policy

integration—France, Germany, and the UK—are clearly divided in their level of
S’pport.

Finally, it is worth noting that the EU remains bedeviled by the debate con-
cerning the compatibility of an EU defense policy and a defense based on
NATG. Whether the debate is necessary is a subject beyond the terms of this
chapter, but it is worth noting that, when faced with the choeice in recent US

_}__ povernment surveys, European support for the NATO Alliance remains surpris-

ingly strong, given the decline in the Soviet/Russian threat, but it is also the case
that, on a number of questions concerning an integrated European defense,
] citizens remain strongly supportive. Indeed, there is evidence that support for
NATO and support for an integrated approach to European security are not per-

A ceived by citizens to be incompatible (USIA 1995). It therefore comes as little

surprise that NATO and the EU in 1996 institutionalized a situation of “dual
competence” for security policy in which NATO endorsed the concept of a
specific “European Defense ldentity” within NATO but also reaffirmed the pri-
macy of the NATO Alliance (Art. 1996; NATO 19%4; Eichenberg 1997).
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3.3. Economic and monetary union
and the politics of convergence
The final policy area we examine is citizen support for EU sovereignty on eco-

nomic and monetary issues—one of the main issues of contention in current
EU politics (see Chapter 7). The politics of European monetary cooperation can

be usefully divided into three historical periods. A first phase might be called -

the fixed exchange-rate phase, encompassing the series of atternpts beginning in
the early 1970s to coordinate monetary policy by binding members to a more
or less narrow band of exchange-rate fluctuations vis-a-vis other mernber cur-
rencies. Several characteristics of this phase (the European Monetary System
and its variants) are noteworthy. First, in its inspiration and justification, the
EMS was fairly narrow, technical, and indirect in its implications for fiscal and
macroeconomic policy. It was essentially designed to manage and protect
.European markets from the uncertainties of exchange-rate fluctuations. Efy re-
ducing uncertainty and exchange-rate cost of transactions, the system aimed
to promote investment, trade, and growth. Equally important, the EMS had.a
direct impact only on the monetary instrument of governnent econormc
policy. Although it had indirect implications for fiscal and macroeco'n.omlc
policy, these were not explicitly covered by the system. Thus, the POhthS of
taxing, spending, and employment were left outside the direct purview of EUJ
policy harmonization. Second, a substantial motivation for the system was t_he
combination of annoyance and uncertainty that resulted from the perceived in-
consistency and unpredictability of American monetary and fiscal policy after
the breakdown of the Bretton Woods system. In summary, aithough the system
was certainly embodied with some of the symbolism of European umty., one
could argue that, in its public presentation and justification, it was designed
fargely as a management tool to facilitate the operation of the common market.
The EMS was not without its difficulties, of course, but a second phase began
with the signature of the Maastricht Treaty and the commitment of the Union
to economic and monetary union (EMU). From this point forward, the Union
was committed to something far beyond the coordination of monetary policy
through exchange-rate management, for Maastricht requires EU members to
merge their sovereignty in monetary affairs by creating a single Europf_:an cur-
rency, a single set of (politicalty independent) institutions for managing and
regulating that currency, and perhaps most important, a single set of fiscal and
economic policy objectives (termed convergence criteria) that are deemed
necessary for a single currency to function effectively. o
The immediate post-Maastricht phase certainly contained some continuity
with the past. Especially when viewed in the context of the sin.gle-marllcet
program, the need to remove the uncertainties and costs associated w1_th
fluctuating exchange rates continued to hold a prominent place in the official
rationale for the policy. What is more, European annoyance and concern for
the vicissitudes of American economic policy continued to inform the policy
dialogue that animated both the SEAin the 1980s and the monetary provisions
of the Maastricht Treaty.
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However, with Maastricht two new elements entered—and came to domin-
ate—the public discussion. The most prominent was the centtral innovation of
EMU itself: the establishment of a supranational authority and institutions to
supplant national sovereign authority over monetary policy. Equally import-
ant, the politics of national symbols came to dominate the political reaction to
EMLUJ, as the theme of debate focused on the issues of national pride and iden-
tity that were combined in the visible symbols of history and culture that are
imprinted on each nation’s currency. Whereas monetary debates once turned
on the width of the band in the “snake,” after Maastricht the question was
whether the loss of the nation’s currency did not also mean the loss of its
history and identity.

© Not surprisingly, the politics of national identity proved troublesome
enough as the Union and member-states worked through the ratification of the
Treaty, but no sooner had they surpassed the ratification hurdle than members
found thernselves embroiled in a third, continuing phase of the public debate.
This is the phase of the convergence criteria, and it has become increasingly clear
that the potenttal negative impact of the criteria concerning interest rates, in-
flation, and budget deficits have been brought home to the Furopean public by
recent debate and experience. Unlike the relatively narrow and technical feat-
ures of the former exchange-rate regime, which at least in public perceptions
probably concerned exchange-rate coordination and little else, the convergence
requirements of EMU now require coordination of budgetary and macro-
econiomic policy, and perhaps a significant dose of austerity. In short, the prior
system had concerned exchange rates only, but after Maastricht the core of
national governments’ functions are at issue; political leaders must struggle to
square domestic priorities on taxes, spending, growth, and employment with
the politics of convergence. These developments come as an additional blow
to domestic audiences already troubled by slow growth, stubbornly high un-
employment, and pressure on public spending programs that arise from
demogra phic developments and international competition. Finally, divergent
economic arid budgetary policies among the membex-states further complicate
a political problern that is already delicate. In summary, as the Union moves
toward final implementation of EMU, the constraints and choices required by
convergence exacerbate a consensus problem within and among EU members
that was already complicated by the symbolic politics of identity and nation-

. alism that initially greeted the Treaty.

However, whether these political complications will prove fatati to successful
transition to EMU remains as yet an open question. In the first place, as
Cameron describes so clearly in Chapter 7, the Union has moved decisively to
remove doubts that it was committed to a clear timetable for implementation
of EMU. In the initial post-Maastricht phase, there remained a hypothetical
quality to the commitment to full EMU, However, with the declarations of
the Turin and Dublin summits and the subsequent deliberations of Finance
Ministers, the Union is now squarely on record as cornmitted to implementa-
tion. Second, the key players in EMU, especially France and Germany, have
reaffirmed their commitment to implementation and have worked closely to
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surmount both public doubts and squabbles among member governments.
Finally, even absent these developments, it is not at all clear that public opin-
ion totally rejects either the general aspirations or the technical details of EMTU.
As we have noted elsewhere {(Eichenberg and Dalton 1993}, European public
opinion is sensitive to inflation and seems to ascribe some responsibility to
Brussels for its successful management. To the extent that EMU is sold as a
policy teol to bring non-inflationary growth, there is therefore some basis for
believing that the public would greet it positively. Similatly, as described in an
earlier section of this chapter, there is ample evidence that European public
opinion supports “market-management” mechanisms at the EU level, precisely
because they perceive an important goal of the EU to be the promotion of
prosperity through intra-European trade. Thus, to the extent that EMU can be
sold as a mechanism for reducing the cost and uncertainties of the market, it
appeals to a basis of support that already exists in public epinion. Finally, the
1ole of EMU and the Euro as “buffers” against American economic policies
remains explicit, and thus has an appeal on economic grounds as well as
appealing to a sense that the Union and its policies are designed to promote
Eurcpean influence more generally.

Whether the final “convergence” phase of transition to full EMU will founder
on public rejection remains an open question. Table 9.5 displays national
patterns of public support for jeint EU decision-making in three policy areas
that are relevant to EMU: “currency,” “fighting unemployment,” and “health
and social security.” Although these survey guestions do not inquire in detail
what the EU’s precise responsibility in these three areas would be, clearly the
first of the three items does sensitize respondents {0 the central issue of a com-
mon currency. In addition, the “unemployment” and “social security” ques-
tions highlight the new salience of the "post convergence” Union in areas such
as economic growth and unemployment. These policies are also related to the
budgetary convergence criteria; health and social policy represent the largest
categories of public spending in Westemn Europe.

Table 9.5 reveals that support for policy integration in these areas has fol-
lowed a generally similar cross-national pattern over time: there was a period of
declining support in the initial post-Maastricht period (perhaps affected by a
deteriorating economy as well), followed by a period of recovery in support
that continued into 1995. Of the three policy areas, support for integration of
currency pelicy is the highest in all countries but two (the UK and Portugal). By
1995, support for joint decision-making on currency matters enjoyed majority
support in ten of the twelve member-states shown here, and in many members
the support is quite strong. In fact, in every member-state but the UK and
Germany, the negotiation, debate, and ratification of the Maastricht Treaty

increased support for currency integration from its level prior to the signing of
the Treaty.
_ Similarly, joint EU efforts to fight unemployment enjoy majority support in
most member-states, a pattern that has been in evidence since the 1970s
(Dalton 1978: 20). Moreover, this support also grew in the aftermath of the
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Treaty, in some countries by substantial margins. To be sure, this question on
“fighting unemployment” might be seen as rather anodyne, since it is hazd to
imagine respondents rejecting any measure that might relieve Furope’s most
significant economic and social problem, and the increase in support on this
question came over a period of economic difficulty. Nonetheless, it is worth
recalling (from Table 9.1), that there are issues concemning the integration of
social and employment policy about which responderits are far more negative
(worker codetermination and health and safety regulations, for example),
Thus, it seems at least plausible that respondents view the currency question
and the unemployment question as issues of market management, a function
that has long formed part of the FU’s rhetoric and responsibilities (in the cus-
tommns union, SEA, and EMS), and a function for which citizens seem to hold the
EU responsible. In summary, the responses to these questions suggest that ¢it-
izens are receptive—and certainly not resistant—eo the EU% argument that the
functioning of the single market requires economic mechanisms that reduce
the uncertainties and costs of doing business in that market.

The same is not true of support for joint decision-making in the area of
“health and social security.” As we discussed earlier, rejection of EU action in
this policy domain does not require the EMU to explain: the fact that the wel-
fare state represents the unique combination of national vatues and comprom-
ises that form the basis of the postwar reconciliation of class and partisan
interests in Europe. Perhaps it is not surprising that Europeans would be wary
of introducing a supranational policy mechanism to supplant national welfare
traditions and policies that represent such a historic and potentially fragile set
of national compromises. In fact, the opposition to involving the EU in policies
dealing with “income inequality” is actually longstanding (Dalton 1978: 20).

Equally important, the welfare state programs1epresent the largest categories
of public spending, and to that extent they are obvious targets of budget
austerity as the EMU convergence criteria force governments to reduce deficits.
Interestingly, whereas the citizens of the more wealthy, older members of the .
EU had supported the market-management policies described earlier, here sev-
eral of themn fall at or below the average level of support for integration (France,
Luxembourg, and Belgium are prominent examples}. Since the modern welfare
state is both older and larger in these states, there is some suggestion that cit-
izens are reacting to the potential retrenchment that EMU might bring to soctal
policy. These suspicions are reinforced by the fact that support for integration
In this area has actually declined since 1989 in the older, wealthier member-
states.

Other comparisons across the member-states are also noteworthy. There js a
fairly clear pattern of strong support for currency policy among the group of
wealthy, founding members who conduct a substantial amount of trade within
the EU {that is, those for whom the market-management argument holds
strongest sway). The exception, of course, is Germany, where support has stag-
nated over the period of the Maastricht debate and where questions about the
costs of reunification and the fate of the deutschemark (and the economic
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policies that support it) are reflected in the ambivalence of .the German public.
Secondly, Greece, Spain, and Portugal were initially s}cepnFal, but support .ior
joint currency decision-making has grown substantially 1.1'1 Fhes_e countries,
leaving only Denmark and the UKin the familiar roles of _relectlomsts. Perl'%a‘ps
most interesting, on the health and social security question, the now-familiar
pattern of strongest support among the older, founding membe:s_of the com-
munity is reversed: on this issue, only the newer memb_ers—espgcmlly Greece,
Portugal, and Spain—show near-maijority support for }nte'granon, a result of
the fact that support has actually grown in thest cmmﬁnes since the late 1980s.

Two perspectives compete to explain this pattern. First, to _the extent that the

measure taps vulnerability to EMU-caused budgetary austerity, the newer, lfess
wealthy EU members may sitaply have less tolose than the ol(?er members with
larger, well-established health and pensions systems (to namfe just two) .'Sec.ond,
to the extent that the measure taps aspirations to social policy harmomzat{on—
perhaps on market-management and convergence grounds—thg cross-nf?tlonal
patterns suggest that the newer, poorer societies see some self-interest 1.n har-
monization (presumably because it would raise welfase standards)j while th.e
older members do not (presumably because it would mean a Jowering of their
own standards).

In any case, the combination of these pattemns suggests clear %essons and
perhaps predictions concerning the politics of EMU. FlISt,. tht?re is moderate
support within and among member-states for the harrpgmzahon _of currer'lcy
poiicy. This support has actually edged upward after t.he initial negative reaction
to Maastricht. This support may depend on the logic of market mnnage;nej?r, a
logic that Europeans are sensitive to pecause of its importance to the function-
ing of the single market and its prior history in the EMS. To be sure, thg problems
of German ambivalence and Danish and British recalcitrance are evident here
as well, but this is hardly new, and in any case it occurs in the context of a
genera}[y warming public reception to monetary coordination.

However, as suggested earlier, the Achilles’ heel of EMU may Itum out to be
the low levels of support that most citizens feel toward harmonizing health and
social security. This is already evident in the domestic debates of France ar.ld
Germany, both of which have made difficult budgetary cuts and reforms in
their efforts to meet the convergence criteria.

4. Policy Integration and the
implications for the European Union

As the European Union moves beyond the market liberalization provisiops of
the Treaty of Rome and the Single European Act, our results-can make a signi-
ficant contribution to our understanding of how the integration process moves
from state-centered action to collaborative policymaking within the European
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Union. At a theoretical level, we would argue that our findings have much to
say about the nature of the integration process. The first lesson is the import-
ance of disaggregating the integration process. Although Furopean integration
may be a general process, it is comprised of specific steps on specific policy
matters. Thus, it is more realistic to speak of a process of policy integration in
which EU responsibility can be judged for specific policy areas. The building of
a European Unjon progresses by the curnulation of policy integration, and the
factors affecting policy integration may vary from issue domain to issue
domain.

Generalizing patterns across multiple policy areas, it appears that some the-
oretical perspectives seern outworn, such as the “high-low"” politics distinction
that framed discussions of European integration in the 1960s and 1970s. While
it is true that suppost for a truly unified European defense policy is moderate at
best, one might argue that even this moderate support is higher than the “high-
politics” framework would have predicted. Moreover, support for a joint Euro-
pean approach to the broader array of internaticnal relations is high and it is
arguably more resistant than other policy areas to short-termn perturbations. As
we have argued, the staleness of the “high-low” distinction probably occurs
because the analysts of earlier periods failed to notice that the Community’s
hesitant ventures into foreign policy collaboration masked a fundamental
transformation in East-West 1elations (as well as Atlantic economic relations)
that was propelling Europe into a posture of increased independence. With the
end of the Cold War and the gradual reduction of the US presence in Europe,
that trend is likely to continue.

Other theoretical perspectives are more useful in predicting where there is
public support for policy integration. Clearly, theories that stressed the im-
portance of vatues, culture, and identity are helpful in understanding pubtic
opinion toward specific policy domains. Perhaps this is not surprising; Kail
Deutsch, for example, was an astute student of state- and nation-building. Our
results show that scholars lost sight of the fact that Europe represents an
experiment in the fundamental transformation of an international system. To
the extent that this experiment impinges on the substratum of cultural and na-
tional identification built over hundreds of years, it is likely to meet resistance.
If our results suggest anything, it is that support for policy integration is lowest
in areas that touch on issues of national identity and culture. :

Ironically, however, the neofunctionalist strategy—so much criticized for its
imprecision and indeterminacy—stands up well in our analysis. First, as
Mitrany suggested so long ago, citizens seem capable of identifying issue-areas
characterized by interdependence, that is, those that are difficult to address cn
a national basis zlone. Opinion series show, for example, that Europeans
favored internationat action on environmental policy before national. elites
were willing to grant the EU policy responsibility. Second, the interdependence
aspect of neofunctionalist theory is confirmed by the general public support for
the liberalization of the market and for the instruments for managing that
market. Perhaps the history of the community does not provide evidence of a
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mechanical process of integration-spillover-integration, but it is not entirely
clear that neofunctionalist theory would have predicted such a simple process
in the first place.3+

Of course, the most interesting test of the neofunctionalist argument is yet to
come, and this in two senses. First, the maturation of the internal market
should yield a substantially different pattern of economic and political cleay-
ages, based on the new division of labor of a fully functioning custorns union,
In this respect the work of Gabel {1998) is crucial; he demonstrates that support
for integration varies along the lines suggested by a model of trade integra-
tion.1* Thus, the predictions of the neofunctionalists might finally come to
pass in the form of shifting patterns of interest aggregation to the European
level.

This is a crucial subject for further research that would include the study of
public opinion as well as analyses into the actual patterns of pelitics and poticy-
making. The best example is the so-called Social Charter of the Maastricht
Treaty. As might be predicted from the data in this chapter, the Social Charter
provoked some of the stormiest conflict in the final phase of negotiation (and
ratification, as Danish voters showed). The provisioas of the Social Charter are
actually quite modest, confined to issues of workers’ rights and working con-
ditions. The core of the welfare state—the income transfers that constitute the
largest share of public budgets—remain untouched (Lange 1992).

Nonetheless, once in place, the Social Charter might create pressure for
further policy integration—spillover—for it is difficult to conceive of a truly
liberalized labor market that has large discrepancies in compensation levels.
Comparative advantage, after all, encompasses not just wages, but also the
overall compensation package.® How this political process will play out is, of
course, an open question, but it does suggest that there was more to the neo-
functionalist logic than critics have given due.

W Actually, it is also not entirely clear that such spillover did not take place, but this is not
the place to debate the issue. o '

1 Itis also apparent in work that goes beyond public apinion. Jefi Frieden, for example, Y?as
shown that trade has shifted coalitions on EU issues in ways that might promote further in-
tegration. See Frieden (1994). . ) o

16 If pur analysis is correct, two divergent results are likely to occur. F{rst., an opportumstlc
approach may very well be taken by workers in societies with rela'twely !m‘uted social pene_ﬁts—
essentially the pcotrer members, but perhaps others whose relative social compensation is low
{UK}. Second, this approach is likely to be resisted by workers (and perhaps their elected Tepres-
entatives) in societies seeking to preserve relatively more generous social benefits—essentially
the central and northern Europeans.
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Institution-Building
from below and above:
The European Community in Global
Environmental Politics

ALBERTA M. SBRAGIA

HE European Community was created in a postwar world of prolifer-

ating regional and global institutions. Its unique characteristics did not

insulate it from the international environment. How the Community

was to relate to that environment was contested both within the Community

and within its counterpart international institutions. What role should the
Community play on the international stage?

- The member-states which formed the Community retained their sovereign

- 7right tonegotiate unilaterally in the myriad international organizations created

after World War 1. Their participation in the Community did not automatic-
ally preempt their right to negotiate and represent themselves at international
bargaining tables. The one exception was clearly the GATT as the Treaty of
Rome gave the Community exclusive competence for commercial policy (al-
though the Community itself did not become a sigiiatory to the GATT). (See for
example Woolcock and Hodges 1996.) Given the retention of national sover
eign rights in the international field outside of the GATT, the Community's
role in external relations was problematic. Many of the member-states assumed
that the international powers of the Community would be “enumerated”
powers and that they, the member-states, would control that process of insti-
tutionalization.

In 1997, as we examine the international role of the Community, we find it
Playing a major role in many international fora concerned with “civilian”
issues. While its negotiating cohesiveness is not as stellar as the proponents of
a federal Europe would wish, its international presence is far more significant
than the Treaty of Rome would predict. This is particularly true in the global
environmental arena. How did the Community gain the power to be rep-
resented when the Treaty of Rome did not even mention the netion of



