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1 Introduction 
 

Let us consider the following puzzle: In the 1994 elections to the European parliament 

in France, political parties advocating French withdrawal from the EU pulled together 

27.6 percent of the popular vote. In a Eurobarometer opinion poll a month before the 

election, only 13 percent of the voters expressed that they believed that French 

membership in the EU was a ‘bad thing’. In the same elections in Germany, 

Eurosceptic parties made their second best election over the last 25 years, but still 

received only 3.9 percent of the popular vote. In the opinion poll, 12 percent of the 

Germans considered membership of the EU a bad thing. How can it be that the popular 

resistance to European integration translates into party politics in immensely different 

ways in the two core countries of European integration? Over 25 years – and 

considering both national and European elections – the incongruence between popular 

opposition to the EU and the votes for parties representing this position is above 8 

percent in Germany; on average parties with clearly Eurosceptic profiles receive only 

2 percent of votes. In France, the inverse is true: voters support Eurosceptic parties 

more than they express the same attitude in opinion polls. Over 25 years, the average 

vote share for Eurosceptic parties in France is 19 percent while the average level of 

people who think that French membership of the EU is a bad thing stays at 12 percent.  

 

We can make several pair wise comparisons between the member states and find 

differences in relation to the level of party politicization of European integration. 

Finland and Sweden both joined the EU in 1995. In their first European parliament 

elections, parties with clearly Eurosceptic profiles received 33 percent of popular votes 

in Sweden and only 0.7 percent in Finland. At the same time, voters who considered 

the EU-membership a bad thing amounted to 33 percent in Sweden and 24 percent in 

Finland. Indeed, the Swedes were more critical, but the mismatch between public 

opinion and votes in Finland was at a remarkable 23 percent. France is actually an 

outlier in a general pattern: in all the other 13 countries included in this study voters 

tend to be more critical of the EU than the electoral strength of parties representing 
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such positions would indicate.
1
 On average in the fourteen countries there is a 

mismatch between levels of public and party-based Euroscepticism of 7.4 percent over 

the period 1984-2009. The level of public and party-based Euroscepticism has 

increased in many of countries between 1984 and 2009. However, the trends differ 

between the member states. What enabling and constraining factors can account for 

the varying patterns of party-based opposition to the EU?   

 

Representative democracy is to a large extent government through political parties. 

The function of parties can be coined in terms of linkage.
2
 Political parties respond to 

public demands but they also frame political conflicts and preferences. The 

disconnection between public opinion and party positions on issues relating to 

European integration is striking, although not unique. In his classic study The 

Semisovereign People, Schattschneider advances a view where structures of political 

competition do not simply reflect existing alignments or differences but also fill these 

with relevance and coherence. Actors within political competition have an interest in 

maintaining the relevance of particular alignments and conflicts. In Schattschneider’s 

view a conflict is “likely to change profoundly as it becomes political”.
3
 He perceives 

politics as the socialization of conflict.
4
 Conflicts may co-exist which creates a conflict 

of conflicts. These conflicts may differ in terms of their character and polarization, but 

also concerning the scope of the conflict, that is, the extent to which the conflict 

mobilizes and activates the mass. In this view, a conflict becomes contagious and 

increasingly politicized if it engages those previously not involved. The conflict 

changes shape when it gets translated in a routinized and institutionalized way: this is 

what separates political conflicts from other conflicts, hence the term ‘socialization of 

conflict’. Before a conflict enters into the political sphere, it will need to find its logic 

and structure. 

 

                                              
1
 The countries included in this study are the ’old’ member states except Luxembourg. This means that Austria, 

Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden 

and the United Kingdom are included. The time period of the study is 1984-2009. 
2
 Lawson 1980 

3
 Schattschneider 1960: 36  

4
 Schattschneider 1960: 38 
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In his work on the cleavage systems in West European party systems Stein Rokkan 

analyzed the emergence and origins of political conflicts and the competition between 

different cleavages.  He identified critical junctures in history that produced the 

conflicts within the European states. These major transformations produced social 

divides that were translated into politics. In his work the national and industrial 

revolutions provide two major critical junctures in European history. These revolutions 

gave birth to the conflicts that we know from (west) European party systems.
5
 

Throughout his work on the European state system, Rokkan focused on finding 

differences in the historical experience of the nation-state to see how these differences 

materialized in contemporary politics. Not all observable conflicts become salient 

cleavages. “Conflicts and controversies can arise out of a great variety of relationships 

in the social structure, but only a few of these tend to polarise the politics of any given 

system”.
6
 The conflicts surrounding territory and centre-periphery relations that arose 

in the state-formation processes received much attention in Rokkan’s scheme. 

However, in many countries the conflicts emerging from the industrial revolution have 

prevailed and dominated the political life of the 20
th

 century. Rokkan (together with 

Lipset) concluded that, surprisingly enough, the cleavage systems of the late 1960s to 

a large extent “reflect, with few but significant exceptions, the cleavage structures of 

the 1920s”
7
. The key moment for the freezing down of party systems is the process 

towards universal suffrage. When political rights of individuals are expanded and 

decided it entails a delimitation of the demos, after which conflicts and alignments can 

settle.  

 

There is also an important link between the consolidation of the external boundaries 

and the internal structuring of the polities in this framework. Structures of conflict 

within a society will depend on the qualities of the boundary: how are the boundaries 

defined in political, cultural and economic terms? Based on the role of external 

demarcation on the internal structuring of the state, one can argue that a theory of the 

emergence of cleavage systems “must start from the production of significant social 

                                              
5
 Rokkan1970:101 

6
 Rokkan 1970: 34 

7
 Lipset and Rokkan 1967:50 
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boundaries. Boundaries are those elements that determine the level of openness or 

closure of a social relationship by setting the costs for its transcendence.”
8
 Framed in 

other words, it is only when we know who will be the subjects of binding decisions – 

and what the cost of exit is – that we can find predictable and stable patterns of 

conflict. In Albert O. Hirschman’s exit-voice paradigm,
9
 which provides a theoretical 

perspective of options available for individuals in organizations or states in decline, 

the relationship between the two alternatives is that the higher the cost of exit, the 

more likely is the use of voice. The inverse is also true: the more exit options, the less 

need for channeling voice. In Rokkan’s history of the nation-state experience, the 

boundary-building efforts of the nation-state increase the demand for voice structuring. 

From this perspective the main developmental phases in modern European history are 

state-formation, capitalist development, nation-building, democratization and welfare 

state development. The process of European integration is a major transformation of 

the European states and societies which could be seen as a sixth developmental trend. 

This process is to a large extent about territorial de-differentiation and boundary 

transcendence. However, removing (certain) boundaries internally without specifying 

the external boundaries of the polity may impact the way in which conflicts are 

structured which, in turn, provides the basis for electoral representation.
10

 Large-scale 

territorial changes, such as European integration, may therefore impact on the way that 

existing political conflicts are structured. Furthermore, one may expect European 

integration in itself to become a contested dimension in politics, while at the same time 

there are reasons to believe that there is resistance towards the emergence of new lines 

of conflicts among those actors who potentially may stand to lose from such 

developments.  In the ‘conflict of conflicts’, actors within an institutionalized 

operating system can have an interest in maintaining salience and relevance of existing 

structures, while the inverse is true for those who may benefit from an increased 

politicization of a new dimension.   

 

                                              
8
 Bartolini 2005b:14, translation from French.  

9
 Hirschman 1970 

10
 Bartolini 2005a 
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1.1 Politics and European integration 
 

The process of European integration can be seen as a critical juncture, giving rise to 

new tensions and conflicts or activating latent cleavages.
11

 This potential conflict has 

been understudied in a comparative European perspective. Starting out as an 

intergovernmental cooperation between states, the main issues of conflict in the 

European Union (EU) were about delegation of powers to the supranational level and 

the speed of integration.
 12

 With time European issues have become important not just 

for governments and bureaucracies, but also for citizens, political parties and political 

groups within the member states. For a long time the European integration process was 

perceived as an elite-driven project that received public support from the citizens 

through what was coined as the ‘permissive consensus’.
13

 With the expansion of the 

domain of community actions and capacities and the turmoil in the ratification process 

of the Maastricht treaty, observers called for a revision of the dynamics of political 

contestation in the EU.
14

 The integration process did not slow down after the post-

Maastricht debate.
15

 Instead, European integration now covers policy areas that are 

more prone to political debate and polarization. The weak public support of the EU has 

not been translated into the established parties in the national or European context.
16

 

However, this dynamic has inevitably opened a political space for political 

entrepreneurs wishing to profit from the public dissent regarding the integration 

process.
17

 The opposition to the EU has been described as a “sleeping giant” that soon 

“will awaken to ravage domestic politics”.
18

 Still, many years after the Treaty of the 

European Union, the number of votes received by Eurosceptic parties in national and 

European parliament elections is, in most cases, much lower than the public opposition 

to the EU.
19

  

 

                                              
11

 Bartolini 2005a  
12

 Haas 1958, Moravcsik 1998 
13

 Lindberg and Scheingold 1970 
14

 Hix and Lord 1997, Franklin et al 1994 
15

 Dinan 1999:159 
16

 Taggart 1998, Mair 2000, Hooghe and Marks 2009 
17

 Bartolini 2001:36, Taggart 1998:384 
18

 van der Eijk and Franklin 2004:47 
19

 Taggart and Szczerbiak 2002:14  
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Vivien Schmidt has described the EU as a ‘polity without politics’
20

. While the legal 

and economic integration is far reaching, the political integration is more modest.
21

 A 

weakness of the European Union is, from this perspective, that it has not developed a 

functioning system for channeling political conflict. Political parties, which in the 

national context are carriers and agents of conflicts and conflict-resolution, have an 

unclear role in the emerging political system of the EU.
22

 This concerns the 

supranational level, where policy-making is dominated by states and institutions, as 

well as the national level, where the representative democracy has had significant 

difficulties to incorporate the conflicts relating to European integration: the political 

substance as well as its division between the national and supranational levels. This 

has become a growing problem, since the political systems of democratic European 

nation-states are all based on representative democracy where political parties are the 

main linkage between the citizenry and public decision-making. Political parties 

channel the preferences of citizens by acting responsively to the citizens.
23

 Already in 

the late 1950s, Otto Kirchheimer sketched a possible waning of opposition, by which 

he referred to an elimination of opposition when the polity is governed by a cartel. A 

decade later Robert Dahl, in his study on the role of oppositions in western 

democracies from 1966, refers to this as opposition which is exclusively directed 

against the personnel of government. Ideological oppositions concerning the 

government’s policies have disappeared. Dahl made a prognosis to the future in which 

he describes the emergence of opposition to the polity – and not just the policies – 

since the development of an un-ideological elite has emerged as a Leviathan that is 

seen by many as “too remote and bureaucratized, too addicted to bargaining and 

compromise, (and) too much an instrument of political elites and technicians”.
24

 Peter 

Mair argues that a shortcoming of the EU is that it lacks arenas for the organisation of 

opposition and that due to the awkward construction of the EU we are then “almost 

forced to organize opposition to the EU”.
25

 He argues that the depoliticization of the 

                                              
20

 Schmidt 2007 
21

 Persson 2009 
22

 Pedersen 1996 
23

 Lawson 1980. On representation as responsiveness, see Pitkin 1972 and Sartori 1968. 
24

 Dahl 1966: 21-22 
25

 Mair 2007:7 
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EU makes classical opposition difficult and that this, in turn, will lead to polity-

scepticism or radical opposition. Furthermore, he argues that an indirect effect of 

European integration on party politics is that issues that once were prone for political 

debate and conflict in the national arena become depoliticised when they are delegated 

to the European level.
26

 Mair’s argument provides an important point of departure for 

this study. However, even if one would support the general impression of the EU as an 

emerging political system which constrains political oppositions, it is still important to 

study where and how Europe becomes an issue of political conflict. It can be argued 

that it is ever more important to understand what factors can fuel or hinder conflicts 

over European integration to emerge.   

 

The financial and economic crisis showed to be a particularly difficult challenge for 

the EU and the Eurozone. The crisis highlighted the difficulty with a monetary union 

without fiscal union. The member states with the largest problems of public and 

private indebtedness found themselves in a situation whereby they needed to rely on 

the non-commitment to the no-bail-out clause in the Maastricht treaty. When the other 

member states provided rescue loans, it was paired with strict conditions and 

expectations of harsh austerity measures. The public response in countries like Greece 

was immediate, with street riots and general social unrest as the outcome. At the same 

time, in the less affected member states, a growing malaise with the Euro and the 

measures taken to save the currency by allowing for a move towards a full-blown 

political and economic union (including burden-sharing) could be witnessed. The 

crisis has pushed the currency union to become something more encompassing than 

was envisaged in the Maastricht treaty. A number of tensions between the member-

states as well as between the electorates and their elected have been visible during the 

crisis. These tensions have become clearly visible in European political life and issues 

pertaining to the EU have gone from being absent and remote to being on top of the 

political agenda, playing an important role in election campaigns. Throughout the 

crisis, governments have been ousted from office and mainstream political parties been 

punished in electoral terms for their commitment to European integration and the 
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agreements that are included in membership. So if the crisis has had a politicizing 

effect on European integration (at least within the Eurozone), this was not the case for 

a long time. The present study aims at understanding the mechanisms leading to an 

increased party-based opposition before the turmoil of the financial and economic 

crisis. 

 

1.2 Aim and research question 

 

This thesis starts from a conviction that we have much to learn about both our national 

political systems and the European Union by studying the interplay between the two. It 

is important to know under which circumstances issues becomes politically salient and 

emerge as a potential political cleavage. This study will therefore focus on the 

conditions under which European integration is politicized.  

 

In this study politicization refers more specifically to party politicization. The interest 

here lies in the broader problems of representation and representative functions of 

political parties. The focus will be on electoral representation where political parties 

are the key players. One could, however, also imagine a study of politicization that 

focuses on debates in the media, protest events in the streets, parliamentary debates or 

interest group mobilisation as indicators of politicization.
27

 One may also see 

tendencies toward an increased partisanship in studies of partisan behaviour and 

activities in the European parliament or the increased partisan patterns of the 

investiture of the president of the European commission may be seen as good 

indicators for the politicization of the EU.
28

 However, in this study political parties at 

the national level are in focus.  

 

In this thesis parties that oppose the EU and the electoral fortunes these parties have 

will be used as a proxy for party-politicization of European integration. The analysis is 

made by a comparative study over time (1984-2009) and space (14 member states).
29

 

The study will also focus on the organizational outgrowths of the emerging conflict 
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over European integration, by analyzing the Euroscepticism of the relatively few 

single issue Eurosceptic parties (SIEPs). Four of the countries of this study have seen 

the creation and success of such parties. Although there is a growing literature about 

party-based Euroscepticism, little attention has been paid to these single-issue parties.  

 

The overarching purpose of this study is to analyse the conditions under which the 

question of European integration is politicized. For a conflict to get a political meaning 

it needs to be brought into the political arena and it needs to be contested. Inherent in 

the notion of contestation is an idea of polarization of opinions. One could therefore 

consider, for instance, a study on the extent to which opinions expressed by political 

parties are polarized and publicly advanced.
30

 This study will, however, solely focus 

on patterns of opposition. The rationale behind this comes from the literature on 

political cleavages which stresses that conflicts emerge thanks to patterns of 

opposition. Secondly, the presence and strength of opposition can also be regarded as a 

proxy for the polarization of a dimension, especially in the case of conflicts over 

European integration as there has been such a dominant pro-European consensus in the 

member-states. The research questions addressed in this study are: 1) Under which 

conditions are Eurosceptic parties i) more frequent and ii) more successful in 

elections? 2) Under which conditions do single issue Eurosceptic parties i) emerge ii) 

gain electoral support? 

 

The study will introduce a number of factors and assess the effects they have on the 

presence and electoral fortunes of Eurosceptic parties. These variables can be seen as 

constraining and/or facilitating conditions for the politicization of European 

integration in the party systems.
31

 In line with the classical understanding from the 

literature, I argue that one way of investigating how an issue becomes politicized is to 

study the mobilization of opposition. Therefore, the focus of this study is on those 

parties that can be classified as Eurosceptic. The presence and success of these parties 

can be seen as a proxy for the politicisation of European integration. The interest of the 
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study is to find the conditions under which these parties flourish. At this stage, I will in 

the figure give an indication of how I will approach the constraining and enabling 

factors that will be used in the study. I intend to study the impact of the availability of 

voters (measured as the degree of public Euroscepticism and levels of electoral 

volatility), the impact of two different institutional constraints/facilitators (the use of 

referenda over EU-matters and the degree of proportionality of the electoral system) 

and of factors related to the political opportunity structures of the party system (the 

effective number of parties, the openness of the government arena, the degree of 

polarization on the left-right axis, the degree to which there are factions over European 

integration within the parties and the salience of the conflict over European 

integration). I will introduce these factors more thoroughly in chapter 3.   

 

Figure 1.1 Factors and outcome 

Factors: 

 
 
 
      Politicization of the EU as: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 

1.2.1.1 Conceptual considerations at a glance 

 

Political parties are central to this study. I start from a minimal definition of a party as 

any group that is capable of placing candidates at elections for public office.
32

 The 
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central function of political parties as responsive agents of representation is crucial in 

the study.
33

 As mentioned above, politicization in this study refers more specifically 

to party-politicization. This entails the widening of the extent to which European 

integration is contested.
34

 In my understanding a politicization of the EU would need 

to include voters and parties and the ways in which they behave. Drawing on previous 

research focused on cleavages
35

 , the origins of parties
36

  and the role of opposition
37

 , 

the focus of the study is on opposition to European integration. There are different 

patterns of party-based Euroscepticism in Europe and there are different 

conceptualisations of Euroscepticism. In this study I employ an established definition 

of Euroscepticism as principled opposition to the EU and European integration, or 

opposition to the whole project of integration as it is currently conceived.
38

 The study 

is geared to understand the conditions under which variations in party-based 

Euroscepticism occur. With conditions, I mainly refer to institutional factors and 

political opportunity structures that may facilitate or constrain the outcome. I relate 

this study to the wider process of Europeanization, a process which may refer to both 

the accumulation of political resources and the institutionalization of a political system 

at the European level as well as the impact European integration has when it ‘hits 

home’. This study is about how Europeanization affects the domestic parties, party 

systems and voters and, thus, it belongs to studies of the latter version of 

Europeanization. 

 

1.3 Contributions 
 

There are several approaches to the study of Euroscepticism: studies concerning public 

Euroscepticism
39

, studies of individual countries and narratives about Europe
40

, and 

                                              
33

 Lawson 1980 
34

 De Wilde 2011 
35

 Rokkan 1970, Bartolini 2005, Marks and Wilson 2000  
36

 von Beyme 1985 
37

 Dahl 1966, Mair 2007 
38

 This follows Taggart and Szczerbiak’s concept of hard Euroscepticism, Taggart and Szczerbiak 2008: 7. 
39

 For example, Sørenssen 2009, Gabel 1998, Hooghe and Marks 2007 
40

 For example, Diez Medrano 2003, Forster 2002,  Benoit 1997  



 

25 

 

studies of political party positions.
41

 In the growing literature about political parties 

and European integration, and more specifically the study of Euroscepticism, two 

research environments stand for most of the work on party-based Euroscepticism. A 

group centered around Sussex University have produced research which focuses on 

qualitative measurements made by country specialists.
42

 They emphasize the 

definitional problems of Euroscepticism (introducing the distinction between ‘hard’ 

and ‘soft’ Euroscepticism), the presence or absence of party-based Euroscepticism and 

the role of party strategies in explaining the presence or absence of Eurosceptic parties. 

The second school of Euroscepticism is centered around Chapel Hill in North Carolina 

and has primarily used an expert survey about party positioning on European 

integration as their main source (CHES).
43

 This group of researchers has been more 

prone to use ideological explanations of party positions, while paying less attention to 

definitional issues and context-bound factors.
44

 In a recent paper, Mudde points out the 

limited exchange between the two approaches and that there must be ways of 

combining the strengths of these two approaches. Mudde proposes that to “fully 

understand the highly complex political phenomenon of Euroscepticism, a mixed-

methods approach combining insights from both the North Carolina and Sussex 

School provides the most promising avenue for future research.”
45

 My research project 

tries to combine the strengths of both research environments. While the work of the 

Sussex group has its strength in detailed studies of the individual countries, it is hard to 

test their propositions in a comparative way (especially over time). The North Carolina 

group has the advantage of a data set that is comparative and that runs over time, but 

the studies tend to be less sensitive to contextual factors.   

 

Many studies of Euroscepticism tend to focus on definitional issues (which are very 

important and immensely difficult in this case) and on trying to locate the causes of 

Euroscepticism. In this study I will take a pragmatic but empirically careful approach 
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to the definitional issues of Euroscepticism where I rely on both the above mentioned 

research strands (CHES and qualitative measures). Furthermore, rather than to focus 

on the causes of party-based Euroscepticism, I will turn focus towards the conditions 

under which it flourishes, which in my view is a somewhat neglected issue in previous 

research. One exception is a chapter by Lees, which addresses the question of political 

opportunity structures and Euroscepticism. His research question is rather similar to 

the one of this study, but his method is more limited as it relies on expert opinions of 

single country specialists and it does not involve changes over time. He concludes that 

opportunity structures matter and have some explanatory power but limited predictive 

power, that it is the agents themselves that determine the pattern of party-based 

Euroscepticism in each country and that there is an absence of a more “predictive 

model of institutional constraints”.
46

 This study takes a similar perspective, but uses a 

different research design. Lees points out that the ways forward in this type of research 

is to increase the number of countries and/or variables.
47

 In my study, the number of 

countries has been increased, but perhaps more importantly it is a study over time. 

Furthermore, I will argue that some of the institutional constraints may be produce a 

certain outcome only in combination with other factors, rather than as singular 

conditions. 

 

The study tries to make several contributions to existing research on party-based 

Euroscepticism. The two main contributions are related to design of the study. First, 

this study’s empirical application is more comprehensive than previous studies. The 

study includes comparisons across both space and time and can therefore address both 

static and dynamic effects. Most qualitative studies have focused on either one single 

country or comparisons of only a few countries when investigating change over time. 

The study is also innovative in that it devotes special attention to the emergence and 

non-emergence of the single-issue Eurosceptic parties. The empirical application has 

methodological consequences. The method applied here tries to find a middle way 

between large-n and small-n comparisons, which allows for expanding the scope of the 
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study while maintaining high accuracy and precision in allowing for context-bound 

factors. The comparative method employed in this study also tests for multiple 

configurations.  

 

The second main contribution relates to the analytical perspective presented. The 

analysis takes on board a number of competing or complementary explanatory 

mechanisms, rather than focusing on single factors or on the causes of Euroscepticism. 

The focus on political opportunities and institutional incentives is by and large missing 

in the field and the aim is to make a contribution which can fill this gap. The 

framework is specifically designed to analyze the European conflicts among the 

member states, but it can perhaps be of use for studies concerning new parties/new 

conflicts in general and in other settings. Furthermore, in contrast with some of the 

work within the field of party-based Euroscepticism, the study makes use of concepts 

and perspectives from the wider area of comparative politics, which can help gain a 

better understanding of the phenomenon as well as widening the scope of analysis. In 

this respect, the study is related to the growing literature on new parties and party 

system change.
48

 The focus on institutions that may enable or constrain the emergence 

of partisan conflicts shifts focus from causes to mechanisms which may be an 

important contribution to the study of political conflicts over European integration.  

 

Beyond these two main contributions, the study also contributes to a richer 

understanding of how new dimensions in politics (specifically European integration) 

interplay with the existing cleavages. The analysis targets the role of the party system 

as an important political opportunity structure, which is something missing from 

previous studies. By studying how parties respond to a new dimension in politics we 

can also learn more about the linkage function of political parties. The study also 

makes a contribution by focusing on the role of referendum over European integration 

as an important facilitating factor for activation of the conflict. Finally, on a more 

normative note, I will relate the findings to the broader discussion about the legitimacy 

and the functioning of the EU as a political system. The democratic deficit of the EU 
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can be framed in several ways. In this study I will primarily focus on the nation-state 

level and the possibility to channel opposition to the EU. This will have broader 

implications, as the ability of a political system to channel opposition can be seen as 

crucial for the long-term sustainability of a political system.
49

 

 

1.4 Outline 
 

The next chapter will discuss previous research and key concepts in mainly three 

interrelated areas: Firstly, the theories of parties and party systems in general terms 

will be reviewed. Secondly, I will discuss the effect of Europeanization on political 

parties and party systems and the various ways to understand how European 

integration is politicized. Thirdly, the concept of Euroscepticism will be introduced. 

The third chapter, on methods, analytical framework and research design, includes a 

discussion on comparative methods and the role of conditions and institutions. In 

Chapter 3, I will also develop the motivations for the study and advance the 

specification of the research questions (under which conditions Eurosceptic parties are 

more frequent and successful and under which conditions single issue Eurosceptic 

parties emerge and gain electoral support). In addition, the analytical framework will 

be developed. Moreover, the research design and operationalization, as well as the 

main data sets, will be discussed more in detail.  

 

The empirical analysis of this study, the large-scale comparative study on the 

politicization of European integration in 14 member states during the time period 

1984-2009, is divided into two chapters. First, in Chapter 4, a descriptive analysis of 

the 14 member states will be conducted, with the aim to identify how the number and 

success of Eurosceptic parties as well as how single-issue Eurosceptic parties vary in 

the 14 countries over 25 years. This will initially be done by a country-by-country 

analysis, focusing on evolution over time: the classification of the parties and the 

evolution of the Eurosceptic vote will be scrutinized, as well as the evolution of the 

public opinion and the degree of mismatch between public opinion and political 
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parties. I will then summarize the findings by comparing the different trajectories. I 

also compare the differences in voting between national and European elections. 

Furthermore, this chapter includes a section where the ideological positions of the 

single-issue Eurosceptic parties (SIEPs) are analyzed. 

 

The second empirical part (Chapter 5) concerns the explanations of patterns of 

politicization and aims at investigating the constraining and facilitating factors and 

their potential impact on the varying patterns across Europe. This chapter also tries to 

locate the configurations present in the countries where there has been an emergence 

of single-issue Eurosceptic parties. The chapter deals primarily with variation between 

the countries, but also contains analyses of how patterns of opposition vary over time. 

As a post-script to the analysis, I describe the electoral response during the economic 

crisis from 2009 onwards as well as the evolution of public Euroscepticism. 

 

In Chapter 6 the main results are summarized and the conclusions are drawn. In this 

section I emphasize the broader implications of the study and relate the results to i) the 

role of political parties, ii) the nature of conflicts over European integration, iii) the 

systemic properties of  European integration and how to channel political conflicts, 

and iv) the choice of arena for conflict management and resolution. In this last section 

I discuss the tension between direct and indirect democracy and the quest for 

mechanisms of accountability.  
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2 Europe, parties, politicization and opposition: concepts and 

previous research 
 
As stated in the introduction, this study aims at getting a better understanding of the 

conditions under which the question of European integration is politicized. 

Politicization refers more specifically to party politicization. The aim of this chapter is 

to introduce a number of concepts that are central to the study and to lay out the 

literature that the study builds on and hopes to contribute to. As the study concerns the 

party politicization of European integration (measured as the strength of party-based 

Euroscepticism), this chapter will introduce research on i) political parties, ii) 

Europeanization (of political parties and party systems), iii) politicization (in relation 

to European integration), and iv) the concept of Euroscepticism.  

 

2.1 Political parties and party systems 
 

 

Political parties are key actors in all systems of representative democracy. Parties are 

bearers of ideology and the key players in structuring political competition and vote 

choices. Politicization can take several forms but in this study the main concern is 

when an issue is politicized by political parties and therefore is brought into the 

domain of mass politics.   

2.1.1 Functions of political parties 

 

The creation of political parties and party systems is often explained by societal 

changes to which social groups have responded by organizing and mobilizing their 

opposition.
50

 The founding element of parties can therefore be said to have a strong 

ideological component.
51

 On top of the minimal definition, formulated by Giovanni 

Sartori, of parties as “any political group that presents at elections, and is capable of 
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placing through elections, candidates for public office”
52

, the function of political 

parties is to act as a linkage between citizens and public decision-making in a 

representative democracy.
53

 Notions of linkage include that parties articulate and 

aggregate interests, mobilize and socialize citizens, and select office holders.
54

  

 

The various functions of political parties can be grouped under two headings: 

representative functions (interest articulation, aggregation and policy formulation) and 

procedural or institutional functions (recruitment of political leaders, and the 

organisation of parliament and government). In general, the representational functions 

of parties have become increasingly questioned.
55

 The role of political parties as agents 

of organization of party government remains relatively unchallenged, as few 

competing types of governance have emerged. The function of interest aggregation is 

not easily replaced by other groups than parties. In contrast, when it comes to the 

articulation of interests and of policy formulation, the diminishing role of ideologies as 

well as the competition from other actors who formulate interests have downgraded 

the representative functions of parties.
56

 Furthermore, the decreasing number of 

citizens who are strong identifiers with political parties and the declining number of 

party members also limit the rootedness in civil society of political parties.
57

  

 

Research of political parties has often identified ideal-typical models of parties, 

ranging from the mass party of the early 20
th

 century via the “catch-all-party”
58

 to the 

professional electoral party
59

 and the most significant contribution in recent years, the 

cartel party
60

. This is not the place to go more in detail between the differences of 

these models, but what is important to note is that from a developmental perspective 

the proponents of the cartel party argue that political parties have moved over time 
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from primarily being part of civil society to becoming more and more a part of the 

state. The move from civil society to the state is specifically indicated by the 

decreasing number of party members, the decreasing number of party identifiers, the 

increased electoral volatility, and, perhaps most important, the dependence between 

political parties and the state, especially when it comes to the financing of the political 

parties. Even though parties maintain a prominent role in modern democracies, they 

are often criticised for having lost some of their original functions.
61

 The shift from 

civil society towards the state does not automatically mean that parties are less 

responsive to citizens’ demands.
62

 However, the question is whether or not these 

changes in the natures and operations of political parties affect their abilities to 

incorporate new dimensions and conflicts into politics.  

 

From this section we will, first, take the definition of a political party into the analysis. 

This is an issue that is of importance when it comes to the single-issue parties studied 

here as they lack certain features that are normally ascribed to political parties. Some 

of the parties studied in this thesis are single-issue parties who are campaigning 

exclusively for the European parliament. These are often loosely organised lists that 

campaign exclusively for the European parliament and do perhaps not fulfil all 

functions normally ascribed to political parties. However, they do pass the minimal 

definition of Sartori mentioned above.  Secondly, the perspective of political parties as 

agents of representation is crucial in order to understand the potential problem of a 

systematic mismatch between public opinion and party positions, which is a theme that 

will be scrutinized in this study. I will furthermore, in the concluding chapter, return to 

the issue of the functions and roles of contemporary political parties, especially in light 

of the process of European integration. 
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2.1.2  Party systems: stability and change 

 

Together, political parties in a political system organize political conflict and 

cooperation in a party system. A party system can be understood as “patterns of 

interaction”.
63

 The relationship between the parties in a party system is based on 

ideological differences but also on the patterns of interactions in the relations between 

parliament and government.
64

 In the first sense, the ideological conflicts that structure 

the party system also structure the political life within that system.
65

 There are 

differences in the degree of polarisation and the number of salient lines of conflict 

within different party systems.
66

 If parties are to follow voter cues, they should 

channel any sentiment among the citizenry and give voice to that dimension within the 

system. However, established parties tend to have a common interest in keeping the 

dimensions of contestation in the party system along their respective basic ideologies. 

Therefore, there is a tendency towards stability in party systems.
67

 Put differently, 

insiders in the party system will try to i) keep the main lines of conflict as stable and 

salient as possible, ii) incorporate and adapt new dimensions into that previous 

dimension, and iii) mute any issue that may interfere with the stability. Bartolini and 

Mair argue that: “regardless of any sign of crisis in the relationship between parties 

and citizens, new cleavages find difficulty in being articulated, in that the alignments 

and alliances between the ‘ins’ strongly determine the chances and the alliance 

opportunities of the ‘outs’. Once a system is structured in this way, it becomes 

resistant to change, with parties learning to adapt their ideologies and policy positions 

to incorporate new issues and new demands.”
68

 When studying challenger parties, 

labelled niche parties, Meguid proposes that there are essentially three strategies that 

established parties employ when facing a potential newcomer: i) the dismissive 

strategy, by which established parties avoid the issue raised by the challenger, ii) the 

accommodative strategy, by which established parties take a step closer to the 
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newcomer’s position, and iii) the adversarial strategy, by which established parties 

seek to distance themselves from the position of the newcomer. All of these strategies 

aim to decrease the support of the challenger.
69

 Obviously, strategies to maintain 

stability in the party systems have not always been successful, as we have witnessed a 

number of changes to both the format and the mechanics of the party systems in 

Western Europe over the last three decades.  

 

There is a growing literature focused on explaining when, where and how newcomer 

parties succeed. Among the various explanations, to the success of challenger parties, 

we find: i) sociological explanations (that include changing value orientation of the 

citizens, changing social structure, the degree of party identification, electoral 

volatility, trust), ii) institutional explanations (that emphasise the role of the electoral 

system, the party system, the use of referenda) and iii) actor-oriented explanations 

(that emphasise the strategies of the established parties, but also the resources 

available for new parties).
 70 

 Many studies combine different levels of explanations to 

grasp the changes, something which the present study is doing as well.  

 

Many of these findings feed into this study. Research on new parties and conflicts 

have rarely been applied to the opposition to the EU, both party-based Euroscepticism 

in general and the emergence and non-emergence of single issue Eurosceptic parties.
71

 

There is a lack of systematic comparative research that emphasizes the role of the 

party system on the emergence of European integration as a line of conflict. European 

integration provides a good opportunity for comparative research.
72

 The accumulation 

of political resources in Brussels and the political and legal production of the EU have 

uniform character from above, but have heterogeneous effects when ‘Europe hits 

home’. In research on Europeanization, this problem is sometimes referred to as 

variation in terms of fit and misfit.
73

 The institutional variation among the member 

states is of special interest from the perspective of this study. This argument will be 
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further elaborated in the analytical framework. What we will bring to the analysis from 

this section is the overall observation that party systems seem to be stable and that the 

‘insiders’ tend to have a common interest in maintaining stability. One way of doing 

this is to try to emphasize existing lines of conflict, mute new issues and/or try to 

incorporate new demands within their basic ideological perspective. Furthermore, the 

role of the party system as an opportunity structure will be addressed by assessing the 

impact on party-based Euroscepticism of i) the party system format (effective number 

of parties), ii) the party system mechanics (the way in which the parties interact), and 

iii) the polarisation on the left-right axis.  

2.1.3 Political parties and cleavages 

 

Political conflicts and divisions are central to the understanding of politics. In his work 

on the evolution of the European nation-state Stein Rokkan identified critical junctures 

in history that produced the conflicts within the European states. These major 

transformations produced social divides that were translated into politics. In his work 

the national and industrial revolutions provide the two major critical junctures of 

European states. These revolutions gave birth to the conflicts that we know from 

(west) European party systems: Centre-Periphery cleavage, State-Church cleavage, 

Urban-Rural Cleavage and Worker-Owner Cleavage. Cleavages are a special type of 

divide. The theoretical connotation of the concept ‘cleavage’ has to be set to prevent 

its generalized use to indicate all sort of divisions. The concept needs to be defined in 

a different way from ‘opposition’ or ‘conflict’.
74

 According to Bartolini and Mair, a 

cleavage needs to include an empirical element (social structure), a normative element 

(a set of values) and an organisational element (development of organisations, such as 

parties).
75

 Together with Lipset, Rokkan developed his theory of cleavages and the 

surprising stability of European party systems.
76

 They noted that there seems to have 

been a ‘freezing down’ of the party systems in the 1920s and that the patterns of 

conflict remained until the 1960s.
77

 The parties within the party system were adaptive 
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and able to incorporate to new dimensions that emerged during this time span and 

could thus maintain their positions in political terms.
78

  In the 1970s scholars identified 

new dimensions of politics that were based in post-material values.
79

 Today, few argue 

that the old cleavage structures are permanent.
80

 Although political life in Western 

democracies still is organised along the left-right continuum,
81

 today the discussion 

includes the question of the extent to which the continuum can be divided into an 

economic dimension and a liberal-authoritarian dimension
82

 or ‘old’ versus ‘new’ 

politics.
83

 However, it should be noted that Lipset and Rokkan focused less on the 

‘freezing down’ of the party systems, and more on the creation of the party systems.
84

 

In a similar vein, von Beyme, in his analysis of political parties in Western Europe, 

identifies the phenomena to which the parties have reacted and opposed:
85

  

 

 Liberal parties - against l’ancien regime 

 Conservative parties – against radical societal changes 

 Workers’ parties – against the bourgeois system 

 Agrarian parties – against the industrial system 

 Regional parties – against the centralist system 

 Communist parties – against the reformist social democracy 

 Christian parties – against the secular system 

 Fascist parties – against the democratic system 

 Petty bourgeois protest parties – against the bureaucratic welfare state system 

 Ecological parties – against the growth-oriented society 

 

This list of reactions and party formation includes all central features of party 

formation and party system development in Europe over several centuries. The 

classification includes most features of Western European party systems but, naturally, 

there is variation between countries where certain parties have emerged in certain 

countries while, in others, some features are missing. There is, of course, also variation 

within each party family when it comes to the moment of creation, ideological 
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orientation, etc. The core of the classification is that party formation is based on 

reactions against phenomena. The reaction against something must not always be the 

existing order but also something that is about to happen or will happen in the future.  

If European integration is to be understood as a critical juncture it would create strong 

reactions of oppositions and we would expect to see a new party family based on this 

dimension, that is:  

 

 Eurosceptic parties – against the European Union 

 

As we will see in this study, there is a rather wide range of parties, coming from 

distinctly different ideological backgrounds who are criticizing the EU for sometimes 

radically different reasons. The lack of a common ideological perspective of the 

various parties who are Eurosceptic has forced several scholars to contend that there is 

not really a European cleavage but rather ‘domestic dissent’
86

 or that the dynamics of 

conflicts over European integration is better understood as ‘politics of opposition’
87

 

with a domestic perspective. However, at the level of the social structure, Matthew 

Gabel argues that, “for most of the EU member states, voters’ support for EU 

membership appears to provide the basis for a new electoral cleavage”.
88

  In a 

comparative study of six European states, Kriesi et al. argue that European integration 

and globalization constitute a critical juncture for conflict in Europe.
89

 They argue that 

globalization and Europeanization are parallel processes which divide previously 

cohesive groups. The transformative powers of these processes are comparable with a 

critical juncture. As no parties that compete in national elections have developed 

solely as a response to European integration Sitter argues that classifying the struggle 

over the EU as a cleavage would be to stretch the concept too far.
90

 To conclude, 

cleavages are a special type of political conflict which, from a Rokkanian perspective, 

comes out of large-scale change: critical junctures. There are diverging interpretations 

of whether or not European integration constitutes a critical juncture. There is limited 
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evidence of a partisan outgrowth stemming from the conflict over EU.
91

 One ambition 

of this study is to map the variation in support for Eurosceptic parties. As there is 

temporal variation in the study, it will also tell us something about the possible 

increase in politicization over time. Furthermore, I will also address the (few) 

instances where there have been a successful creation of single-issue parties against 

the EU (the organisational element of a cleavage). In a small section in Chapter 4, I 

will also pose a limited question of the extent to which the single-issue parties have a 

common ideological core. In the concluding chapter I will discuss the extent to which 

the findings of this study tell us something about the extent to which European 

integration provides the basis of a new electoral cleavage. I will also present an 

interpretative scheme of how this European cleavage model differs from alternative 

interpretations of how the EU affects political parties and structures of conflict.  

 
 

2.2 Europeanization and political parties 
 

This section will introduce the Europeanization of political parties and party systems. 

In the growing literature on Europeanization, several definitions have been offered. 

Olsen identifies not less than five different meanings of Europeanization: 1) changes in 

external boundaries, 2) developing institutions at the European level, 3) central 

penetration of national systems of governance, 4) exporting forms of political 

organization and 5) a political unification project.
92

 The third use of the term implies a 

top-down understanding of the process and has been used in studies of the 

Europeanization of political parties.
93

 Hix and Goetz set out two distinct dimensions, 

that of domestic actors mobilising at the European level and the effect of European 

integration on domestic systems. The second dimension provides new opportunity 

structures for domestic actors.
94

 The present study is primarily concerned with a top-

down version of Europeanization, i.e. what happens when Europe ‘hits home’. 

European integration transforms its member states, but Europeanization is not a 
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symmetrical process, i.e. not all actors or objects are subject to the same change. The 

parties and party systems seem to be less influenced by Europe than other areas. 

Undoubtedly, the European integration process transforms the member states in 

numerous ways.
95

 The scope and depth of European integration have increased 

perceptibly.
96

 The citizens are ruled by legislation made through supranational 

decision-making. In the parliamentary systems, integration has also included a form of 

vertical power sharing between the parliament and the government, since the latter acts 

as legislator in the Council, and thus there has been a notable transfer of powers to the 

governments. One would expect that these transformations of the societies and politics 

would be transmitted to the political parties and the national party systems, but they 

have not been subject to the same change caused by the European integration.
97

 

Territorial representation through the governments, since the EU to a large extent is an 

intergovernmental cooperation, has dominated over direct, electoral representation.
98

 

Despite this, one could imagine that integration as an issue of conflict has had an 

influence on domestic politics. 

2.2.1 Europeanization of political parties and party systems 

 

We will now turn to the emerging field of studies concerned with the Europeanization 

of political parties. This process takes place both at the national and the supranational 

level. The primary interest of this study is related to the national level and how 

European integration emerges as a conflict, but the two processes are interrelated. 

Ladrech identifies five areas where Europeanization of parties can occur: 

policy/programmatic content, organisational, patterns of party competition, party-

government relations, and relations beyond the national party system (with the 

European party federations).
99

 In an overview of the Europeanization of political 

parties and party systems Peter Mair makes a distinction between the impact of Europe 

and the mechanism by which this happens. The impact can be either direct or indirect. 
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The mechanisms are split between what he calls penetration of European integration to 

the national level and institutionalisation, which occurs primarily at the European 

level. In a sense, penetration of EU to the national level relates to what is elsewhere 

termed ‘top-down’ (where Europe is seen as something external to the member states 

that effects the latter in a number of ways) whereas the institutionalisation is more of a 

‘bottom-up’ perspective (where there is an “emergence and development at the 

European level of distinct structures of governance”).
100

 

 

The table summarizes the main strands of research on European party systems and 

integration. The first wave of research on political parties and European integration 

was mainly concerned with the direct elections to the European parliament and the role 

of political parties and party groups within the parliament.
101

 Research on the 

European parliament and the political parties inside the EP has developed into an 

independent sub-discipline.
 102

 This type of research is located as outcome 2 in the 

table above and is of little relevance to this study. 

 

Table 2.1 Europeanization of political parties and party systems 
 

                            MECHANISM 
         Penetration      Institutionalisation 

  
  

  
  

  
  

 I
M

P
A

C
T

 

 
Direct 

1) Emergence of new anti-

European parties, or anti-

European sentiments 

within existing political 

parties 

2) Creation and consolidation of  

pan-European party coalitions 

 
Indirect 

3) Hollowing out of 

national party 

competition, constrains on 

domestic decision-

making, devaluation of 

national electoral 

competition 

4) Emergence of alternative and  

non-partisan channels of 

representation,  

diffusion of ‘Europe’ in domestic 

discourse 
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More recently scholars have also focused on the effects European integration has on 

the national parties and party systems, studies about how European integration affects 

party competition, programmatic changes of parties, and how parties organize, and 

importantly for this study, the politics of Euroscepticism. Effects on the national level 

can be found on the left hand side of the table (penetration).  In a study of how 

European integration has affected the organisation of political parties, Aylott, et al. 

conclude that “change induced by European integration has been limited and 

patchy”,
103

 but that the process has empowered the party elites. According to Pedersen, 

the main reason the national parties resist being fully Europeanized is because they 

strive for control, especially by keeping their monopolistic control over the nomination 

of candidates in the EP-elections.
104

  

 

Also the direct effect of Europe on national party systems is limited: the party system 

format (the number of parties running in national elections) and mechanics (the way 

the parties interact) have remained unchanged by the European integration.
105

 The 

number of parties that have emerged solely because of the European issue is low, 

hence the format of the party systems are intact. Mair claims that there has been a 

limited spill-over of the party system mechanics since there is no Europeanised 

cleavage system.
 106

 This is prevented by the national parties who act as gatekeepers in 

the electoral arena and the non-existence of an independent European party-system.
107

 

There will be no European party system if there is no European executive electoral 

arena. Peter Mair suggests that “the reason why party systems appear to remain 

relatively impervious to the direct impact of Europeanization…[is] the parties make it 

so”.
108

 In contrast, Johansson and Raunio claim that; “the European dimension has 

destabilized national party systems and caused realignments, for example in 

Denmark.”
109

 They argue that in certain cases the European dimension has played a 

role in government formation and coalition bargaining. Mair’s conclusions are 
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important for this study since the Eurosceptic parties provide a potential challenge that 

could make the European dimension enter domestic political life – also when only the 

direct effects of European integration are considered. The contagion of a new 

dimension in an established conflict pattern needs to be brought by a carrier, which in 

this case could be the mobilization of an opposition. In order to challenge the ‘limited 

spill-over thesis’, it is necessary to acquire sufficient information about the conditions 

under which European integration is politicized. 

 

The indirect effects of integration on national parties seem to be more pronounced. 

Mair notes that the space for changing policy alternatives domestically is severely 

limited because of European integration, thus encouraging mainstream parties to avoid 

the European issue in national elections and causing “a hollowing out of competition 

among those parties with a governing aspiration. As such, it promotes a degree of 

consensus across the mainstream and an inevitable reduction in the range of policy 

alternatives to voters.”
110

 The European issue is taken out of the national electoral 

arena and thus depoliticized. At present, the only way that the European issue can gain 

access to the national arena is through referenda.
111

 I will return to this theme in the 

concluding discussions in Chapter 6. 

 

What we will bring from this section is the link between the present study and other 

work on Europeanization of parties and party systems. The present study belongs to 

research of Europeanization that studies the impact of European integration on 

domestic systems. The study will not be concerned with supranational developments 

or organizational change of parties. Rather, the study concerns the direct impact 

through the mechanism of penetration as described above. However, the ‘limited spill-

over thesis’ is still of importance as this study aims to challenge it. Furthermore, the 

tension between politicization and de-politicization will be discussed in light of my 

findings in the concluding chapter.  
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2.3 Politicization and European integration 
 

De-politicization as an indirect effect of European integration at the national level was 

discussed above. The decreasing range of policy alternatives and the judicalisation of 

politics are examples of how the previously politicized issues get de-politicized. 

Vivien Schmidt argues that the EU is a polity without politics.
112

 However, in other 

fields of EU-studies increased attention has been given to how integration gets 

increasingly politicized. Hooghe and Marks argue that politicization plays a great role 

in the move from a ‘permissive consensus’ to a ‘constraining dissensus’.
113

 In lexical 

terms, politicization in general refers to the process whereby something gets a political 

character.
114

 In early neo-functionalist studies of regional integration, the emergence of 

a federal polity would shift loyalties of subjects towards the emerging center.
115

 

Schmitter refers to politicization in this context as a process whereby “the 

controversiality of joint decision-making goes up. This in turn is likely to lead to a 

widening of the audience or clientele interested and active in integration.”
116

 

Intergovernmentalists, on the other hand, would rather see that bargaining takes place 

at the national level and that supranational conflicts would not emerge.
117

 In recent 

studies of politicization the concept is used in various ways and signs of politicization 

can be found in different types of analysis. De Wilde categorizes the manifestations of 

politicization in three different groups: institutions, decision-making processes and 

issues. The first category mainly concerns the political institutions at the EU level; 

they become politicized when party politicians gain a wider role of them. There are 

studies that have identified a growing degree of party politicization in the European 

Commission because it is “increasingly …. composed of political heavyweights”.
118

 

Party considerations at the level of negotiations in the Council have risen.
119

 The role 
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of party affiliations at the European Council meetings has been studied.
120

 Concerning 

decision-making, politicization refers to the increasing role elected politicians at the 

expense of bureaucrats and technocrats. Here studies of the council working groups 

have shown that there has been a shift from a strictly technocratic governance to a 

more political one.
121

 Finally, the politicization of issues refers to the increased 

contestation of issues concerning European integration. Studies in this category have 

been concerned with growing tendencies of controversies around the EU in mass 

media
122

, parliamentary debates and street protest
123

 apart from the studies of elections, 

voters and parties.
124

  

 

Another strand of the growing debate about the politicization of the EU-level has been 

more normatively oriented. In this debate the question asked has been if the European 

Union should be more politicized. Despite some doubts over the extent to which the 

European-level party system can be compared to the well-institutionalized national 

party systems, there is a growing debate about the need to develop the European level 

party system to something that resembles the national ones. Particularly Simon Hix 

has in a number of normatively oriented books and articles argued that what the 

European Union would need is to have more competitive politics at the supranational 

level.
125

 The European Union is often described as a consensual polity
126

, where main 

actors coalesce towards broad solutions. In the case of the European parliament, broad 

coalitions between the main parties at the center of the party system are formed in 

order to strengthen the position of their institution vis-à-vis the other institutions in the 

EU (the Council and the Commission). Therefore, majorities are unclear and voters, 

with little information, lack adequate possibilities to hold representatives accountable. 

To resolve this, Hix proposes that there should be more of majoritarian, or 
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Westminster-style, politics in the EU.
127

 He argues that the political parties in the 

European Parliament are already much more cohesive than is commonly perceived and 

that there are tendencies of more competitive behavior inside the EP along the left-

right axis. It is also along this dimension that he argues that political conflict at the EU 

level should be structured.
128

 A number of objections against this argument have been 

raised. First, it is more difficult in the EU’s special form of constitutional arrangement 

to separate conflicts surrounding the substance of politics from the form of politics. 

Since the European treaties regulate both and since there is no clear-cut separation 

between the two, there is a risk that an increased conflict between left and right may 

spill over to constitutional issues. Thereby the fragile stability of the system may be 

put under risk as politics would cause more tensions than it would solve.
129

 Secondly, 

and related to the first, stimulating conflict over the EU may lead to false hopes about 

what kind of policy alternatives are available, as many of the substantive policy 

proposals that one may advance cannot be achieved due to the constitutional 

constraints in the treaties.
130

 Thirdly, due to the different timing of the composition of 

the main institutional bodies (Commission, Parliament and Council (via the national 

elections)), it seems unlikely that stable majorities (and oppositions) would emerge. 

Finally, and in more general terms, there is a concern that infusing more of 

majoritarian politics in the EU would destabilize the system as such.
131

    

 

In a study focused on the politicization of public Stratham and Trenz write that 

“politicization occurs through a combination of the Europeanization of national public 

spheres, on the one side, and public contestation over European issues and decision, on 

the other”.
132

 De Wilde argues that the different manifestations of politicization are in 

fact “manifestations of an encompassing process which concerns the input of political 

demands into the EU political system. ‘Politicized’ issues will be dealt with in 

‘politicized’ decision-making processes as the final decision is made by politicians, 
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rather than bureaucrats or lawyers”.
133

 So, in fact, it all starts with how controversial 

an issue is and what kind of awareness surrounds the issue. The degree of contestation 

over Europe is in this study analyzed as the presence and strength of Euroscepticism, 

something that easily plays into the increasing polarization around European 

integration.    

 

When trying to find an encompassing definition of politicization, De Wilde argues that 

politicization of “European integration can be defined as an increase in polarization of 

opinions, interests or values and the extent to which they are publicly advanced 

towards the process of policy formulation within the EU”.
134

  This definition is 

convincing as it includes both the element of polarization of opinions and that these 

are advanced. However, I think that it should be linked more closely to the relations 

between representatives and voters. As I will argue below, a true politicization will 

occur only if voters are included in a more explicit way. In this sense, I concur with 

Bartolini who argues that politicization of integration issues is required and that; 

 

“the debate moves from a predominant elitist-technocratic character to an increasingly politicized character. Yet 

a third step is necessary, that the scope of political participation and mobilisation around these politicized issues 

increases and therefore national political elite become vulnerable to public opinion mood.”
135

 

 

When the issue of European integration enters clearer into the area of mass politics, it 

can be politicized. Bartolini writes that the “shift in the location of institutional power 

related to European integration may be accompanied by a corresponding change in the 

efforts of mass politics. As historically the rise of the state is associated with a 

transformation of collective action from localized to centralized, from spontaneous to 

planned, from reactive to proactive, from ephemeral to enduring, the development of 

the European Union (EU) may produce changes in the forms of mass politics 

actions.”
136

 Bartolini outlines four strands in the literature on parties and voter 

alignments which concerns issues of i) genetic issues, that is how structures are 
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politicized through conflicts and organisations, ii) representational issues, that is, the 

extent to which representatives are responsive to electorates, iii) alignment issues, that 

is, how dimensions are related to one another and how they relate to new issues and iv) 

morphology issues, that is, how format changes affect the stability and performance of 

the system.137 This way of reasoning stresses the importance of investigating the 

conditions under which opposition to the EU, in the shape of Euroscepticism, is of 

value. In a similar vein, Hooghe and Marks argue that the mismatch between popular 

perceptions of the EU and elite perceptions may produce an opportunity for the 

politicization of European integration. They write that as “European integration has 

grown in scope and depth, it has proved ripe for politicization. But there is nothing 

inevitable about this. Whether an issue enters mass politics depends not on its intrinsic 

importance, but on whether a political party picks it up.”
138 In Hooghe and Marks 

account, politicization is primarily driven by strategic incentives of political parties, 

especially who are outside the ‘cartel’ of governing parties.
139

 The negative public 

opinion and an increasing salience of European integration increase the likelihood of 

this development.  On the chances of the emergence of a new integration dimension, 

Bartolini writes: “On the integration dimension, realignments depend from the 

existence of a prolonged, salient and systematic misfit between the preferences and the 

policy pursued by national political parties and those of their electorates.”
140

 This 

context is an important point of departure for the present study.  

 

Although politicization can mean many things, in this thesis the emphasis is put on 

party-politics and patterns of opposition. As argued earlier, we can define 

politicization of European integration as “an increase in polarization of opinions, 

interests or values and the extent to which they are publicly advanced towards the 

process of policy formulation within the EU”.
141

  I argue that this definition should be 

qualified by adding the political mobilization of opposition towards the EU. This 

entails that the object (the issue of conflict) is interpreted differently by different 
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actors. In that sense, it requires a polarisation of expressed opinions. If a major change 

in our societies takes place, but to which there is a total consensus, obviously, no 

conflict will emerge. Only if a critique is expressed, other actors need to clarify and 

explain the reasons to their position.  

 

The broader concept that I study is politicization. The more abstract a concept, the 

wider the range of cases.
142

 I argue that the concept of politicization can be broken 

down into a number of subcategories. By specifying these elements, I try to narrow 

down the range of cases it covers. According to Sartori, one fallacy in the use of 

concepts is when we lighten them so they may travel farther; this is where the problem 

of conceptual stretching occurs. This means that we have stretched the original 

concept beyond its sensible limits. I argue that my specification of the broader concept 

of politicization as the party-political and electoral mobilisation against the EU is a 

way of reducing the risk of conceptual stretching.
143

 Sartori uses the terms ‘extension’ 

and ‘intension’ to refer to these dimensions of concept formation. The extension of a 

concept refers to the range of cases it covers (denotation) and the intension refers to 

the number of properties or attributes a concept has (connotation).
144

 Therefore the 

“same concept can have one meaning when we are at the top of the ladder of 

abstraction, and many meanings, when we have climbed down that ladder of 

abstraction. The real question is not how many meanings there are, but rather knowing 

where on the ladder we stand.”
145

 The interest of this study is to examine how 

opposition to the EU is expressed in party-politics. In order to identify and measure the 

patterns of party-based opposition to the EU, we need proxies. In this study, the 

proxies used are: i) the number of Eurosceptic parties, ii) the vote share obtained by 

Eurosceptic parties and iii) the formation and success of single-issue Eurosceptic 

parties (SIEP). I am not arguing that all of these components need to be present for 

there to be a situation whereby European integration is politicized. It is open for 

empirical investigation if, for instance, the electoral strength of existing parties with 
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Eurosceptic profile reduces the likelihood of emergence of SIEP.  The main thrust of 

this section has been to point out the growing importance of research on the 

politicization of the EU. Furthermore, I have stressed the importance of including an 

element of mass politics into our understanding of when and how the EU becomes 

politicized and I have argued that the role of opposition is central to understanding 

how this might work. I will now turn to partisan responses to European integration and 

the concept of Euroscepticism.  

 

2.4 Euroscepticism 
 

Previously in this chapter, we have surveyed the literature on political parties, 

Europeanization and politicization. This section examines the expressions of partisan 

responses to European integration. There are different interpretations of the political 

space of the EU. Both neo-functionalists and intergovernmentalists tend to see the EU-

policy space in these terms where actors involved in the process have preferences form 

‘more integration’ to ‘less integration’.
146

  The main focus, from these perspectives, is 

that the battle over European issues is concerned with the delegation of powers to the 

supranational authorities.
147

 A second one-dimensional model is based on the 

economic component of the left-right dimension of national politics. The main issue 

here would be a political space defined by battles over market regulation versus 

market liberalization.
148

 Thirdly, Hix has proposed that the political space of the EU is 

two-dimensional, and that the two dimensions are unrelated or orthogonal. According 

to Hix, “there are two main dimensions of EU politics: an Integration-Independence 

dimension and a Left-Right dimension.”
149

 In all forms of territorial integration a 

conflict between centre and periphery is created, where groups whose identity and 

interest are threatened by integration fear it. “In the case of the EU, these groups are 

‘nations’, who define their identities by a common territory, historical myths, mass 

culture, legal rights and duties, and economy. Consequently, this ‘national/territorial 

cleavage’ is manifest at the EU level if any of these features of national identity are 
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threatened and/or if some nations are perceived to benefit (through gaining resources, 

for example) at the expense of others.”
150

. Even though there are disagreements over 

the extent to which European integration constitutes a separate dimension in politics, I 

would argue that the vertical line of tension nowadays complements the horizontal 

political conflicts, regardless of the extent to which positions on the vertical dimension 

are predisposed to placement on the left-right axis.
151

  

 

In this section the range of party positions will be introduced. As this study focuses on 

opposition to the EU, special attention will be given to Eurosceptic positions. The 

concept of Euroscepticism has to a large extent been controversial. I will introduce 

different conceptualisations below. There are several ways to understand how parties 

decide their attitude towards the EU; is it guided by basic ideology or rather party 

strategies? While some stress that party positions towards the EU is predicted by the 

basic ideological orientations of the parties
152

, other argue that party strategies and 

factors relating to the domestic political environment are better placed to predict 

attitudes to the EU.
153

 This discussion, quite pronounced in the literature, will not be 

addressed in this study. Rather, the focus of the study is on what conditions that are 

favourable for Euroscepticism to flourish. Still, in the mapping of individual parties, 

issues of basic ideological orientations as well political parties’ spatial location within 

the party systems will be touched upon in the country-by-country analysis in Chapter 

4. 

2.4.1 Defining Euroscepticism 

 
The literature regarding partisan responses to European integration has grown over 

time. Different scholars have proposed by a large number of attempts to classify 

parties in how they respond to integration. While some focus on rather simple 

classifications where only the degree of support/opposition to the EU is mentioned, 

others have tried to include more fine-grained classificatory schemes.
154

 Conti and 
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Verzichelli have listed five different positions towards European integration.
155

 Their 

classification include ‘hard’ Euroscepticism, ‘soft’ Euroscepticism, functional 

Europeanism, identity Europeanism and a position in between which is a non-

commitment or no-mention class. Essentially this classification refers to the degree of 

support of European integration, that is, the intensity with which parties accept 

European integration. This is one important aspect when analysing political parties and 

European integration. However, as will be more discussed below, one may also argue 

that it is not the intensity of Europeanism that is most relevant. Several studies of 

individual parties, or at times in comparative research, have instead analysed what kind 

of Europe parties want.
156

 We will now turn to a conceptual discussion of 

Euroscepticism, which is necessary to understand the parties’ positions.  

 

The New Oxford Dictionary defines a Eurosceptic as “a person who is opposed to 

increasing the powers of the European Union”.
157

 This definition only refers to giving 

the EU more powers and not to the total rejection of the European integration project 

or by proposing dissolution of the EU or a withdrawal from the union by certain 

countries. First we need to specify what we mean by ‘Euro’. It is not related to 

‘Europe’ as continent, not is it related to the common currency. Rather, it refers to the 

process of European integration, in the shape of the European Union. Secondly, the 

concept of ‘scepticism’ needs to be clarified. The Oxford English Dictionary defines a 

sceptical person as someone “who doubts truth of (esp. religious) doctrine or theory 

etc.; a person inclined to question truth of facts or statements or claims; philosopher 

who questions the possibility of knowledge”.
158

 According to this definition, 

Euroscepticism needs is not necessarily a negativism to the EU, but can rather be 

understood as a critical review of the process of European integration or reservations 

about the same process. Since we need to understand what to look for, a definition of 

Euroscepticism is needed. Richard Katz addresses the question of what ‘scepticism’ in 

Euroscepticism refers to. “As the term has been used in the political discourse, 
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Euroscepticism is roughly the opposite of the less commonly used term ‘europhilia’, 

and denotes opposition to ‘the European project’ (itself a rather loosely defined 

concept). Before simply accepting this usage, however, it is important to realize that 

‘scepticism’ ordinarily refers to doubts or reservations rather than to outright 

opposition.”
159

 ‘Euroscepticism’ is clearly a difficult term in both analytical meaning 

and as a descriptive tool. Forster notes that the term Euroscepticism generally “has 

been employed as a generic label that defines a negative point of view towards the 

European Union.”
160

 In a study of Euroscepticism in Britain, he argues that the term 

“needs to be seen as a particular manifestation of a school of thought about the value 

of Britain’s involvement with moves towards supranational European integration”.
161

 

Although the content of the arguments changes over time Forster finds that there are 

some “core concerns” that remain with a “focus on sovereignty, national identity and 

the need for economic and political independence”.
162

 Alexandre-Collier who has 

studied the British Conservative party, defines a Eurosceptic person as someone who 

doubts the utility and viability of economic and political union.
163

 Another British 

perspective of the term and its content is given by Stephen George, who identifies 

three degrees of Euroscepticism: i) doubts about the form that integration is taking; ii) 

doubts about the benefits and advisability of further integration; and iii) hostility to the 

European project as a whole.
164

 Similarly, Sharpe describes British Euroscepticism as 

“a set of opinions that are broadly hostile to the EU”,
165

 the arguments of which go 

along political, historical and economic lines. Bertrand Benoit, who has critically 

analysed the anti-European discourse in France during the 1990s, defines the 

Eurosceptic rhetoric as “structured around a common ideology … and pretending to 

respond to three major concerns of the time: the state of the economy, identity, and 

Europe”, concluding that “Euroscepticism specifically contributed to these three 

debates by resorting at the same time to Marxism, socialism, and strong reminiscences 

of pre-war nationalism. This is why it is possible to refer to its underlying ideology as 
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‘social-nationalism’”.
166

 In the discourse of the Eurosceptics in 1990s France a number 

of features appear: “European integration was considered historically and 

geopolitically flawed; it was presented as a threat to democracy; it was said to be 

incompatible with French institutions; it was seen as an economic threat; and it posed a 

challenge to French national identity”
167

. In a study on public Euroscepticism in 

Denmark, France and the UK, Sorensen disentangles the concept into four different 

types of scepticism addressing four different types of concerns: economic, sovereignty, 

democracy and social policy. She finds that there is quite a bit of variation between the 

countries. While Danish and British public Euroscepticism share strong concerns 

about sovereignty, the French are more concerned with the social aspects.
168

   

   

When mapping Euroscepticism in contemporary Western European party systems, 

Paul Taggart defines Euroscepticism in an encompassing way as “the idea of 

contingent and qualified opposition, as well as incorporating outright and unqualified 

opposition to the process of European integration”.
169

 In later works Taggart (together 

with Aleks Szczerbiak) has made a distinction between parties that are ‘hard’ 

Eurosceptics and those that are ‘soft’ Eurosceptics.
170

 According to them, ‘hard’ 

Euroscepticism as being where “there is a principled opposition to the EU and 

European integration and can be seen in parties who think that their countries should 

withdraw from membership, or whose policies towards the EU are tantamount to being 

opposed to the whole project of European integration as it is currently conceived”
171

 

whereas ‘soft’ Euroscepticism is where “there is NOT a principled objection to 

European integration or EU membership but where concerns on one (or a number) of 

policy areas leads to the expression of qualified opposition to the EU, or where there is 

a sense that ‘national interest’ is currently at odds with the EU trajectory”.
172

 Kopecky 

and Mudde see a number of weaknesses with this definition: first, soft Euroscepticism 

is so loosely defined that “virtually every disagreement with any policy decision of the 

                                              
166

 Benoit 1997:2-3 
167

 Benoit 1997:70 
168

 Sørensen 2007 
169

 Taggart 1998:366  
170

 Taggart and Szczerbiak 2001, Taggart and Szczerbiak 2002 
171

 Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b:2 
172

 Szczerbiak and Taggart 2008b:2 



 

54 

 

EU can be included”. Second, the distinction between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ is later blurred 

when Taggart and Szczerbiak argue that “in practice hard Euroscepticism can be 

identified by the principled objections to the current form of European integration in 

the EU”. Third, the criteria to connect and to separate the two forms remain unclear.  

Fourth, the categories hard and soft do not enough make the distinction between the 

ideas of European integration on the one hand and the European Union as the 

embodiment of these ideas on the other. Instead, Kopecky and Mudde draw on 

Easton’s distinction between ‘diffuse’ and ‘specific’ support for regimes.
173

 By diffuse 

support they mean support for the general ideas of European integration that underlie 

the EU and by specific support they denote support for the general practice of 

European integration, that is, the EU as it is and it is developing. They propose these 

two dimensions for a better understanding of party positions on European integration: 

“The first dimension, ‘support for the ideas of European integration’, separates the 

Europhiles from the Europhobes”
174

 and the “second dimension of our typology, 

‘support for the European Union, separates EU-optimists from EU-pessimists.”
175

 

 

         Table 2.2 Four positions towards European integration 

                                                           Support for European integration        

         Europhile                      Europhobe 

 

 EU-optimist          Euroenthusiasts               Europragmatists 

Support for  

EU 

                           EU-pessimist        

                                                Eurosceptics                     Eurorejects 

 

   

In sum, there are essentially two ways of locating Eurosceptic parties. The one 

proposed by Taggart is based on a scale of attitudes towards the EU ranging from pro-

integration all the way to hard Euroscepticism. There are good reasons to question the 

soft Euroscepticism category as it may be too loosely defined. As European integration 
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concerns more and more policy areas, it becomes virtually impossible for any political 

party not to be critical of any aspects. The question is then to identify the issues of 

such importance that a party criticizes the EU for in order for that particular party to be 

labelled ‘soft’ Eurosceptic. Mudde and Kopecky, on the other hand, present an 

analytical scheme that is more encompassing and tell us more about the content of the 

critique. However, as we will discuss in the next chapter, their categorization makes a 

larger comparative study harder to conduct. 

 

The operational definition of a concept is an impoverishment of the concept itself. The 

dominant take on Euroscepticism is to divide it into the categories of ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ 

Euroscepticism. This division has been criticized for not being clear enough. A 

classification needs to have two important characteristics. It should be exclusive in the 

sense that one case cannot belong to more than one class, and secondly it should be 

exhaustive, meaning that no case should be without a place in any class.
176

 Mudde and 

Kopecky especially criticized the category soft Euroscepticism because it says very 

little about where this class ends.
177

As European integration encompass such large 

policy areas and affects the member states in so many ways, a party that has no 

objections to any area or policy is probably difficult to find. Therefore, one could fit 

robustly pro-European parties into this category. There is a trade-off between the 

intention and the extension of a concept. A broad extension of the concept has the 

advantage to include a wider range of cases, whereas the intention of a concept has the 

advantage of referring to more properties and therefore being more specific.
178

 I think 

that it is important in the present study to be as certain as possible that no parties are 

included where there are doubts about the extent to which they really be labelled 

Eurosceptic. Therefore I will only include parties that can fit into the category of hard 

Eurosceptics, as defined above. Even though I follow this definition, the criterion 

which divides the category soft from the hard is not entirely clear. We therefore need 

careful analysis of especially those parties who are not advocating the withdrawal from 

the EU of their country, but who object principally to the EU in order for these parties 
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not to be wrongly classified as soft (or hard) Eurosceptics. In a sense, the key element 

here is to define what we mean by principled opposition to the EU. My solution is to 

combine various sources. In the next chapter I will introduce the data and 

classifications used for identifying Eurosceptic parties. I will discuss why I have opted 

for this solution, how the two sources are used, and what difficulties this strategy 

presents.  
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3 Analytical framework and methods  
 

The first decades of research of European integration focussed on the emerging 

institutions of the EU
179

  and intergovernmental bargaining
180

. Central to these studies 

were questions relating to what drives integration, how the delegation of power to the 

supranational level takes place and how the new centre operates. In more recent times 

there has been an emerging field which employs the tools and concepts from 

comparative politics to understand the functioning of the EU-level political system as 

well as how European integration affects the member states.
181

 My study falls into this 

category. I will therefore introduce the comparative method that will be employed in 

this study, but first I will introduce the analytical framework. I will first lay out the 

motivations and considerations guiding the selection of the dependent variables. I will 

then proceed to a discussion on what can explain variation in which the choice to study 

institutions will be motivated.  

 

3.1 Politicization as party-based opposition 
 
In previous sections, most notably in the introduction and the conceptual section on 

politicization, I have argued why the study focuses on patterns of opposition to the EU. 

In this section, I will discuss the selection of the dependent variables: the number of 

Eurosceptic parties, the vote support of Eurosceptic parties and the emergence of 

single-issue Eurosceptic parties.  

3.1.1 The number of Eurosceptic parties  

 
The logic behind why it is important to measure the number of parties that are 

Eurosceptic is that the frequency, or sheer existence of, tells us how polarised the issue 

of European integration is within a given party system. If there is an absence of 

principled opposition to the EU in a given party-system, then the normative element 
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(polarisation of opinions) of a cleavage is missing. Secondly, the variation of the 

number of Eurosceptic parties tells us something about the extent to which political 

actors foresee potential electoral gains to be made by opposing Europe. It is not always 

clear, with respect to party-voter linkage, who is cueing whom, that is, if parties 

change their position to satisfy public opinion or if party positions form public 

opinion.
182

  Regardless of the direction of representation (from above or from 

below)
183

 the presence of party-based Euroscepticism tells us something about the 

politicization of the European question. Finally, the variation in the number of 

Eurosceptic parties over time (within certain country settings) gives us variation in the 

‘supply’ of party-based Euroscepticism. An increase in the number of parties 

campaigning on a clearly Eurosceptic platform is therefore taken as an account of an 

increased politicization of the EU. In contrast, the waning of Eurosceptic alternatives, 

in a given country, can be understood as a decrease in contestation over Europe. There 

may be a wide range of explanations of why a party changes its position vis-à-vis 

European integration
184

, some of which (for instance internal party politics, 

transnational party relations) fall outside the scope of this study. I will focus on the 

political opportunity structure that surrounds these actors, and how they produce 

political incentives.  

3.1.2 The vote share obtained by Eurosceptic parties 

 
Obviously, there is a strong link between the existence of Eurosceptic parties and the 

vote support they obtain: if there is no offer of parties campaigning on such a platform, 

there can be no votes. Voters with strong Eurosceptic preferences can in such situation 

either vote for a pro-European party or abstain.
185

 The reason to why it is important to 

study the level of vote support for Eurosceptic parties is that it tells us how big 

segments of the respective electorates are that are willing to express their opposition to 

the EU in elections. The vote support for Eurosceptic parties can of course be due to 

other reasons than the European issue as such. Many of the Eurosceptic parties belong 
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to the rising extreme right-wing in Europe, hence the increasing importance of 

conflicts surrounding immigration probably also contributes to the increased support. 

However, there is research that stresses how well reluctance to the EU fits with a 

general nationalist ideology.
186

 Therefore, the two issues may reinforce one another.
187

 

In this study, it will be assumed that an increase in the number of voters that are 

willing to give their support to parties that are clearly hostile to the EU will serve as an 

indicator of its importance. It can be questioned whether many (and successful) 

Eurosceptic parties in a certain country really can account for how politicized the issue 

has become in that given country. The main argument against the use of electoral 

support of parties with a Eurosceptic profile as a measurement of the extent to which 

Europe is politicized is the generally speaking low levels of salience of the European 

issue.
188

 The degree to which the elections are fought on European issues has always 

been relatively low. Already since the first direct elections to the European parliament 

in 1979, analysts have noted that these elections are second-order national elections.
189

 

This means that national parties compete on domestic platforms with little or no 

reference to the European Union. Low levels of salience can be explained by the 

mismatch between voters and parties on the European dimension which gives the 

parties strong incentives to keep low levels of salience and thereby maintaining loyal 

voters.
190

 Parties prefer to keep political competition along existing dimensions of 

contestation. The low levels of salience of the EU among the parties and the relatively 

low weight that voters give to the issue could provide a problem. If, as an hypothetical 

example, a party (in country A) with a Eurosceptic profile obtains 40% of the votes in 

an election while hardly ever mentioning the EU, while three parties (in country B) 

receives only 10% when campaigning on an exclusively Eurosceptic platform, is there 

more Euroscepticism in country A or B? In this study the success of Eurosceptic 

parties will be treated as an indicator for an increased politicization. There are several 

convincing arguments for doing so: First, it will have to be with assumption of 

informed voters that do know what program the party they are voting for have. 
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Naturally, voters may have many different motivations for their choices but the results 

of the European Elections Studies indicate that voters actually do know how to place 

parties on the integration scale.
191

 The perceptions of the voters seem to be accurate or 

at least correspond to other sources of identification of parties. Second, with a 

carefully done selection of parties only those parties with a clear and manifest anti-EU 

profile will be included. Thirdly, there is also research that points to the relative and 

growing salience of the EU as a conflict in electoral competition.
192

  

3.1.3 The formation and success of single-issue Eurosceptic parties  

 

In this study focus and emphasis will also be on the creation of new single-issue anti-

EU parties (SIEP). These parties are less institutionalized than most other parties 

included in this study, they most often campaign exclusively to the European 

Parliament and they have weaker organisations than other parties. Does this mean that 

they cannot be defined as parties? As I follow the definition of a political party in 

Sartori’s minimal definition as “any political group that presents at elections, and is 

capable of placing through elections, candidates for public office”
193

, they can 

certainly be defined as political parties. There are many anti-EU action groups and 

NGO’s that have played an important role as carriers of public sentiments towards the 

EU, but they have not placed candidates for elections. If we perceive European 

integration as a critical juncture in history, then we should also see the outgrowth of 

organisations or political agents that use this conflict. The sections devoted to the 

SIEPs include analysis of both the number of groups and of vote support.  

 

3.2 Explaining variation: the role of institutions 
 

There are several ways of trying to answer the research question and there are different 

possible levels of explanation. The variation of politicization could depend on 

structural, institutional or more actor-oriented variables. If we consider the structural 

variables one could argue that the propensity towards anti-EU sentiments varies along 
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with some structures that were present before the EU, that is, different kinds of 

historical experiences. The past experience of each of the European states is, of course, 

very different but we can still find some concepts that can capture how attitudes 

towards the new centre are likely to vary. Many studies on national traditions and 

European integration focus on the historical roots of certain countries’ relationships to 

the EU.
194

 Many of them are single case studies, although there are certain 

comparative examples too.
195

 However, there is a lack of systematic comparative 

research that investigates the causal relationship between historical-structural variables 

and different state preferences towards the EU.  In order to conduct a comparative 

research agenda it would require substantial inquiry into state traditions. Several 

hypotheses about the role of state traditions are very difficult to operationalize and 

control for. What the analysis of structural variables does say is why in a certain 

country there seems to be a higher propensity for having a contentious relation to 

supranational integration.  

Another level of analysis would be to identify the ‘discursive frames’ in the debate 

about Europe in the various countries. One could argue that “(d)iscursive opportunities 

are an important component of the political opportunity structure.”
196

 These frames 

can determine what sensible and realistic claims are in a given context. The national 

narratives about Europe can define what can be said and what cannot be said. Even 

though these differences probably matter and determine the fate of those wanting to 

challenge the main interpretation (or if those narratives are consistent or ambivalent), 

the problem is that not only does it require a massive research effort to determine 

fourteen national narratives, they also may differ over time. As an example, Diez 

Medrano has shown that the national narratives about Europe in Germany and Spain at 
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their core relate to the experience of democratic breakdown and fascist regimes in 

those countries.
197

 Against this backdrop, the discursive opportunity structures are very 

limited. Plausible as it seems, it becomes unmanageable in a large-scale comparison. 

Furthermore, it seems that behind the discursive structures, there are the historical 

facts which would raise the question of why one should analyze the discursive 

outcomes rather than the historical experience itself.      

Thirdly, one could imagine a study that focuses on the actors that are more or less 

inclined to be agents for the politicization of an emerging issue. The inclination of 

individual potential political entrepreneurs would guide a more focused study of these 

actors. This type of study would have to be based on a theory about micro-preferences 

of actors. Studies of opinion and individual preferences would fall into this category.  

 

The main focus of this thesis is the meso-level, that is, the institutional incentive 

structure, where the probability of politicization of the European issue will be 

measured against institutional incentives and political opportunity structures. In 

contrast with actor-centred studies, a focus on institutions and political opportunity 

structures will emphasize the exogenous conditions for party success rather than 

factors relating to the actors themselves.
198

  

 

The three approaches sketched above are not mutually exclusive nor are the variables 

independent of any influence of each other. There is most likely a high degree of 

overlap between the explanatory levels. Any actor present in a political system is also 

part of that system and can hardly be separated from this system. Only if preferences 

are considered as strictly exogenous can they be excluded from the surrounding 

institutional and structural environment. The institutional arrangements often reflect an 

historical heritage, but in contrast to historical heritage, institutional arrangement can 

vary – although slowly – over time. Institutions are especially interesting to study in 

the light of Europeanization, since they function as filters that lay between the political 

production at EU level and the effects they have on the national level.
199
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Research on political opportunity structures has primarily concerned the impact of 

available opportunities for the mobilization of social movements.
200

 However, also 

political parties are studied in this way, especially in the case of new parties and new 

conflict.
201

 Rydgren makes use of political opportunity structures when studying the 

emergence of extreme right wing parties in Europe and focuses on the emergence of 

electoral niches and processes of dealignmnet and realignment as well as politicization 

of new issues.
202

 Arzheimer and Carter have made a similar study on the topic, also 

employing the term political opportunity structures.
203

 In Tarrow’s scheme, state 

structures are stable opportunities but when change occurs it opens up new chances for 

political action.
204

 The opportunities open when there is a change in the institutional 

power or balance which can be used by actors. In a seminal study on political protest, 

Kitschelt describes political opportunity structures as “specific configurations of 

resources, institutional arrangements and historical precedents for social mobilization, 

which facilitate the development of protest movements in some instances and 

constrain them in others”.
205

 This leads us to ask what an institution is.  

 

Hall offers a broad definition of institutions which include: “the formal rules, 

compliance procedures, and standard operating practices that structure relationship 

between individuals in various units of the polity and economy”.
206

 There are various 

accounts of what institutions are, from the view of rational choice institutionalism
207

 

that gives a ‘minimalist’ account of institutions as providing the rules that stipulate 

permissibility of actions in a given setting, to ‘normative’ and ‘sociological’ 

institutionalism which stress the capacity of institutions to adapt to the environment 

and to make changes conform to a logic of appropriateness.
208

 One issue of particular 

concern when it comes to institutions and the study of political parties is the extent to 
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which the parties themselves can alter the institutional settings or not, that is how does 

institutional change come about? In ‘historical’ institutionalism, which in general 

seems better placed to explain stability rather than change, institutions exist in an 

equilibrium that can be changed in certain situations – formative moments – which are 

followed by periods of stability and institutional persistence in which only incremental 

and path-dependent change occurs. From this perspective, preferences are essentially 

endogenous to institutions which may provide a problem for research on political 

parties as they – alone or together in the party system – may i) hold preferences that 

are exogenous to the institutions and ii) are actors within the institutions that actually 

may alter them (such as the degree of polarization, the electoral system, the decision to 

call a referendum, etc.). The point in relation to the exogeneity is that if the norm to 

follow is to be pro-European, we would see no instances of Euroscepticism. Parties 

may hold other preferences, but the matter of concern is how institutions may 

constrain the transposition of these other positions into the system. Secondly, the 

emphasis on path-dependence will privilege case-studies over time and neglect studies 

across space.
209

 As one concern of this study is how institutional incentives change 

over time it would seem logical to search for stability and change in the way of 

historical institutionalism. However, the objections raised above about preferences and 

comparisons across space do not point in that direction. Instead, I have no intention of 

making a claim about what sort of institutionalism is better placed to explain the 

different patterns of party-based Euroscepticism, but will limit myself to note that 

there seems to be an agreement among various perspectives from the literature around 

the basic notion that institutions seem to matter and that the institutional setting can 

provide opportunities for political actors, such as parties.   

 

Much of the literature on institutions is embedded in a discussion of ‘structure-

agency’. Even though there may be stark disagreements on many things, many tend to 

agree that institutions can pose constraints to political agency. One central argument of 

this study is that the party system can be understood as a political opportunity structure 

(and in a sense an institution) that may constrain or facilitate outcomes. The 

                                              
209

 Lees 2008:31 



 

65 

 

established parties within the party system provide opportunities for those aiming to 

challenge the stability.
210

 In that sense, the party system can be understood as an 

institution. However, I have made a slight distinction between formal rules and the 

party system, which instead are treated as a political opportunity structure. In a study 

on the success of radical right wing parties in Europe, Arzheimer and Carter use the 

concept of political opportunity structures. They make a distinction between long-

term, medium-term and short-term institutional features of opportunity structures. 

Long-term institutional variables are related to the electoral system and the degree of 

decentralization of the states, medium-term variables include the role of the party 

system and short-term variables are contextual features closer to current affairs.
211

 

There is a degree of overlap of the items I introduce below. Rather than placing all 

variables as political opportunity structures but with distinctions in relation to time, I 

have instead chosen to separate those variables that deal with what can be describes as 

the ‘demand side’ of party-based Euroscepticism (public opinion towards the EU and 

electoral dealignment) from those features of the institutional setup which has a 

constitutional component (electoral system and referendum) from the variables that are 

related to the party system.  

 

We can conclude that institutions can influence outcomes and, from this perspective, 

the institutional variation among the member states can foster or prevent effects on the 

national level. Certain combinations of institutions might therefore prevent the 

European issue from becoming contested in certain countries while the opposite is true 

in others. Over time, the institutional incentives may be altered and might therefore 

alter the outcome.  

 

The following section identifies a number of constraining and facilitating factors that 

may explain variation of the level of politicization among the member states. I 

hypothesize the relation between the variables and specify how to understand their 

potential impact on the outcome. I present one general framework for how the process 
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of politicization takes place, but not all of the causes are expected to have effect on all 

of the outcomes. The analytical framework is based on three separate but interrelated 

dimensions. First, the voter availability is addressed by introducing public opinion and 

levels of electoral volatility. Second, what I call institutional incentives such as 

referenda and the electoral system are introduced. Third, the political opportunity 

structures are addressed by introducing the possible impact of the party system 

(stability, patterns of competition, and factions in established parties). The variables 

will be further calibrated in Chapter 5.  

3.2.1 Voter availability 

 
In this section I will introduce a number of factors concerning the analytical level of 

the voter. The aim is to specify how the demand for Eurosceptic alternatives plays into 

the analysis.  

 

3.2.1.1 Public opinion 

 

A recurrent theme in the research on European integration and public opinion has been 

that there is a mismatch between public and party-based Euroscepticism.
212

 The basic 

idea of representation is that representatives are responsive to the demands of the 

represented.
213

 In the study on public opinion and the EU, there are several strands 

aiming to explain how the public opinion is structured: cost-benefit analysis, identity-

based explanations, trust in institutions, cognitive mobilisation.
214

 In the literature on 

EU public opinion and political parties, there are accounts arguing that the process 

goes bottom-up, whereby the parties adopt the positions of the electorate.
215

 Others 

argue that it is a top-down process, whereby parties cue their electorate. 
216

 In a study 

trying to test both these propositions, it is argued that it actually is a dual process, 

whereby party-elites both respond to and shape the views of their supporters.
217
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Public opinion is of interest in this study primarily to define the segment of the 

electorate that is available as voters for a Eurosceptic party. Gabel argues that “for 

most of the EU member states, voters’ support for EU membership appears to provide 

the basis for a new electoral cleavage”.
218

 We know that public opinion varies both 

across space and time in Europe. The expected relation to public opinion is: high levels 

of public Euroscepticism will facilitate i) the presence of Eurosceptic parties, ii) votes 

for Eurosceptic parties and iii) the formation and success of new (single issue) 

Eurosceptic parties.
219

 I will also control for the potential impact of increasing levels 

of public Euroscepticism over time. One could argue that changing public opinion will 

change the opportunities available for political entrepreneurs and that it may increase 

the likely emergence of parties with Eurosceptic positions and their vote support. The 

hypothesis is: an increase in public Euroscepticism will facilitate the electoral success 

of Eurosceptic parties. 

 
3.2.1.2 Dealignment and electoral volatility 

 

The once frozen European party systems are now tending to change and un-freeze.
220

 

One key driver of change is the tendencies towards looser ties between parties and the 

electorates. Voters tend to identify less with parties and voters are more inclined to 

change parties between elections. From stability there is a move towards 

dealignment.
221

 It is rather plausible that the emergence and success of a new political 

dimension will, to some extent, depend on the existing cleavage structure and 

alignments. Logically, the more successfully working party-electoral linkages, the less 

likely the introduction of a new conflict dimension. As most of the Eurosceptic parties 

are fringe parties, the extent to which voters identify strongly with the traditional 

parties will have bearing on whether or not voters will vote for a new party. The 

degree of party identification can influence the likelihood of the emergence of new 
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parties and of the vote for Eurosceptic parties. We know that party identification is 

going down and that it varies between countries.
222

 Propositions about the effect of 

falling party identification will not be tested in this study. This is primarily due to a 

lack of comparative data. Secondly, there is a considerable overlap between changing 

party identification and increasing electoral volatility.
223

 Therefore, I will move to 

electoral volatility, which means the proportion of voters who switched parties 

between two elections. The levels of volatility in Western Europe have increased over 

time.
224

 One objection to using this as an indicator for the level of voter availability is 

that this study concerns voting behaviour and we therefore run the risk of circularity. 

However, the parties and voters covered in this study is just a small segment of the 

electorate and weigh relatively light in the total calculations. Furthermore, the average 

levels of volatility are essentially introduced to account for the strength of electoral 

alignments. Stated as a hypothesis the role of volatility would be:  high electoral 

volatility will facilitate i) the number of Eurosceptic parties, ii) the vote for 

Eurosceptic parties and iii) the success of single issue Eurosceptic parties. The logic 

behind the hypothesis is that the weaker the old alignments are, the more likely voters 

will switch to new parties and/or vote on new dimensions. I will also conduct test of 

changes in electoral volatility over time and the increase in the vote share of 

Eurosceptic parties. In the dynamic test the hypothesis is: an increase in electoral 

volatility will facilitate increasing vote support for Eurosceptic parties.
225

    

3.2.2 Institutional incentives 

 

Institutional incentives refer to the formal (or constitutional) rules that surround the 

political parties. These institutional incentives can be expected to create opportunities 

for party-based Euroscepticism. The two factors in focus are quite different as 

electoral systems tend to be (rather) stable over time, while a referendum is a factor 
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that may provoke changes to an institutional equilibrium. However, both can provide 

old or new actors with new set of opportunities.  

 

3.2.2.1 Ratification procedure 

 

One way that the European issue may enter into domestic politics is through the use of 

referenda on European integration issues.
226

 During the referendum campaign, the issue of 

concern inevitably gets attention and in most cases two opposing alternatives to the question 

posed are available. This normally creates a polarised debate. The interest for this study is if 

there is a ‘reach’ of this increased saliency of the dimensions that carries on to the following 

election.  To hold a referendum over issues related to the European Union can be seen as the 

outgrowth of a continuous incapacity of parties to establish congruence with voters on these 

issues. The overall expected relationship would be: presence of a referendum over European 

integration will facilitate i) the presence of Eurosceptic parties and ii) the vote support for 

Eurosceptic parties. For potential political entrepreneurs, the referendum provides an 

opportunity structure in two ways. First, it allows them to identify a potential electorate, as 

the vote action will make clear the extent to which voters are willing to vote against the 

instructions and cues of their party. Referenda can be seen as a tool for providing political 

opportunities for new parties.
227

 Second, from an organizational perspective, the creation of 

campaign organizations can provide a sort of embryonic element to party organizations. 

Therefore, it is possible that: the presence of a referendum over European integration will 

facilitate the presence and success of SIEP.     

  

I will argue that it is necessary to distinguish between constitutionally regulated 

referenda and non-regulated referenda. In Ireland, the constitution regulates when 

there is a need for a referendum and when not and, consequently, the hypothesis would 

be that such a regulation would decrease the probability of a politicized European 

issue, relative to non-constitutionally regulated referenda. It is also possible that the 

result of the referendum would have relevance for the possible politicization. The 

hypothesis is that a very clear yes vote decreases the probability of any effect on the 

chosen variables. 
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If the strategy of the established parties is to insulate the party system from any spill-

over from the European dimension into the party system, the referendum device can be 

a means of diffusion. The party leadership may also want solve internal tension within 

the party by calling a referendum.
228

 Even though this study does not aim to explain 

the extent to which variation in terms of internal factionalism over European 

integration depends on the other factors, I will make a short excursion testing the 

proposition whether factionalism is reduced by holding a referendum over European 

integration. The hypothesis is that a referendum would lead to less factionalism within 

parties.  

 

3.2.2.2 Electoral system 

 

Research on the chances for new party entry often stresses the electoral system and the 

barriers to entry as the key aspect for determining the probabilities of new parties to 

enter the party system.
229

 The electoral systems across the world are designed to allow 

for representation while at the same time avoiding too much fragmentation. The key 

aspects are the thresholds to entry into parliament and the formula for distribution of 

mandates. In this study I am not primarily interested in the degree of disproportionality 

as the electoral strength of Eurosceptic parties is calculated on the basis of votes rather 

than share of seats. However, the electoral formula will also affect the behaviour of 

voters, when making their party choices, in the sense that the electoral formula alters 

the strategic calculation of voters. In a first-past-the post system, a vote for a third or 

fourth party candidate is almost certainly a ‘wasted vote’ whereas in systems with 

strict proportionality and large district magnitude any vote (depending on the 

threshold) has similar value. In accordance with the empirical observation that 

Eurosceptic parties are either smaller parties, fringe parties or new parties, it can be 

argued that there is a likely constraining factor in high levels of disproportionality. 

Hence the hypothesis is: a proportional electoral system will facilitate the i) presence 
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of Eurosceptic parties, ii) the vote share of Eurosceptic parties and iii) the creation 

and success of single issue Eurosceptic parties.  The link between the electoral system 

and the format of the party system is strong (the Duverger law). Hence the electoral 

system will affect the number of parties in the party system.
230

 This is something I will 

get back to in the hypothesis related to the political opportunity structure and the party 

system below.  

3.2.3 Political opportunity structures 

 
I have separated political opportunity structures from institutional incentives. The 

reason for this is that institutional incentives refer to the formal institutions while the 

factors related to the party system have a stronger behavioural component. The actors 

within the party system can change opportunity structures.   

 

3.2.3.1 The role of the party system 

 

In his seminal work on parties and party systems, Sartori pointed out that the party 

system cannot only be used as a dependent variable but also as an independent 

variable.
231

 Sartori defined the party system as patterns of interactions among the 

parties and constructed a typology of party systems that includes, first, a numerical 

criterion (distinguishing two-party systems from multi-party systems) and, secondly, 

the degree of ideological polarization in the system. By combing the two we get a 

typology with the following categories: i) two-party systems with small ideological 

gap between the two extremes, ii) moderate pluralist party systems with three to five 

parties with relatively small distance between the extremes, and iii) polarized pluralist 

systems with more than five parties and large polarization. The numerical and 

ideological components are related as the more parties there are in a system, the more 

polarized it will tend to be.
232

 The structure of the party system affects electoral 

behaviour and outcomes. The role of the party system as independent variable has 
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received renewed attention in the study of new political parties and the emergence of 

anti-establishment parties.
233

 Hence, the party system creates opportunities for the 

emergence of both new conflicts and new actors. 

I have indentified three possible ways of assessing the role of the party system: i) with 

regard to the format of the party system, ii) with regard to the mechanics of the party 

system and iii) with regard to the polarization of the party system. 

 

The possible effect of the numerical criterion for party systems, has a rather intuitive 

logic with respect to the number of parties campaigning on a clearly Eurosceptic 

platform: A higher effective number of parties will facilitate the presence of 

Eurosceptic parties (and the vote share of these parties).  The inverse is true about 

internal factionalism: the fewer parties in the party system, the more likely that the 

conflict over European integration comes out as internal dissent in some of the 

parties.
234

   

 

The mechanics of the party system refers to the way in which the parties interact in the 

system. These interactions concern both the degree of polarization as well as patterns 

of conflict and cooperation in parliamentary life. In the study of party-based 

Euroscepticism, a prominent hypothesis is that Euroscepticism is a ‘touchstone of 

domestic dissent’ and that it is best captured as the ‘politics of opposition’.
235

 What 

this means is that parties on the fringes of the party system (who are less 

‘coalitionable’) will use the critique of the EU as a means to distance themselves from 

the ‘core’ of the party system. It also means that the closer a party is to the government 

arena, the more it will downplay its criticism of the EU. This thesis has not been 

sufficiently tested on a comparative basis. I would argue that the best way to 

investigate this is to find a measure of how open the government arena is for parties in 

the party system. The hypothesis would then be: a closed government arena will 

facilitate i) the presence of Eurosceptic parties and ii) their vote share. On the 
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contrary, in relation to the formation of new single-issue parties, this is not expected to 

have a direct effect as they mainly campaign for the EP where there is no government 

arena.
236

 On the other hand, if the supply of party-based Euroscepticism is limited in 

the national arena, it may provide an opportunity for a new party to find this electoral 

niche.  

 

3.2.3.2 Collusion on primary conflict dimension 

 
As introduced above, the extent to which the party systems are polarized vary. In his 

study on oppositions, Dahl refers to the cross-cutting cleavages and how they differ 

with regard to their salience. He argues that “the very way in which the one conflict is 

superimposed on the other probably helps to reduce the potential for conflict.”
237

 The 

extent to which the main dimension is salient and that there is a polarization around 

this dimension may reduce the likelihood for the emergence of conflict over another 

dimension. As a part of the previous chapter was devoted to the relation between 

different dimensions of contestation and their relationship (as well as the endurance of 

existing lines of conflict), I will not repeat the arguments in detail. In a study on anti-

political establishment parties, Abedi concludes that these parties generally profit from 

a close positioning of the established parties on the left-right dimension.
238

 In relation 

to this study one would therefore hypothesize this relationship as:  low left-right 

polarization in the party system will facilitate the i) presence of Eurosceptic parties, ii) 

the vote share for Eurosceptic parties and iii) the success of SIEP. With regards to 

left-right polarization, it is even more relevant to conduct dynamic tests.  As party 

systems tend to differ with regards to their polarization
239

, voters are familiar with the 

kind of political space of their own system. However, when there is noticeable 

collusion on the primary axis of conflict parties voters may be more inclined to voting 

for fringe parties and/or parties competing on primarily other dimensions (such as the 

European dimension). The hypothesis regarding changes over time can be stated as: 
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decreasing polarization on the left-right axis over time will facilitate i) the increase of 

Eurosceptic voting over time and ii) the successful emergence of new Eurosceptic 

parties.
240

 

As the literature on Eurosceptic parties emphasize that these parties normally are 

found in the fringes of the party systems,
241

 one may argue that polarization scores of 

the entire party system may not be the most useful analytical tool in order to locate the 

political opportunity structures for these parties. Instead, and again drawing on the 

work of Abedi on anti-political establishment parties, it may be more accurate to 

investigate the degree of polarization of the mainstream parties. If the level of 

polarization among the mainstream parties on the left-right axis is low it may provide 

an opportunity for parties challenging the dominance of this dimension. The 

relationship will then be that: low polarization (divergence) among the establishment 

parties will facilitate i) the number of Eurosceptic parties, ii) the strength of 

Eurosceptic parties and iii) the creation and success of SIEP. The level of divergence 

will be assessed by comparing values of polarization among the establishment parties. 

As voters tend to be oriented towards their own party system, comparisons across 

space will be complemented with a dynamic analysis over time. The expected 

relationship is: party systems with decreasing left-right polarization among 

establishment parties will facilitate i) an increase in the number of and support for 

Eurosceptic parties and ii) the creation and success of SIEP.      

 
3.2.3.3 Factions 

 

One impact of European integration on parties is its potentially divisive effect. This 

has made it difficult for political parties to incorporate the issue into their 

programmes.
242

 One of the main reasons the European issue has been vaguely 

articulated and politicized is the internal life of the parties.
243

 Johansson and Raunio 

write that: “The awkward European question has led to leader resignation, cabinet 
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divisions, intra-party factionalism, parliamentary rebellions and defections to other 

parties. Incongruities over Europe have resulted in disputes between Members of the 

European Parliament (MEPs) and their national parties”.
244

 One understanding of the 

conflicts over European integration is that it cuts through all existing political groups 

and parties. The reason for this is that the dimension is difficult to interpret in terms of 

ideological components and that within each political group there can be radically 

different interpretations of the integration process.
245

 Factions can be treated as an 

intervening variable since it can be that in certain countries the party- and electoral 

systems hinder new entrants and therefore it is more likely that any eventual conflict 

over European integration will take its way through the existing parties as internal 

conflicts rather than as an easily separable dimension with specific mobilisation from 

certain actors. Parties in certain countries have tried to accommodate their internal 

divisions by allowing for anti-EU voting on the party list.
246

 One could thus argue that 

high levels of internal divisions over Europe would be a ‘sufficient supply’ of 

Euroscepticism for the voters, especially in countries with candidate-centred voting. 

The expected effect is: low internal division over EU will facilitate i) the presence of 

Eurosceptic parties and ii) votes for Eurosceptic parties. In contrast, in relation to the 

formation of new parties one can expect that: factions over European integration in 

established parties will facilitate the successful emergence of SIEP.
247

 

 

3.2.3.4 The salience of European integration  

 

The low level of salience of European integration has been advanced as one of the 

main reasons preventing the issue from becoming politicized.
248

 However, in an expert 

survey conducted by Benoit and Laver it is found that European integration was the 

third most important issue in national party competition in 2003 (behind 

taxes/spending and deregulation/privatisation). In some countries (France, UK, Cyprus 

                                              
244

 Johansson and Raunio 2000:225 
245

 Johansson and von Sydow 2011 
246

 In Sweden the Social democrats and Centre party have launched different lists with first names with different 

(and clearly known) preferences over Europe in the EP-elections. See Aylott 2001. 
247

 Data: Tests of the impact of factions are based on party system mean scores of factions from the various 

Expert surveys. 
248

 Taggart and Szczerbiak 2008a, Mudde 2012 



 

76 

 

and Malta), European integration was at the top of the list. This result would point to a 

greater role for European integration in domestic party competition than argued by the 

limited spill-over thesis.
249

 Van der Eijk & Franklin conclude that there is a gap 

between the potential salience and the actual salience of the EU and write that “it is 

clear that European voters are aware of the fact that they cannot choose a party on the 

basis of its EU positions while also maintaining their ability to choose a party on the 

basis of its position in left/right terms.”
250

 They believe that the low salience of EU 

matters has been maintained because the dimension has been packaged as a foreign 

policy issue and voters have therefore downplayed its role. They argue that the pro/anti 

EU orientations are orthogonal to left/right orientations, but that the latter have 

dominated European elections. This has been the case even though the potential 

contestation on EU matters is greater than the left/right divide. They predict that the 

day when “the sleeping giant will awaken to ravage domestic politics”
251

 is fast 

approaching. The reason this has not yet become an important dimension is that 

“parties offer voters more choice on the left/right dimension than on the EU 

dimension.”
252

 In a study comparing the voter-party congruence on the EU-dimension 

between the European parliament elections in 2004 and 2009, Mattila and Raunio 

show that, surprisingly, parties and voters are drifting further apart. They conclude that 

overall “our results indicate that the EU dimension continues to be dangerous for most 

national parties” and that the “the pressure of party leaders, and their success or failure 

in managing the EU issue in their respective parties, is also another manifestation of 

the Europeanisation of party politics”.
253

 

 

For political parties, the EU has created a “new opportunity structure – parties may 

play up these new issues or they may play them down.”
254

 The lack of European 

content in the European elections may be caused by the political parties’ unwillingness 

to make the issue salient. The literature on salience claims that parties strategically 

                                              
249

 Benoit and Laver 2006: 160 and 176 
250

 van der Eijk and Franklin 2004:47 
251

 van der Eijk and Franklin 2004:32 
252

 van der Eijk and Franklin 2004:43 
253

 Mattila and Raunio 2012  
254

 Steenbergen and Scott 2004:165 



 

77 

 

manipulate issue salience in order to accomplish certain goals such as electoral 

success, office-holding and party cohesion.
255

 Party competition involves a definition 

of the political space and, thus, a differentiation of salience between different issues.
256

 

Steenbergen and Scott analyse why parties put, or do not put, emphasis on the EU 

issue: “We believe that the political parties of the EU member states have adapted to 

integration in part by differentially stressing it as an issue (or bundle of issues). Our 

thesis is that variation in the issue salience of European integration across parties can 

be attributed to strategic behaviour of those parties. Put simply, parties that stand to 

gain from the issue, in whatever sense, try to emphasize the issue, while parties that 

stand to lose try to de-emphasize it. These different strategic motivations produce 

variation in the salience of European integration.”
257

 They conclude that the salience of 

the EU is not completely determined by developments in the EU, but rather by the 

influence of party strategies.
258

 Vote-seeking models tend to explain salience, which 

means that when a party’s stance is further removed from their electorate, the party 

tends to de-emphasize the issue. It seems that the political parties are in a position to 

influence the salience of the dimension. In relation to the present study I would 

contend that the higher levels of salience (regardless if it is due to party strategies or 

other reasons) will be beneficial to those parties who want political competition to go 

more along the lines more integration-less integration. Therefore, the hypothesized 

relationship is:  higher levels of salience of European integration within the party 

system will facilitate i) the presence of Eurosceptic parties, ii) the  vote share of these 

parties and iii) the success of SIEP.
259

 

3.2.4 Summarizing the analytical framework 

 
I have made a distinction between three different types of factors that may produce 

variation in the levels of support for Eurosceptic parties, the number of Eurosceptic 

parties and the emergence of single-issue Eurosceptic parties. As concerns the 
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availability of voters, the public opposition to the EU and the level of electoral 

volatility are included. The institutional incentives variables/factors are related to the 

constitutional and institutional conditions and include the mode of ratification and the 

electoral system. The political opportunity structures focuses on the role of the party 

system. Parties in a party system can by the way in which they act contribute to 

facilitate or constrain the emergence of a new line of conflict. The factors included to 

define the political opportunity structures are: party system format, party system 

mechanics, dissent over European integration, left-right polarisation and salience of 

European integration. 

 

Table 3.1 Analytical framework: Factors and outcomes 

  

 

Factor 

Presence and electoral 

strength of Eurosceptic 

parties 

Presence and success of 

single-issue Eurosceptic 

parties 

Voter 

availability 

Low public support 

for EU 

 

+ 

 

+ 

High electoral 

volatility 

 

+ 

 

+ 

Institutional 

incentives 

Highly proportional 

electoral system 

 

+ 

 

+ 

Presence of 

referendum over EU 

+ + 

Political 

opportunity 

structures 

High party system 

fragmentation 

+ - 

Closed government 

arena 

 

+ 

 

- 

Low left-right 

polarization  

 

+ 

 

+ 

High factionalism 

over EU 

 

- 

 

+ 

High salience of EU + + 

 

Note: This table summarizes all the hypothesized relationships discussed above. A positive sign (+) indicates 

that the factor is expected to have a positive effect on the outcome, whereas a negative sign (-) indicates that the 

factor has none or a negative effect on the outcome. 
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As the table shows, there are a number of factors that may facilitate or constrain the 

outcome. In the following, we will test the impact of these conditions for the 

politicization of European integration.  

In relation to the development over time, the hypotheses are that increasing public 

Euroscepticism, increasing electoral volatility, decreasing left-right polarization and 

decreasing left-right polarization among the establishment parties will facilitate the 

increase of party-based Euroscepticism. In the hypothesis concerning developments 

over time, the expected effects are the same to all dependent variables.  

3.3 The comparative method 
 
The comparative method is one of the basic methods in social sciences. It is by 

comparing the properties of different units of analysis that we can draw inference 

about the variation of social phenomena. Everything in the world can be compared but 

it is only when the objects of comparison share properties that comparisons become 

useful. Heckscher has put it as follows: “The methodology of comparison is not a self-

contained separate subject, but part of the general method of political science.”
260

 In 

that sense, comparative analysis is not a method restricted to the field of comparative 

politics. Lijphart defines the comparative method as: “the method of testing 

hypothesized empirical relationships among variables.”
261

 A comparative statement is 

made up by objects, properties, values and status of properties, and time. Comparisons 

therefore depend on the common properties, but also on the level of abstraction when 

defining the concepts. In that sense, meaningful comparisons are dependent on the 

analytical framework constructed.  The main difference between comparative method 

and statistical method lies in the number of cases (the so-called small-n problem). As 

Smelser puts it, the problem that the comparative analyst needs to deal with, is where 

data “cannot be controlled experimentally and the number of cases of which is too 

small to permit statistical analysis”
262

. This problem can essentially be dealt with in 

two ways, maximizing the number of cases or selecting comparable cases for analysis, 

and achieving a large measure of control as a result of their comparability.  
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In this study, variation with respect to the degree of party-based Euroscepticism in 

Western Europe is analyzed. The countries included in the study are all west-European 

democracies. They differ in many aspects, but they also have a large number of 

similarities. They also have membership in the European Union in common (even 

though three of the countries included in the study – Austria, Finland and Sweden – 

joined the EU in the middle of the period of investigation). Therefore the countries 

provide a good selection for a comparable cases strategy. The study does not include 

the member states that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007. There are a number of reasons 

to this: first, one argument of this study is that we need to look for variation over time. 

Many of the new member states were not democratized at the first decade of this 

study. Second, one aim of this study is to analyze how institutions matter for 

outcomes. The democratization process altered the institutions of these countries so to 

make comparisons difficult. Third, one aim of the study is to study how a new 

dimension in politics interacts with older ones. As the party systems of Central and 

Eastern Europe were never ‘frozen’, it becomes difficult to analyze the impact of a 

new conflict. Fourthly, there is a shortage of data in relation to the new member states: 

first, parts of this study are based on Expert Surveys which include the ‘old’ member 

states only, second, the Eurobarometer data on public opinion does not include pre-

accession countries, and thirdly, there is not longitudinal data of i) electoral volatility, 

ii) government formula and iii) left-right polarization. In sum, all these aspects point to 

the non-inclusion of the new member states. Still, in the conclusions I will discuss 

what the results would look like in Central and Eastern Europe.    

 

The first solution to the small-n problem (increasing the number of observations), is 

partly addressed in this study as it also is a study over time. Thereby, the observations 

(elections) increase. The study includes both national and European elections and 

thereby increasing the number of cases even more. However, the present study does 

not seek to explain variation through regressions (where the relationships between 

variables are linear and deterministic). There are a number of reasons to this: the 

number of observations in every period is too limited to make regressions and the aim 
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of the study to take into account developments over time does not point in the 

direction of statistical methods. Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) is a method 

which is by and large motivated by the need to find adequate methodological tools for 

conducting intermediate-n studies, that is, where the number of cases is larger than in a 

structured-focused comparison,
263

 but where cause-and-effect relations are more 

problematized than in statistical analysis. Ragin argues in favor of a methodology with 

many explanatory variables and few observations which can identify instances of 

multiple causation.
264

 When different explanatory variables can produce the same 

outcome, Ragin argues that statistical models would prematurely exclude these 

explanations. Instead, different explanatory factors can influence the outcome, 

depending on its combinations with other factors. This means, that one should look for 

‘combinatorial causes’. Still, causes can increase the likelihood of a certain outcome. 

Hence, the aim of this type of research is to tackle the small-n problem but without 

reducing the complexity of social science explanations.
265

  

Most case-oriented comparative methods depart from Mill’s distinction between 

method of agreement and the indirect method of difference.
266

 “The method of 

agreement argues that if two or more instances of a phenomenon under investigation 

have only one of several possible casual circumstances in common, then the 

circumstance in which all the instances agree is the cause of the phenomenon of 

interest.”
267

 So, a research project must identify the phenomenon and then relate it to 

an always present preceding phenomenon. Mill’s own objection this method was its 

inability to establish the necessary link between cause and effect, that is, how do we 

know if one factor produces another if they are always present simultaneously?  

The indirect method of difference is a double application of the method of agreement, 

which means that also negative cases are included in the analysis; the presence or 

absence of the phenomenon one wishes to explain are simultaneously assessed. 

Identifying negative cases can be problematic, as they are potentially infinite. The 

problem is to delineate the class of non-effect. One solution to this problem is to 
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identify types and situations: “the indirect method of difference can then be applied to 

types because instances of other types provide negative cases whenever the conditions 

relevant to a certain type are assessed.”
268

 In the present study, we will address the 

question of why, in certain countries, party-based Euroscepticism flourishes while in 

others it does not. Furthermore, I study the creation and success of single-issue parties 

against the EU. The potential amount of negative cases is limited to the number of 

countries included in the study (one could imagine of course that single-issue anti-EU 

parties are created in a country outside the EU but it seems rather unlikely).
269

 While a 

case-oriented research strategy starts with learning about cases, statistical strategies 

start in theory and hypothesize testable propositions quantitatively. I try to operate in 

the field of comparative methods which can be said to combine features of both 

strategies. While I will advance testable hypotheses which are theoretically derived, I 

take notice of the message from qualitatively oriented research strategies that 

emphasize the importance in moving between theory and empirics.
270

 One advantage 

of this strategy is to leave room for the calibration of factors and variables to gain a 

more precise and fine-grained adjustment that is suited for the cases included.    

3.3.1 Causes, conditions and factors 

 

Ragin argues that case-oriented strategies often have been incapable of handling 

multiple or conjunctural causation and that it often is too particular in its applications. 

On the other hand, he argues that “social causes often modify the effects of other 

social causes, sometimes mutating and transforming their impact. Such causal 

complexity cannot be captured easily in statistical analyses, especially in additive 

models. Only an approach that allows consideration of different combinations of 

conditions will suffice”.
271

 A comparative research project based on this reasoning 

needs to address the topic of necessary and sufficient conditions. A necessary 

condition in causal explanation is “a condition in the absence of which an event 
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(effect) cannot occur”.
272

 A sufficient condition in casual explanation is “that condition 

which suffices to bring a thing into existence or to generate an event (effect). Note that 

the event can occur on account of many, different, sufficient conditions.”
273

 When 

studying complex social phenomena, singularly sufficient or necessary causal 

conditions are rare. Rather combined configurations are better suited to explain 

variation. In this approach, the calibration of variables is important, as is the repeated 

interplay between theory and the empirical material. Only when variables are carefully 

specified or calibrated can we conduct tests of sufficiency and necessity.  

Another, and related, perspective puts emphasis on casual mechanisms. As advanced 

by Little, mechanisms exist between the cause and effect.
274

 This approach, which has 

been used in case-studies, historical analysis etc., has been criticized by King, 

Keohane and Verba as causality is logically prior to the identification of causal 

mechanisms, and that “there always exists in the social sciences and infinity of casual 

steps between any two links in the chain of causal mechanisms”.
275

 Related to my 

research, the reasoning of King, Keohane and Verba would imply identifying the main 

cause (which, naturally, would be the EU itself – no conflict over European integration 

would emerge if integration itself was not there) and then specify a number – probably 

ordered in accordance with its distance to the outcome - of causal mechanisms that 

lead to politicization of the EU in party-political terms. Those mechanisms would 

include structural variables concerning the member states, institutional variables and 

actor-oriented variables. 

 

I intend to assess the impact of a number of constraining and facilitating factors that 

may or may not produce politicization of the EU. The variables, introduced in the 

analytical framework, will be tested against the whole set of data. The expected 

relation between the variables/conditions and the outcome is hypothesized in the 

framework. I develop a common analytical framework for the variation in degree of 
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politicization of the European issue. This concept has different components (number 

and success of Eurosceptic parties, number and success of single-issue Eurosceptic 

parties). I will try to specify the conditions under which politicization emerges in some 

countries while they do not in others. I will argue that facilitating factors (partly in 

combinations) can provide conditions which favor a specific outcome. However, the 

claims of causality in this study are limited. Rather, each bivariate test indicates 

correlations between the factors and the outcome. In the final analysis of Chapter 5, I 

will, however, draw a number of patterns that emerge when combining the facilitating 

and constraining factors.    

 

There is a tension between a logic based on sufficiency, which follows a deterministic 

logic, and a logic aimed at understanding what factors may facilitate the production of 

a certain outcome. The notion of coverage can be useful to alleviate this tension. 

Coverage concerns how many of the cases are covered by a specific explanation. If 

one applies a veristic test then no disconfirming cases can be allowed while a 

probabilistic test can allow disconfirming cases, but a benchmark is set. In the tests 

made in this study, I am essentially concerned with finding factors that may alone or in 

combination facilitate or constrain certain outcomes, thereby following a logic based 

on enabling or constraining factors rather than a deterministic logic. Still, this 

separation of two modes of conducting research may, when it comes to the necessary 

conditions, not be as straightforward. If, for instance, in 80% of the cases where there 

high levels of party-based Euroscepticism there is also a presence of a proportional 

electoral system, this factor does hold a high coverage. On the other hand, one needs 

also to assess the level of consistency, that is, how many cases that have presence of a 

given factor but with no outcome. Taken together and balancing these two measures, I 

will assess the extent to which the factors introduced in this study do provide 

conditions for the emergence of party-based Euroscepticism, but I remain with a logic 

that is non-deterministic.     
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3.3.2 On comparisons across time and space 

 

As mentioned earlier, one way of solving the problem of ‘small-n, many variables’, is 

to increase the number of observations by observing the same case or aspect over time. 

This is done also in comparative research where time is a unit-defining dimension.
276

 

However, this strategy of synchronic comparisons does to a limited extent 

problematize the role of time as a developmental dimension. Time is not present in its 

own right, as temporal variance, in these strategies; instead, periodization is used as a 

device to solve other problems. On the other hand, there has been a growing literature 

using history in comparative analysis. For instance, Skocpol argues that using 

historical evidence can help develop general arguments about cause and effect.
277

 She 

relates to Mill’s methods of agreement and difference to find conditions under which 

we see a certain outcome. The cases are different and the properties are absent or 

present in order to explain why for instance a revolution occurred in certain setting. 

However, it is not clear where history itself is located as there is no variation in the 

temporal dimension. As a critique of this, it has been advanced that this strategy 

“rarely seems to imply that one should consider explicitly and systematically the 

variation over time of independent and dependent variables”
278

. In relation to both 

those who use time as a way of creating additional cases, and those who use history as 

explanations, Bartolini raises a number of methodological problems that are more 

complex than those created by the study of spatial variation. The first problem is 

concerned with the definition of temporal units, or periodization. The second problem 

concerns the extent to which the relations between the variables over time are specific. 

In other words, is there something special that distinguishes variation over time rather 

than space? 

Bearing these problems in mind, this study includes variation over time and space. The 

time period is limited and therefore the number of conditions should not be 

dramatically different within this time span. However, I will address temporal 

variation in the respective explanatory factors where applicable. Analysis over time 
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will also be made in the descriptive chapter on the evolution of Euroscepticism 

country by country.  

 

3.4 Classifications, cases, elections and data 
 

This section will discuss the identification and classification of Eurosceptic parties in 

the study and the main data sources. I will also discuss issues of time period and case 

selection. Further operationalization and measurement of constraining and facilitating 

factors will be treated in the empirical study that follows.  

3.4.1 Identifying Eurosceptic parties 

 

The section is devoted to identifying which parties (and what data) that should be 

included in this study. With such an ambiguous concept as Eurosceptic parties, it is of 

utmost importance to make a solid classification. This is especially true since the line 

between ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ discussed above is so difficult to find. Furthermore, the 

concept can have different meanings in different settings (conceptual travelling), as 

Europe and scepticism can include different interpretations. When conducting 

comparative research is of great importance to be sure that we know that we are 

measuring the same phenomenon across space (and time). 

 

One way of measuring party positions on European integration, frequently used in the 

literature, is the Chapel Hill Expert surveys (CHES). Four consecutive surveys were 

conducted, covering party positions from 1984 to 2006. The first survey conducted 

was Leonard Ray’s expert survey.
279

 The survey contains three questions and was 

responded to by, on average, eight experts in each member-state, plus Norway and 

Switzerland. First, experts were asked to evaluate the overall orientation of the party 

leadership towards European integration, by evaluating the parties using a scale from 1 

(strongly opposed to European integration) to 7 (strongly in favour of European 

integration). Second, experts answered the question of the relative importance of the 

issue in the party’s public stance, on a scale from 1 (European integration is of no 
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importance, never mentioned by the party) to 5 (European integration is the most 

important issue for the party). Third, experts evaluated the degree of dissent within the 

party over the party leadership’s position, on a scale from 1 (complete unity) to 5 

(leadership position opposed by a majority of party activists). The scale on the latter 

two questions has been doubled (1-10) in the later surveys. Throughout this thesis, I 

will refer to the first question as ‘party position’, the second as ‘salience’ and the third 

as ‘dissent’ or ‘factionalism’. Each individual observation of party position on any of 

the three questions is the mean of the score of the expert judgements. Four moments in 

time were used for Ray’s study: 1984, 1988, 1992 and 1996. Marks and Steenbergen 

conducted an (almost) identical survey in 1999
280

 and a survey, named Chapel Hill, 

was conducted in 2002 and 2006.
281

 The Chapel Hill survey, however, is more limited 

when it comes to the number of parties included.  

 

The advantage of using this data is that it makes observations at several moments in 

time that covers the time of this study. At the same time, expert surveys of this sort 

have shortcomings: it could be argued that they are not truly comparative data since 

the respondents only were asked to rank the parties from their own country of 

expertise. Although they were not asked to rank-order the parties, they are rather likely 

to use the full scale only with respect to the national arena. This means that the spread 

of positions within a given country may be exaggerated. Still, national experts should 

be in a position to make adequate judgements of party positions and this is a set of data 

that can be easily employed for the purpose of this study because the data is 

comparative, both across space and over time.
282

 Thus, the identification of parties that 

are Eurosceptic is done with the help of the three successive data sets with expert 

surveys from Ray (1984-1996), Marks and Steenbergen (1999), Chapel Hill (2002 and 

2006). I have merged the four data sets into one. I will refer to them as ‘Expert 

surveys’ or CHES. The first three levels (related to the overall orientation of the party 

leadership’s orientation towards European integration) of this seven-point scale are 1) 

strongly opposed, 2) opposed and 3) somewhat opposed. These positions do not 
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exactly correspond to the definition of ‘hard’ Euroscepticism, but the first two would 

reasonably well cover the ‘hard’ category.  The scores for each individual party at a 

given time consist of the calculation of the mean score of a number of expert 

evaluations.  

The positions of political parties towards the EU of the Expert surveys have been 

cross-validated with the manifesto data by Marks et al. who compare these two ways 

of classifying parties and adding a European Election survey and an elite study of 

parliamentarians. They conclude that the Expert surveys provide the most accurate 

data on party positioning.
283

 However, all ways of positioning parties have special 

difficulties in pin-pointing small, extremist parties. These parties are to a large extent 

the ‘hard’ Eurosceptics under investigation here. Therefore, it is wise to complement 

the expert survey with other types of sources. 

 

There are a couple of problems related to using solely the Expert survey to identify 

parties. First, one needs to decide on a cut-point below which parties are expected to 

be strong Eurosceptics. I have opted for a cut-point at 2. This would cover the strongly 

opposed and half of the ‘opposed’ category. This means expanding the criteria slighty, 

but at the same time being as strict as possible.
284

 The problem with a strict cut-point is 

that a party may be coded as 1.9 in 1984 but then move to 2.1 in the following survey; 

in that case, the party would therefore be excluded from both the analysis of number of 

parties and votes for parties. On the other hand, the advantage of this data is that it 

uses the same measure across space and time. Second, the successive waves of Expert 

surveys do unfortunately not use the same number of total parties in the sample. This 

provides a specific problem for my study as many of the anti-EU parties are small 

parties in the fringes. The later waves of Expert surveys use a smaller sample and this 

distorts results and makes the data less compatible over time. In the table below, this 

problem is visualized. Indeed, parties change their position towards European 
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integration occasionally, but when looking at the data from 2002, it is fairly obvious 

that there also is a sample problem. 

 

Table 3.2 Number of observations in Expert surveys (for the 14 countries of the study) 

Year 1984 1988 1992 1996 1999 2002 2006 

Total 

number of 

parties  

127 136 137 145 143 99 114 

Number of 

Eurosceptic 

parties in 

survey 

23 24 23 19 16 4 13 

    

As we will see further on, many of the parties that were excluded from the later Expert 

surveys can be seen as ‘irrelevant’ parties. These are parties that have never had any 

electoral success at all. Ahead of the analysis of votes for Eurosceptic parties, I will 

also exclude parties that have never (in national or European elections) received more 

than 2 percent of the votes. These are parties that have never entered parliamentary 

assemblies. However, the analysis is done counting votes – not seats. Because of the 

different electoral systems in Europe, the thresholds and the formulae for distribution 

of mandates vary a lot. My main concern is not the number of mandates, but the 

percentage of the vote. 

 

3.4.1.1 Qualitative classification 

 
In order to address the problem mentioned above, I think that a qualitative 

classification of parties is necessary. I will depart from the definition of hard 

Eurosceptics and classify the parties in the selected countries. This classification will 

be based on secondary sources. One possible disadvantage of this strategy is that it is 

not as well suited for analysing changes over time. I will discuss in the country-by-

country analysis the considerations that have been accounted for when classifying 

parties. Without foregoing this analysis, it should however be mentioned that for many 

of these parties there is stability over time (meaning that they have not changed their 

position towards the EU over time period covered). This classification will primarily 

provide the basis for the comparisons across space. 
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As a complement to the positions given by the Expert survey, I use qualitative coding 

from studies of Eurosceptic parties. It is actually quite fortunate that the most 

comprehensive project on party-based Euroscepticism focuses on the years around 

2002 (which is the most problematic Expert survey as it includes fewer observations). 

Within this research project, a number of individual studies of countries have been 

conducted. I will also include other secondary literature to help position parties when 

there are diverging views. However, I will essentially make my own classification 

based on the sources mentioned. This is especially important for the study on the 

relative strength of party based Euroscepticism as speculative classifications will 

distort the results. I will reason about the cases where there are differences between the 

ways of classifying parties in the country-by-country analysis.      

3.4.2 Observations and limitations 

 
3.4.2.1 Cases 

 
The study will include 14 member states of the EU: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, 

Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, 

Sweden, and United Kingdom. This selection maximizes the possible cases, as they 

were all members of the EU during the time studied. Austria, Finland and Sweden 

joined the EU in 1995 and hence there are fewer observations in European election 

results for these countries. Luxemburg has been excluded from the study because of its 

size and the lack of data (not included in Expert survey and missing from many 

compilations of comparative political data). The analysis applies to parties and party 

systems in member states of the EU. This means that member-states who have joined 

the EU during the period of investigation are included only once they have joined. The 

logic behind this is that the primary interest lies in how European integration fosters 

conflict. European integration is certainly politicized for non-EU members (such as 

Norway or Iceland), but they are not directly affected by European integration in the 

way this phenomenon has been described here. Furthermore, the interest is not so 

much in why certain parties and countries changed their positions towards the EU in 

the 1980s as to understand how the conflict materializes once a country is member. In 
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practical terms it means that Portugal and Spain are observed from 1986 and Austria, 

Finland and Sweden from 1994 (the European Parliament results are from 1995 and 

1996). Another practical reason for this limitation is that the Eurobarometer surveys 

only cover countries that are members of the EU.  The study does not include the 

member states that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007. There are a number of reasons to 

this: first, one argument of this study is that we need to look for variation over time. 

Many of the new member states were not democratized at the first decade of this 

study. Second, one aim of this study is to analyze how institutions matter for 

outcomes. The democratization process altered the institutions of these countries so to 

make comparisons difficult. Third, one aim of the study is to study how a new 

dimension in politics interacts with older ones. As the party systems of Central and 

Eastern Europe were never ‘frozen’, it becomes difficult to analyze the impact of a 

new conflict. Fourthly, there is a shortage of data in relation to the new member states: 

first, parts of this study are based on Expert Surveys which include the ‘old’ member 

states only, and second, the Eurobarometer data on public opinion does not include 

pre-accession countries. 

 
 
3.4.2.2 Time period 

 

The time period of this study is from 1984 to 2009. I have divided my investigation 

into three periods. I call the first period From the Single Act to Maastricht (1984-

1993). During this period was a period characterized by rapid steps of integration as 

well as enlargement. The first three observations from the Expert Surveys provide data 

for this period. The second period I call From Maastricht to the Euro (1994-2002). 

This period covers the enlargement of the EU to Austria, Finland and Sweden, the 

Nice Treaty and the introduction of the Euro. I use the 1996 and 1999 Expert surveys 

for this period. The last period I call From the Constitutional Treaty to the financial 

crisis (2003-2009). This period includes the no-votes in several referenda (Sweden on 

the Euro, France and Netherlands on the Constitutional Treaty and Ireland on the 

Treaty of Lisbon), enlargement to the CEE and the beginning of the financial crisis. 

Data sources for this period are the 2002 and 2006 Expert surveys, but to a large extent 
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also the qualitative studies in Opposing Europe and other secondary and primary 

literature. 

The main reasons for this periodization are that it, first, allows for analysis of trends 

within the member-states in three sequences. Are the patterns similar or diverging? 

Secondly, the electoral cycles in Europe are not synchronous. Therefore, mean values 

over a shorter period in time can facilitate comparisons across space. Third, these 

periods corresponds to a number of indications in the facilitating and constraining 

factors. Some of these factors do not vary over time while others do. In the final part 

of Chapter 5, I will address the impact of the economic crisis on my main results by 

introducing a discussion of the developments after 2009. 

 

3.4.2.3 Elections 

 
The study focuses on the elections to the European parliament and national 

parliamentary elections. The EP elections have the advantage of being held at the same 

point in time across all countries and, at least more recently, with a similar electoral 

formula. However, it is also interesting to see how the issue plays out in national 

parliamentary elections. This strategy has the advantage of making comparisons 

between the two types of elections and may provide for the extent to which electoral 

behaviour varies between the two electoral arenas in the different countries. In total, 

the whole universe of national elections during the period is 94 observations. The total 

number of European parliament elections is 78. This gives us a total 172 observations. 

Results from national elections are primarily drawn from Mackie and Rose’s 

International Almanac of Electoral History.
285

 They have been complemented from the 

various editions of the European Data Yearbook and from European Election database 

of the Norwegian Social Science Data Services (NSD).
286

 European election results 

have been compiled from NSD and from Perrineau et al.
287

 On certain occasions, the 

data is complemented by other sources (national official statistics). I will compare the 
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electoral presence and fortunes of Eurosceptic parties in national and European 

elections.  

 

3.4.2.4 Note on data 

 

For election results, I rely on official statistics compiled in various resources as 

described above. The coding of the parties is based on both the Chapel Hill expert 

survey and secondary literature. The secondary literature consists of books, articles 

and papers on Euroscepticism, parties and elections in the included countries.
288

 The 

Chapel Hill expert survey is also used in the analysis of factionalism and salience as 

well as in the short analysis of the single-issue parties’ positioning on a range of 

related issues. Two other expert surveys are used for the calculation of left-right 

polarization, Huber and Inglehart
289

 and Castles and Mair.
290

 Measures of electoral 

proportionality are based on the data resources from Gallagher’s Electoral systems 

archive. Calculations of the level of electoral volatility come from data reported in 

Gallagher, Laver and Mair’s Representative Government in Modern Europe. 

Calculations of the openness of the government arena are based on an index of 

alternation of government formula
291

 and data on government types
292

. Data on the 

effective number of parties stem from Caramani’s Comparative politics.
293

 

Information on the constitutional formula and requirements for referenda are based on 

studies by Hug and Hobolt.
294
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4 Patterns of opposition: describing variation  
 

The aim of this chapter is to identify the number of and support for Eurosceptic parties 

in 14 countries over 25 years and to describe the variation. As mentioned in previous 

chapters, defining Euroscepticism is difficult. In my broader survey over the next two 

chapters, I am in principle only interested in the intensity of individual parties’ 

opposition to the EU (how ‘hard’ their critique is), rather than its ideological variation. 

I use both expert evaluations and qualitative indicators for identifying the hard 

Eurosceptic parties in each country. When there are different interpretations, or when 

there is strong variation in positions over time, this will be specifically addressed and 

my classification will be motivated. In many cases, classifications are rather straight-

forward as the sources agree on which parties can be classified as hard Eurosceptics.  

 

This chapter is structured as follows: first, I will make a country-by-country analysis 

of the number of and support for Eurosceptic parties over 25 years. The focus in each 

section is on the evolution over time. I will discuss the classification of parties and 

report the evolution of the Eurosceptic vote, in both national and European elections. I 

will also present the evolution of public opinion (percentage of voters who think that 

their county’s membership of the EU is a ‘bad thing’).
 295

  Based on the averages over 

time in public and party-based Euroscepticism, I will define the degree of mismatch 

(or voter-party incongruence) in the respective countries. Public opinion will be treated 

as a potential explanatory factor in the next chapter, but is introduced already in this 

chapter in order to specify the degree of incongruence between party support and 

public opinion.  

 

I will conclude the chapter with a comparison between the member states with respect 

to i) the number of parties, ii) the strength of party based Euroscepticism iii) the 

presence and absence of single-issue Eurosceptic parties. I will also assess the extent 

to which the single-issue parties share a set of ideas or if there is substantial variation 
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in the type of Euroscepticism they represent. Furthermore, I will compare the extent to 

which votes for Eurosceptic parties in European parliament elections differ from those 

in national elections. Lastly, I will compare the levels of mismatch between 

Eurosceptic public opinion and votes for Eurosceptic parties.      

 

To repeat, I base the classification on the successive waves of Chapel Hill expert 

surveys (CHES) and on qualitative measures. I have divided my study in three time 

periods. The first, 1984-1993, draws on the first three surveys (1984, 1988 and 1992). 

The second period (1994-2002) draws on the surveys conducted in 1996 and 1999. 

The last period, 2003-2006, draws primarily on the surveys from 2002 and 2006. As 

mentioned before, the survey of 2002 contains a smaller number of parties. Therefore, 

special attention will be placed on finding the missing observations in this survey and 

hence classification in the last period will put more weight on other sources. 

Furthermore, there is no Expert survey available from the time after 2006. I assume 

that most parties coded in 2006 will have the same position three years later. However, 

it is worth being very careful about this. Furthermore, new parties may have entered 

and others may have changed their position towards the end of the period. I will 

address these issues in each country section.   

 

4.1 Euroscepticism in fourteen member states 
 

4.1.1 Austria 

 
Austria joined the EU in 1995 following a referendum where a robust majority of 66% 

voted in favour of joining.
296

 In the period before membership the Social Democratic 

party (SPÖ) had been critical of the EU, but changed its attitude in the late 1980s, 

while the other main party, the conservative ÖVP had been supporters of the EU since 

a long time. The small Communist party (KPÖ) has been fiercely Eurosceptic, but has 

had such limited success in elections that it can only be accounted for in the number of 

parties. Among the parliamentary parties, only the Green Party (GA) rejected 
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membership to the EU.
297

 The party later abandoned their anti-EU position (explicitly 

in the revised party program of 2001). In the Expert survey the Green Party shifts from 

the category of hard sceptics in 1992, which means that they are excluded from the 

analysis of vote strength (as it only applies to the post-accession period). The 

following parties are coded below 2.0 in the expert surveys: Communist Party (1984, 

1988, 1992, 1996) Green Alliance (1984, 1988) Freedom Party (1996, 2006). 

 

The Communist Party is judged as irrelevant (in the analysis of votes) since it has 

never received more than 2 percent of votes in either national or European parliament 

elections during the period of investigation. The most difficult party to categorize is 

doubtless the Freedom Party (FPÖ). The party was firmly in favour of European 

integration for a long time. However, after the Austrian EU-membership it gradually 

became more critical of the EU. The party is coded as Eurosceptic in the expert 

surveys in the 1996 and 2006 surveys. In a qualitative assessment, Fallend (concerning 

the situation in 2002) argues that “it is not easy to classify the current Freedom Party 

along the definition of Hard versus Soft Euroscepticism”,
298

 because the changes in 

orientation of the party has been mainly motivated by strategic considerations. The 

party does not demand a withdrawal from the EU, but is on the other hand very critical 

of core aspects of the EU. The party has been especially critical of enlargement of the 

EU and has argued that they would ask for Austria to leave the EU if Turkey would 

become a member. One could say that this is a principled objection (as enlargement of 

the EU is part of the ‘standard operating system’ of European integration). Others have 

argued that the development of the party during the final decade has moved it closer to 

a ‘hard’ Eurosceptic position.
299

 The party was split in 2005, when a number of 

leading politicians left the party to form BZÖ, a more moderate party. The 

development of the FPÖ has seen been to move in a more radical direction and is 

increasingly Eurosceptic. Together with the results from the Expert survey, I would 

argue that the FPÖ can be included in the sample for the third period of investigation 
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(2003 – 2009), but not before. The Green Party, on the other hand is not included as its 

period as Eurosceptic is before the first observation of Austria in this study. 

 

Figure 4.1 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, Austria 1995-2009 

 

 

The elections in which the FPÖ has campaigned on, according to my classification, a 

clearly Eurosceptic platform, are in the third period of my study (2003-2009). In the 

national elections they have scored 11 percent in 2006 and 17.5 in 2008 (average 

score: 14.2), and in the European elections 6.3 in 2004 and 12.7 in 2009 (average 

score: 9.5).  

 
Table 4.1 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, 
Austria 
Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1994-2002 21.9 0 +21.9 (1) 

2003-2009 23.6 11.9 +11.7 2 (1) 

Total 22.7 5.3 +17.4 2 (1) 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections. 

 

The average score for coded Eurosceptic parties over the whole period (results over all 

elections) is 5.3. In contrast, the Austrian voters who think that Austria’s membership 

in the EU is a bad thing is on average for the whole period 22.7 percent. This means 

that over the whole period, the incongruence between voters and parties amounts to 
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17.4 percent. In the last period, 2003-2009, (when there is a supply of party-based 

Euroscepticism) the incongruence-level falls down to 10.8. The variation between the 

electoral arenas is not substantial, but it is noteworthy that the FPÖ has had more 

success in national elections than in EP elections, contrary to the expectation of the 

second-order thesis in which smaller, opposition wing parties receive more support 

than in national elections. 

There has been no successful creation of a single-issue Eurosceptic party in Austria. 

Invitations from the pan-European initiative Libertas in 2009 were rejected by both 

FPÖ and BZÖ. The ex-SPÖ MEP Hans Peter Martin (a known journalist, among other 

things author of the book Die Globalisieringsfalle: Der Angriff auf Demokratie und 

Wohlstand) created a list  (Liste Dr. Hans-Peter Martin – Für echte Kontrolle in 

Brüssel) based on criticism of spending and benefits in the EU and achieved a 

surprisingly good (14 percent) result in the EP-elections in 2004. The list improved its 

result to 16.7 percent in the 2009 elections. However, his list cannot been seen as 

Eurosceptic in a broader sense. Leconte argues, in a comparison of all single-issue 

parties with a European focus, that the list is to be considered ‘Eurocritical’ in contrast 

with other lists that are either Eurosceptic or anti-European.
300

 The party primarily 

focuses on the effective control of spending in the Brussels administration and do not 

plea for Austrian exit from the EU or advance criticism of a sort that can be 

understood as principled.  

4.1.2 Belgium 

 

Belgium is one of the founding six members of the EU. Even though parts of the 

Belgian political elite had limited enthusiasm at the very beginning of the process of 

European unification, the natural place of Belgium has been at the centre of European 

integration. Since the early doubts, there has in principle been no emergence of 

conflict over European integration in Belgian politics. Until the more recent 

developments, there were hardly any debates or conflicts surrounding the EU in 

Belgium. Deschouwer and Van Assche writes that if “there ever was a permissive 

                                              
300

 Leconte 2010: 119 



 

99 

 

consensus in and about the EU, Belgium was a good place to witness this absence of 

any substantial debate about what was going on at the European level”.
301

 There are no 

Belgian parties that are coded below the cut-point 2.0 in the Expert surveys at any 

point in time. Still, albeit with some serious doubts the above-mentioned authors argue 

that in the 2000s Vlaams Belang, the Flemish extreme-right party that came out from 

its predecessor Vlaams Blok in 2004, can be classified as hard Eurosceptic. They 

argue that this measurement is based on the Belgian debate alone and the doubts are 

due to the fact that the party only to a limited extent mobilizes on the European issue. 

However, they argue that the party has taken “clear anti-European positions”.
302

 Using 

slightly different classification (rejecting, conditional and compromising), 

Vasilopoulou places the Vlaams Belang in the category of parties who are rejecting 

European integration.
303

 The extent to which the party actively uses European 

integration in their rhetoric is only to a limited extent influential to my judgment on 

how to classify. Hence, I will include the Vlaams Belang in my selection. When 

looking at the scores from the Expert survey, the party scores around 3.5 in the first 

four surveys to drop to 2.2 in 1999, 2.7 in 2002 and 2.5 in 2006. The party has become 

more critical in the 1990s and 2000s. Even though the party does not advocate 

withdrawal, it is in principled opposition to the EU.
304

 The Francophone extreme right 

party Front National (which is also a much smaller party in terms of electoral support) 

is on the other hand not regarded as hard Eurosceptic by any sources. Two minor 

parties, Belgian Labour Party and the Communist Party are regarded as hard 

Eurosceptics by Deschouwer and Van Assche in the early 2000s. These parties are 

therefore included in the number of parties count, but as they have failed in the 

electoral market, they are not included in the calculation of votes.  

To summarize, three parties are hard Eurosceptics, but only in the two last periods of 

investigation. Only the votes of Vlaams Belang are included in the graph below. Note 

that only the results from 1994 are included as they were not as critical to the EU 

before. However, the rise of this party’s electoral fortunes start in the early 1990s so 
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even if they were included before, it would not alter the results significantly. The 

electoral support of Vlaams Belang has moved parallel with the increase in number of 

Belgians who think that membership is a bad thing. 

 

Figure 4.2 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, Belgium 1984-2009 

 

 

When looking at the variation over time in voters who think that Belgian membership 

is a ‘bad thing’, we can see the increase over time. The mean values for the periods are 

5, 10 and finally 9.5, while for the total period it is at 8. The electoral support is on 

average for the two periods in which Vlaams Belang is coded as 10.3% Eurosceptic. If 

the election results prior to 1994 are set to zero, the average result is at 6.4%. There is 

hardly any variation at all between national and EP elections.  

 

Table 4.2 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, 

Belgium 

Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1984-1993 5 0 +5 (2) 

1994-2002 10 8.7 +1.3 3 (2) 

2003-2009 9.6 12 -2.4 3 (2) 

Total 10.3 6.4 +3.9 3 (2) 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections 
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The conclusion from this case is that there is a relatively low level of incongruence 

between public opinion and party-based Euroscepticism (once there is a supply of a 

party holding a Eurosceptic position) but when looking over the whole period, there is 

a 4 percent mismatch.   

There has been no creation of single-issue Eurosceptic parties in Belgium.        

4.1.3 Denmark 

 
Denmark was the first of the Nordic countries to join the EU, after holding a 

referendum in October 1972 in which a majority of 63.4% of voters supported the yes 

camp. European integration has been highly contested in Denmark, where for a long 

time critics of European integration saw this as a threat to Danish national identity.
305

 

In the early days of Danish membership there was a clear left-leaning in the way in 

which opposition was framed. The ‘no’camp favoured more Nordic cooperation, rather 

than strong influence from the southern neighbour, Germany.
306

 The referendum of 

1972 was followed by an earthquake election in 1973. This election stands out as one 

of the most volatile elections in West European post-war history (21.2% volatility) and 

the new parliament saw no less than five new parties enter.
307

  

 

Over the time period investigated in this study a quite large number of parties have 

been considered as Eurosceptic. In the successive Expert surveys no less than ten 

different parties have at least at one observation been regarded as hard Eurosceptic 

(below 2.0). These parties are: the Danish Communist Party (1984, 1988, 1992, 1996), 

the Justice Party (1984, 1988, 1992, 1996), the Left Socialist Party (1984, 1988, 1992, 

1996), Common Course (1988, 1992), the Socialist People’s Party (1984), Unity List 

(1992, 1996, 1999), the Danish People’s Party (1999, 2002), the Progress Party (1999), 

the June Movement (1999, 2006), and the People’s Movement against the EU (1999, 

2006) 

Some of the parties are missing in certain observations, simply because they were not 

included in the survey (the anti-EU lists in all surveys except the two mentioned 
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above). The first three parties are not relevant as they have never obtained more than 

2% of votes (and they are excluded from the last three surveys). A couple of parties 

have changed their position towards European integration over the years. The task is 

now how to classify them. The Socialist People’s party, for a long time closely related 

to the People’s Movement against the EU, has been in opposition to the EU over the 

years, but to a varying extent. The party played an important role in the ‘no’ campaign 

ahead of the referendum on Maastricht, but eventually compromised with the other 

parties and came to support the ‘yes’ camp in the second referendum (after the 

Edinburgh agreement on the Danish opt-outs). In 1999, the party dropped the demand 

for Danish withdrawal from the EU.
308

 When looking more in detail at the average 

scores from the Expert surveys we see that the party score has fluctuated over time 

from the lowest score 1.7 in 1984 to 3.78 in 2006. It is a hard choice, but in the end I 

think that based on these sources, the Socialist People’s Party can be included in our 

sample, but only in the first period (1984-1993). 

The Danish People’s party is a right-wing extreme party that was formed as a splinter 

from the Progress Party. In principle, the party has argued in favour of a Danish 

withdrawal from the EU, but has gradually accepted membership. However, it works 

to change the EU in an intergovernmental direction and rejects any move towards a 

more political union.
309

 Although classified as soft Eurosceptics by some,
310

 I would 

argue that the overall results point to the inclusion of Danish People’s Party in the 

classification.
311

 The kind of critique they advance is of a principled character, 

although sometimes the rhetoric may not be met by action. The party was formed in 

1995 and gained its first seats in 1998. Therefore, its results are included in the second 

and third period of investigation. The Progress Party, formed in the early 1970s by 

Mogens Glistrup, made a dramatic entry in Danish politics in the landslide election 

1973. The party has essentially been mildly pro-European during its existence. The 

only time they appear as Eurosceptic in the Expert survey is in the 1999 survey. This, 

however, coincides with their disappearance from the (central) political scene. Taken 
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together, the party will not be included in the sample. The last of the relevant 

(national) parliamentary parties is Unity List (Enhedslistan), a small leftist party. The 

party has systematically been coded as hard Eurosceptic and will thus be included (to 

be true, in one observation where the party is present, 2006, its position is 2.11).
312

 

The anti-EU list People’s Movement against the EU formed as a party (in the meaning 

of an organization that runs in elections) ahead of the first direct elections to the 

European Parliament in 1979 and had instant success. Its organization was formed 

from the ‘no’ campaign group in the 1972 referendum. The Movement has maintained 

a strongly anti-EU position. In the wake of the referendum over Maastricht in 1992, 

the movement was split into two. A group of more moderate veterans, along with 

Eurosceptics from other parties, left the movement and formed the June Movement.
313

 

The aim was to hinder parliament from finding a compromise that would lead to a 

ratification of the Maastricht Treaty without referendum. The June Movement 

campaigned, and won seats in EP-elections, in 1994. Even though the June Movement 

presents a milder form of criticism to the EU (as well as being less associated with the 

left), I argue that the party (on the basis of Expert survey results) can be included in 

the sample.   

 

Figure 4.3 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections. Denmark, 1984-2009 
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The Danish case provides some interesting variation over time and – perhaps more 

importantly – between the two electoral arenas. There is presence of at least one 

Eurosceptic party in every election. The two Eurosceptic lists have introduced a new 

element to Danish politics. They have received (the June Movement added from 1994) 

20.6 (1984), 18.9 (1989), 25.5 (1994), 23.4 (1999), 14.3 (2004) and 9.6 (2009) in 

European Parliament elections, but have not campaigned for the Folketing. The Unity 

List does not stand in EP-elections. The dip in results in national elections in the early 

1990s can be explained by noting that the Socialist People’s Party was excluded from 

the coding from 1994 onwards and that the rise in electoral support for the Danish 

People’s Party had not yet started. 

The variation between the electoral arenas is particularly interesting. In fact, the 

Eurosceptic parties receive more votes than citizens who think that the EU is a bad 

thing in EP elections. The difference over the whole period of investigation is striking: 

on average 12 percent of voters in national elections and 26.8 percent in EP elections 

(a difference of 14.8 percent). 

In the table with averages, the two types of elections are combined to give the average 

strength of party-based Euroscepticism in Denmark. The mean value is calculated on 

all elections (in total 6 EP elections and 9 national elections), which means that the 

weight of national elections is increased.   

 

Table 4.3 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, 

Denmark 

Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1984-1993 24.3 17.3 +7 6 (4) 

1994-2002 22.9 17.4 +5.5 7 (3) 

2003-2009 14.9 19.7 -4.8 7 (3) 

Total 21.3 17.9 +3.4 9 (4) 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections. 
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It is interesting to note that over time the level of public Euroscepticism decreases, 

especially in the last period. There is therefore a mismatch between public opinion and 

electoral support in the first two periods and not in the third. In fact, Eurosceptic 

parties achieve better electoral results than there are voters who think that EU is a bad 

thing. Over the whole period the level of incongruence is still at 3.4 percent. 

4.1.4 Finland 

 
Finland joined the EU in 1995 after a referendum vote where the ‘yes’ side was 

victorious with 56.9 percent in favour. Finland has since had a strong elite consensus 

about the merits of the EU. Ahead of the accession referendum, the smaller parties 

Rural Party and the Christian Democrats advocated a ‘no’ vote. The latter party 

changed its position to supporting membership, while being critical of further transfer 

of competence to the EU. However, it cannot be regarded as Eurosceptic (since the 

analysis of Finland is limited to the post-membership period, their previous standpoint 

is not included).
314

 Two anti-EU movements that were created before the referendum, 

League for Free Finland and Alternative to EU, tried both to run for European 

Parliament elections in 1996 but were unsuccessful.
315

 In 2002, the former movement 

registered, together with other organizations, the party Forces for Change in Finland. 

They ask for Finland to leave the EU. The party mustered only 0.4 percent support in 

the 2003 elections.
316

 Another party that is hard Eurosceptic but that has not had any 

success in elections is the Communist Party. This party is coded as Eurosceptic in the 

Expert survey.  

The only clearly Eurosceptic party that has won seats in Finland is the True Finns. 

This party is the successor of the Rural Party (also Eurosceptic) and played for a long 

time a limited role in Finnish politics. The True Finns accept EU membership now, but 

remain a strong Eurosceptic profile. Raunio is in his assessment of the party a bit 

reluctant to label them as hard Eurosceptics, but refers to how the party objects to any 

transfer of sovereignty to the EU level. The Expert survey coding rates the party below 
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2.0 with some margins (it is unfortunately missing from the 2002 survey). I think that 

on the balance, the party can, albeit with some doubts, be included in the sample.
317

 

 

To sum up the identification of parties: in the period of investigation (1995-2009 in the 

case of Finland), the parties with a clear Eurosceptic profile are The Communist Party, 

Forces for Change in Finland and the True Finns. Only the last party has achieved an 

election result over 2 percent. The analysis of votes is based on the results of the True 

Finns. 

 

Figure 4.4 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, Finland 1995-2009 

 

 

As we can see in the figure, party-based Euroscepticism was almost totally absent 

from the Finnish party system for a long time. Only the up-swing in support for the 

True Finns in the elections to the EP in 2009 and to parliament in 2007 alters this 

general image. On the contrary, public Euroscepticism has been relatively stable and at 

a high level throughout the period of membership. The mismatch in voter-party 

congruence over the whole period is a striking 18.5 percent. 
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 Table 4.4 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, 

Finland 

Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1994-2002 21 0.9 +20.1 4 (3) 

2003-2009 21 4 +17 4 (3) 

Total 21 2.5 +18.5 5 (4) 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections 

4.1.5 France 

 
The role of France, one of the original six members of the EU, has always been central 

to the development of the EU. Like in most other countries, despite some strong claims 

on national sovereignty which was displayed for instance during the empty-chair crisis 

in 1966, there was for a long time relatively low levels of contestation over Europe. 

France seemed to show a “façade of acquiescence”
 318

 with respect to Europe in the 

domestic discourse. The political system with two dominant parties in bipolar 

competition and with an electoral system that foster cooperation between the major 

parties and the smaller ones, had helped to exclude new dimensions of politics. During 

the period until the process of ratification of the Maastricht Treaty, opposition to the 

EU was mainly found on the far left (Worker’s Struggle and Communist Party) and on 

the far right (Front National). The Communist party played down its Euroscepticism 

during the 1990s. In the Expert survey it passes the threshold in 1996 and is therefore 

included in the first period of investigation only. Grunberg supports this interpretation 

as well, but stresses that it to a large extent is related to the periods in which the party 

has been part of government.
319

 The Trotskyite party Worker’s Struggle (Lutte 

Ouvrière) has maintained a hard Eurosceptic position during the whole period. On the 

right hand side of the political spectre, the Front National has been radically opposed 
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to European integration for its entire existence. They are coded as hard Eurosceptics in 

all Expert surveys (and in qualitative assessments).
320

 In 1999, the vice-chairman of 

the party, Bruno Mégret, broke loose and formed the National Movement, with an 

equally Eurosceptic profile.  

 

Grunberg writes that the “Maastricht Referendum was the catalyst that brought the 

European issue into the field of major national political controversies”.
321

 The 

divisions in the existing major parties became visible and there was an emergence of 

new parties and groups that emerge from splinters from mainly the Gaullist RPR and 

the Socialist party. The first sovereignist party that emerged came from a split on the 

left. Jean-Pierre Chevènement, a leading politician and ex-minster of the Socialist 

Party, formed his Citizens Movement (Movement des Citoyens), which later was 

transformed into Pôle Republicain ahead of the 2002 presidential elections and 

thereafter reinstalled as the Citizen and Republican Movement (Mouvement 

républicain et citoyens). The party fiercely fought against the successive treaty 

changes and their limiting impact on sovereignty. The party criticized the capitalist 

system of the EU and worked in favour of a Europe of nations. The main party on the 

right, RPR, was also tormented by internal divisions. Philippe Seguin and Charles 

Pasqua led the ‘no’side within the party. Their efforts were allied by the former liberal 

UDF politician Philippe de Villiers. The three politicians have been leading 

spokespersons for the Gaullist tradition of a Europe of Nations. De Villiers launched 

his Movement for France ahead of the 1994 European Parliament elections and earned 

a 12 percent vote support. Together with de Villiers, Charles Pasqua formed the Rally 

for France (Rassemblement pour la France) ahead of the 1999 European elections. 

They were able to maintain similar support levels, but soon after their cooperation 

ended and de Villiers restarted his old movement. The RPF failed to get re-elected in 

2004. The movement had the goal to “unite the French around the principles that 

follow from national sovereignty”.
322

 An electoral list that defended traditional values 

was created in 1989 under the name Hunting, Fishing, Nature, Tradition (Châsse, 
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Pêche, Nature, Tradition). This list aimed at defending local traditions. This party, 

although being considered Eurosceptic in the broader sense, has not been regarded as 

hard Eurosceptic in the Expert surveys, nor in the qualitative assessments.
323

 However, 

the party joined forces with Philippe de Villiers and campaigned under the label 

Libertas (the pan-European attempt to form a Eurosceptic party initiated by the Irish 

businessman Declan Ganley) in 2009.  

  

There are various ways in which French Euroscepticism has been displayed in political 

parties. The parties that have been outright critics over the whole period of 

investigation are the Front National and (the small) Worker’s struggle. The 

Communist party is included in the sample, but only until 1993. From their entry in 

politics the following parties (and their successors) are also included:  Movement 

National (Mègret), Movement des Citoyens (Chevènement), Movement pour la 

France, Rassemblement pour la France and Libertas (all with presence of de 

Villiers).
324

   

 

Figure 4.5 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, France 1984-2009 
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We can make a number of observations in relation to this figure. First, there has been a 

steady increase in the French negative public opinion over the time period. Secondly, 

the number of votes obtained by Eurosceptic parties peaked in the mid-1990s. We 

should note that the Communist party is excluded from 1994 onwards. Their results in 

national elections afterwards were 9.9 (1997), 4.9 (2002) and 4.3 (2007) and scored at 

similar levels in the EP-elections. The average results for Eurosceptic parties are 

almost 6 percent higher in EP elections than in national elections. What is worth 

highlighting in this respect is that the electoral system in legislative elections in France 

is disproportional and its two rounds give strong incentives for parties to cooperate in 

alliances. The figures reported here are from the first round of legislative elections. At 

times, some of the single-issue Eurosceptic parties have campaigned on a common 

ticket with the main alliances of left or right. 

 

Table 4.5 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, 

France 

Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1984-1993 7.3 21.3 -14 3 

1994-2002 13.1 21.3 -8.2 5 

2003-2009 16.9 13.4 +3.5 6 (1) 

Total 11.9 19.3 -7.4 7 (1) 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections 

 

Contrary to the other countries included in this study, the French voters are less critical 

of the EU in terms of public opinion than they express in elections. The level of 

incongruence is highest in the first period when only 7.3 percent of the voters (average 

over time) considered French EU-membership as a bad thing. While public 

Euroscepticism has more than doubled from period one to period three, the electoral 

support for Eurosceptic parties has gone down by nearly eight percent. This means that 

in the last period of investigation, France displays a pattern similar to other EU 
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countries, where public Euroscepticism is more pronounced than party-based 

Euroscepticism.  

 

4.1.6 Germany 

 

There is a wide-spread pro-European consensus in Germany. Being a member from 

the beginning and the biggest member-state of the EU, Germany has often been 

considered as one of the best examples of the prevailing permissive consensus.
325

 

There has certainly been considerable debate about European integration in Germany, 

but few actors have adopted fiercely critical stances on the issue. In the Bavarian 

Christian Social Union (the sister-party of the CDU), there have at times been some 

rather critical voices raised towards the EU. This has been especially voiced 

concerning the enlargement of the EU, particularly concerning the prospects of a 

Turkish EU membership.
326

 However, Hard Euroscepticism has been limited to the 

parties of the extreme right. The Republikaner and the Deutsche Volksunie have been 

regarded by the experts of the Surveys as hard Eurosceptics in all observations where 

they are present. Lees argues that these fall into the category of sceptics together with 

the small National Democratic Party of Germany, while the Rule of Law State 

Offensive Party (also known as the Schill-partei, founded by Ronald Schill in 

Hamburg in the late 1990s) does not.
327

 Furthermore, he argues that the left-wing party 

PDS, despite being critical of, for example, the EMU as well as European defence 

policies, belongs to the category of ‘soft’ Eurosceptics.
328

  

The number of hard Eurosceptic parties during the period of investigation is therefore 

3, but only one of them (Die Republikaner) has ever obtained more than two percent in 

elections. Therefore only this party is included in the analysis below.    

An attempt to form something similar to a single-issue Eurosceptic party was made in 

1994 when Manfred Brunner, an ex-FPD politician and former head of cabinet in the 
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European Commission, set up a party called Bund freier Bürger. The party received a 

limited 1.1% of votes in the EP-elections 1994. 

 

Figure 4.6 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, Germany 1984-2009 

 

 

Over the whole period of time, the Germans who think that membership is a bad thing 

is on average 10.3 percent while the average support for the Eurosceptic party is 2.1. 

The only really successful campaign of the Republikaner was to the EP in 1984 (7.1). 

They receive generally speaking better results in EP-elections than Bundestag, but 

most of the variation is related to their initial success. 

On average for the whole time period the incongruence between public and party-

based opposition to the EU is a significant 8.2 percent. 

 

Table 4.6 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, 

Germany 

Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1984-1993 8.4 4.6 +3.8 3 (2) 

1994-2002 11.8 2 +9.8 4 (3) 

2003-2009 11.1 1 +10.1 3 (2) 

Total 10.3 2.1 +8.2 3 (2) 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections 
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4.1.7 Greece 

 
Greece joined the European Union in 1981. Political life in Greece has been 

overwhelmingly dominated by the two main parties PASOK and New Democracy. 

The electoral system has helped to establish bi-polar competition. While PASOK had a 

critical line towards Europe in the early days, they have subsequently been a pro-

European force.
329

 The opposition to the EU is found in the fringes of the party system. 

The main proponent of hard Euroscepticism in the Greek party system has, over the 

whole period of investigation, been the Communist Party (KKE). This party can be 

described as “an anti-system party, wedded to the classical tenets of Marxism-Leninism and 

pursuing a strategy based on hard-line opposition to imperialism, globalisation and European 

integration.”330 This party is systematically coded as hard Eurosceptic in the Expert surveys as 

well as the general review of Taggart and Szczerbiak in 2002.331 

Strands of opposition to the EU have also been found in the two break-away parties on the left, 

Coalition of the Left and Progress (SYN) and the Democratic Social Movement, but neither of the 

two can be regarded as hard Eurosceptic.332 In the late 1980s the Communist party campaigned 

together with other forces of the left under the SYN label. Therefore, the results of this party are 

seen in the analysis of votes. Once the party split again in 1992, the splinter party campaigned as 

SYN. This party’s results are not included as it took a milder stance towards the EU. On the right 

hand side of the political spectrum, there was in 2000 the formation of Popular Orthodox Rally 

(LAOS), a party that is critical of European integration and supports a confederal model of 

integration. However, the party is ranked well above the cut-point of 2.0 in the expert survey in 

which it is included and is not mentioned by qualitative assessments.333  

In sum, only the Communist party is included in the calculation of votes below. 
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Figure 4.7 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, Greece 1984-2009 

 

 

The variation between the electoral arenas is on average over the whole period 2.2 

percent more in EP elections for KKE than in national elections. The variation over 

time is primarily related to the fact that the party received high levels of support in the 

1980s when it was campaigning on a common platform with other left parties. In the 

table below the results in the three different periods are summarized. The level of 

incongruence is low, especially in the first period. Public opinion is rather stable over 

time and so are the election results of the Communist party. 

 

Table 4.7 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, 

Greece 

Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1984-1993 10.7 10.3 +0.4 1 

1994-2002 9.1 6.5 +2.6 1 

2003-2009 11.1 7.9 +3.2 1 

Total 10.3 8.4 +1.9 1 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections 
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4.1.8 Ireland 

 

Since joining the EU in 1973, the Irish electorate has become more supportive of 

European integration. The Irish economic development has been a key factor to 

explain the general support levels.
334

 Over the years, a number of contested referenda 

over European integration have come to challenge the general picture of Ireland as a 

pro-European country. Both the Nice Treaty and the Lisbon Treaty have been voted 

down in Irish referenda (2001 and 2008). The campaign organisations on the ‘no’ side 

in Irish referenda have mainly been found outside the party system, in civil society. 
335

 

Among the parties, Sinn Féin, the Socialist Workers Party and the Green Party have 

been opposing new treaties over the years. However, it is not an easy task to classify 

these parties. About Sinn Fein, Gilland writes “it is a close call, but overall Sinn Féin 

is clearly the party with parliamentary representation with the ‘hardest’ 

Euroscepticism, but even this brand is not extremely Hard in that the party’s 

statements have not included and explicitly stated preference for Ireland leaving the 

EU”.
336

 Gilland argues that the Socialist Workers party leans more towards a harder 

version of Euroscepticism, while the Workers Party leans more towards a soft version 

of Euroscepticism. The former is therefore regarded as hard Eurosceptic. However, its 

electoral results are so weak (never above 2 percent) that this party is excluded from 

the vote analysis. 

Sinn Féin has never been coded below the cut-point of 2.0 in the Expert survey which 

provides a problem for how to classify them. The party has argued that it has moved 

from critical to engaged but there are some doubts about the extent to which this has 

happened. In a study by Maillot, it is argued that there is continuity in Sinn Féin’s 

approach to the EU, where there is a strong emphasis on neutrality and non-alignment. 

The party’s main concern with the EU lies in this area as well as with social policy. 

Still, Maillot argues that the attitude of Sinn Féin is best captured in terms of ‘soft’ 

Euroscepticism.
337

 Frampton writes that from the 1984 European elections Sinn Féin 
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had, although remaining critical, changed its attitude towards the EU in a more 

positive direction and argues that in the 1990s the party’s position was significantly 

changed in a positive direction.
338

 This study, together with the absence of Sinn Féin in 

any of the Expert surveys, leads me to conclude that the party cannot be regarded as 

hard Eurosceptic.
339

 

 

Figure 4.8 Public Euroscepticism, Ireland 1984-2009 

 

 

Since there are no relevant Eurosceptic parties, the levels of incongruence equal the 

level of public Euroscepticism. The levels are as follows: period one, 11.3; period two, 

4.7; period three, 6.8 and in total, 7.8.  

 

4.1.9 Italy 

 

Euroscepticism in Italy is not very easy to locate. At the centre of the party system 

there has always been broad support of integration. This holds also after the total 

changeover of the Italian party system of the 1990s. The outcome of the corruption 

allegations of the existing parties in the 1990s was a recomposed party system but with 

similar determinants of political competition as before. Among the more EU-critical 

parties we find the Communist party, but it has never been sceptical enough to be 

included in this study (according to Expert surveys and qualitative assessments). In the 

first phase of this study, the reformed fascist party Italian Social Movement (later 

Alleanza Nazionale) was clearly hard Eurosceptic. It is also coded as such in the 
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Expert surveys. The party underwent a significant change in the early 1990s and 

dropped its previous scepticism and is thereafter pro-European.
340

 In 1995, a splinter 

group from this party formed the Tricolour Flame Social Movement. Vasilopoulou
 

classifies this party as rejectionist, favouring a withdrawal from the EU, but the party 

has never made any real electoral gains.
341

  

The hardest party to classify in Italy is the Northern League. This party was formed in 

1991 from a number of small regional parties that wanted independence for northern 

Italy. During its initial years, the party was strongly in favour of European integration, 

even favouring a European federation. However, when the party has been in 

government in Rome (apart from the first time in 1994 when the party was clearly pro-

European),
342

 it has used an outspoken Eurosceptic rhetoric in order to distinguish 

themselves from the core of the party system.
343

 In the Expert surveys, the party is 

coded above 2.0 until the very last observation in 2006. In a qualitative assessment, 

Quaglia argues that the party started moving in a Eurosceptic direction around 2000.  

This move has primarily been driven by strategy, but nonetheless are there signs of an 

increased Euroscepticism within the party. Conti argues that the party does not 

emphasize European issues a lot but when it does (his example is the 2009 EP election 

manifesto), so by “expressing fierce criticism concerning: 1) the democratic deficit of 

the EU, 2) any delegation of power to the supranational level, 3) the EU 

constitution”
344

 Despite the doubts over this party’s position, it seems fairly clear that 

it can be included in the sample, but only in the last period of investigation.
345

 In sum 

only two parties are included in the vote analysis of Italy: MSI-AN in the first period 

and Lega Nord in the last period. 

 

 

 

                                              
340

 Conti 2003 
341

 Vasilopoulou 2009 
342

 Quaglia 2008   
343

 Conti 2003 
344

 Conti 2009 
345

 Quaglia 2011. See also Conti 2003. 



 

118 

 

Figure 4.9 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, Italy 1984-2009 

 

 

There are no significant differences between the electoral results in European elections 

or national elections. The main variation over time is related to the classification of 

parties. Public Euroscepticism in Italy has grown considerably over time. From being 

almost absent in the first period of investigation, the Italian public are in the last period 

more in line with other publics in Europe. As the growth of electoral support for 

Eurosceptic parties is smaller, the level of incongruence has grown over time. 

 

 Table 4.9 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, Italy 

Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1984-1993 3.5 5.8 -2.3 1 

1994-2002 5.7 0 +5.7 1 (1) 

2003-2009 13.3 7 +6.3 2 (1) 

Total 6.9 3.9 +3 2 (1) 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections. 

 

4.1.10  The Netherlands 

 

The Dutch relation to the EU was, similar to their neighbours in Belgium, for a long 

time a relatively unproblematic one. High levels of public support combined with an 

elite consensus about the merits of integration prevailed for a long time. In the early 

0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

1
9

8
4

 

1
9

8
6

 

1
9

8
8

 

1
9

9
0

 

1
9

9
2

 

1
9

9
4

 

1
9

9
6

 

1
9

9
8

 

2
0

0
0

 

2
0

0
2

 

2
0

0
4

 

2
0

0
6

 

2
0

0
8

 

P
e

rc
e

n
t 

Italy 1984-1009 

Bad thing 

National elections 

EP elections 



 

119 

 

2000s this pattern was changed. A more Eurosceptic discourse started to flourish. One 

of the components of this debate concerned the Dutch contribution to the EU budget. 

The Liberal party VVD took up a very critical stand on this issue. Eastern enlargement 

of the EU also became a line of conflict within the Dutch party system.
346

 The hardest 

critique against the EU came from the Socialist Party and the newly formed List Pim 

Fortuyn. None of these parties are present in the Expert surveys but are have, 

according to Harmsen: “displayed significant elements of ‘hard’ Euroscepticism”. 
347

 

However, in Harmsen’s subsequent and detailed analysis of Pim Fortuyn’s European 

policies there are many signs of a slightly more positive attitude towards the EU. 

Fortuyn did not ask for Dutch withdrawal, he accepted the need for European 

cooperation in institutionalized forms. Therefore his critique is rather placed alongside 

with that of the Liberal VVD and Frits Bolkestein.
348

 In sum, with some hesitation, I 

think that LPF is more likely to be a soft rather than a hard Eurosceptic party.
349

 After 

the murder of Pim Fortuyn in 2002, the party continued for another four years, but 

with diminishing levels of support. Instead, Dutch political life saw the emergence of 

the Freedom Party. Founded by the ex-VVD politician Geert Wilders, the party has 

taken up a clearly Eurosceptic stance.
350

 This party is classified as hard sceptic in the 

Expert survey 2006. 

The Socialist Party has adopted a “relatively hard Eurosceptic stance”.
351

 The party has 

campaigned against any transfer of competence to the EU. Their critique of the EU is 

based primarily on a critique of the ‘neo-liberal’ paradigm of European integration and 

on concerns about sovereignty and democracy. The party has been coded by the 

respondents of the Expert surveys as just above 2.0. However, in view of more recent 

contributions that interpret the party as moving in a clearly Eurosceptic direction, I 

have included the party in the sample. For many years the party played a minor role in 

Dutch politics. It is also missing from the Expert Surveys’ first four observations. 

However, despite being on low support levels, it will be included in the sample for the 
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entire period. The first waves of expert surveys also classify the small party Christian 

Democrats, the Pacifist Socialist party and the Communist party as Eurosceptics. 

There are no reasons to doubt that they are placed in the category of anti-EU parties. 

However, their support base is so small that it has been excluded from the vote count. 

Ahead of the 2004 European Parliament elections a new single-issue party called 

Transparent Europe presented itself and won two seats. The party was led by former 

Commission official Paul Van Buitinen, who had made himself known as a whistle-

blower by raising the awareness of corruption within the EU. Although the party 

campaigned on a platform that was critical of certain aspects of the EU, it does not 

qualify as hard Eurosceptic, as it lacks clear statements on central issues regarding 

European integration.
352

 Leconte argues, in a comparison of all single-issue parties 

with a European focus, that the list is to be considered ‘Eurocritical’ in contrast with 

other lists that are either Eurosceptic or anti-European.
353

   

To sum up: in the figure we see the level of public Euroscepticism and the combined 

electoral support of the Socialist Party and the Freedom Party. 

 

Figure 4.10 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, The Netherlands 1984-2009 

 

 

The variation over time is significant in the Dutch case. This has not to do with 

changing party positions but with the expansion of the support base of the Socialist 
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party and the emergence of the Freedom Party. Between the types of elections there is 

no real variation. Public opinion is still fairly positive but there is an increase in the 

number of voters who think that Dutch membership in the EU is a bad thing over time. 

As these two movements have been parallel, the level of incongruence is relatively 

low.  

 

Table 4.10 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, the 

Netherlands 

Period Average ‘bad thing’ Average electoral support Incongruence Number of parties 

1984-1993 3 0.4 +2.6 4 (3) 

1994-2002 5.8 3.4 +2.4 4 (3) 

2003-2009 8.3 6.5 +1.8 5 (3) 

Total 5.4 5.5 -0.1 5 (3) 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections 

 

4.1.11  Portugal 

 

Portugal joined the EU in 1986. In the Expert Surveys, four parties that are included in 

the first four surveys are coded below the cut point 2.0. These parties are the 

Communist Party, Revolutionary Socialist Party, Popular Democratic Union and the 

Unified Democratic Coalition. The first three parties are very small and have never 

received vote support above the 2 percent threshold of this study. The Unified 

Democratic Coalition is a leftist party that re-oriented themselves to a more positive 

attitude already before membership. As the time relevant for the analysis is since 

membership of the EU, this party is not included in the figure and table below. This 

leaves us with no relevant parties that can be classified as hard Eurosceptics in 

Portugal. 

Ahead of the 2009 European Parliament election the Earth Party campaigned in 

conjunction with Libertas, but obtained only a modest 0.6 percent of votes. 
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Since there are no relevant Eurosceptic parties included in the sample, the levels of 

incongruence equal the level of public Euroscepticism. The levels are as follows: 

period one, 4.1; period two, 8; period three, 13.4 and, in total, 8.3. There is a 

significant increase over time of public Euroscepticism in Portugal. This has not yet 

been met by an increasing party-based Euroscepticism.  

 

Figure 4.11 Public Euroscepticism, Portugal 1986-2009 

 

 

4.1.12  Spain 

 

Since joining the EU in 1986, Spanish public and party politics have been 

systematically pro-European. There are no identifications of ‘relevant’ parties adopting 

hard Eurosceptic positions. The only expressions of hard Euroscepticism come from 

the fringes of the party system and are present in largely marginalized political parties. 

The Basque independentist left and the Spanish far right have displayed hard 

Euroscepticism. In the Basque case, the parties have received support at the regional 

level, but have, since 2000, stopped fielding candidates for national elections.
354

 On 

the far right hand side, the movements such as the Spanish Falange and the Alliance 

for National Unity have only received extremely low support levels. The United Left 

and the Galician Bloc are seen as soft Eurosceptics.
355

 No Spanish party has at any 

point in time been coded below 2.0 in the Expert Survey. 
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Figure 4.12 Public Euroscepticism, Spain 1986-2009 

 

 

Since there are no relevant Eurosceptic parties present in Spain, the levels of 

incongruence equal the level of public Euroscepticism. The levels are as follows: 

period one, 7.6; period two, 9.3; period three, 8.2 and, in total, 8.4.  

4.1.13  Sweden 

 

The Swedish political system has been significantly affected by European integration. 

The drastic re-orientations of several of the main parties in the late 1980s and early 

1990s radically changed the way in which the parties reflected the positions of the 

voters. The Social Democrats, The Centre Party and the Christian Democrats all 

moved from preferring non-membership to actively supporting a Swedish accession to 

the EU. The referendum in 1994 secured Swedish membership with 53.3 percent 

voting in favour of membership. The Eurosceptics in the Swedish party system are 

since membership found in the Left Party and the Green Party. Both parties are coded 

as Eurosceptic both in the Expert survey and in the qualitative assessments.
356

 The 

Green party abandoned their hard Eurosceptic stance through an internal party vote 

(55.6 percent, with a turnout of 46.5 percent) in 2008.
357

 I will therefore not include 

the results of the Green party in the 2009 EP elections. The Left Party, in contrast, has 

maintained its position throughout the entire period (the Left party is actually coded as 

slightly above 2.0 in 2002). The Sweden Democrats can also be coded as clearly 

Eurosceptic. The party’s rise in electoral support mainly comes after the end of the 
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period of investigation, but it did, however, pass the threshold of 2 percent set for this 

study already in 2006, but it failed to get national or European representation before 

2009. The party entered the national parliament in 2010. 

The June List was created as a single-issue Eurosceptic list ahead of the EP-elections 

in 2004. The inspiration came from its Danish sister organization the June Movement. 

In the 2009 EP elections, some previous members of the June List (and New 

Democracy) campaigned under the Libertas umbrella, but pulled out a few weeks 

before the elections took place due to limited resources.     

 

Figure 4.13 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, Sweden 1995-2009
358

 

 

 

In the Swedish case a few observations related to the variation are interesting. First, 

the level of public Euroscepticism is declining rather steadily, albeit from very high 

levels. Second, there is a clear tendency of a split-party system. On average, 

Eurosceptic parties score 11 percent higher in European parliament elections than in 

national elections over the whole period. A word of caution about the interpretations is 

that in period two (2003-2009), is that there is only one observation of a Riksdag 

election. As mentioned before, the Green party’s result (11 %) in 2009 EP election is 

excluded from the analysis. This helps to lower the results of the vote share in period 

two. If the Green party had maintained their critical position, there would have been 

almost total congruence between public opinion and vote share in period two. The 
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average electoral support for clearly Eurosceptic parties are similar in the two periods, 

but the public has become less critical of the EU over time. 

 

 Table 4.11 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, 

Sweden 

Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1994-2002 36 21.2 +14.8 3  

2003-2009 24.6 20.4 +4.2 4 

Total 30.7 20.9 +9.8 4 

Note: The Sweden Democrats’ highest result in this period is 3.3 % in the EP elections 2009. 

 

4.1.14  United Kingdom 

 

A majority of references to Euroscepticism in public debates and in academic writing 

concern the British case. There has been a long range of studies on the British 

exceptionalism and the way in which the established parties have handled conflicts 

over European integration internally.
359

 British relations to the EU can be divided in to 

four phases: first, the period until the application in 1972, which was characterized by 

reluctance to integration; second, the period between membership and the referendum 

in 1975 where the voters decided to stay in the EEC; third, from the referendum to the 

late 1980s when Europe had lower salience and criticism mainly was voiced in the 

Labour party and fourth, from the late 1980s when the issue has resurfaced and 

factions within the Conservative party has been fiercely fighting against the EU.
360

 In 

the last period there has also been the creation of distinctive Eurosceptic parties, such 

as the UK Independence Party (UKIP). Baker, et al. argue that a “powerful 

predisposition to Euroscepticism exists within the British polity which has been 

generated by Britain’s distinctive geopolitical, economic, and constitutional interests 

and traditions”.
361

 However, in terms of party politics, conflicts over European 

                                              
359

 See for instance Alexandre-Collier 1998 on the conservative party, Forster 2002 on general concerns and 

Kassim 2011 on the Labour party. 
360

 Baker, Gamble, Randall and Seawright 2008   
361

 Baker, Gamble, Randall and Seawright 2008:115 



 

126 

 

integration have primarily been channelled through the main parties, Labour and 

Conservatives. The latter party has suffered from severe internal tensions and has been 

leaning towards Euroscepticism from the 1990s and onwards. When European 

integration went from following a dominantly market-oriented logic to more political 

integration, the support of many Tory politicians evaporated.  However, the 

classification in this study is based on official positions of the party leadership and not 

the extent to which the parties are unified or not. The studies on the conservative party 

(both Expert Survey and qualitative coding) show that even though the Tories are 

clearly Eurosceptic in the last part of the investigation, they cannot be labelled Hard 

Eurosceptics. Of the parties included in the Expert survey, only UKIP is attributed 

scores below 2.0 (even though the Tories in 2002 are very close). The surveys do not 

include the nationalist party British National Party. This party is clearly a Hard 

Eurosceptic party in the qualitative coding.
362

 The small Socialist Labour Party is also 

considered as Hard Eurosceptic. The ethno-regionalist parties (Plaid Cymru in Wales 

and Scottish National Party) were both critical of the EU in the 1970s but have 

gradually moved their positions to a policy where they are supporting the idea of 

‘independence in Europe’.
363

  

 

In 1993, members of the Anti-Federalist League (founded around the fight over the 

Maastricht Treaty), formed the UK Independence Party. The party advocates British 

withdrawal from the EU as the EU is seen as ‘centralised, bureaucratic, and corrupt, 

eroding our independence’
364

. The party is a typical single-issue Eurosceptic party. A 

second attempt to form a similar party was initiated in 1995 by Sir James Goldsmith. 

The Referendum Party’s main goal was push for a referendum about Britain in the EU. 

The party was clearly Eurosceptic and fought the elections in 1997. It won no 

constituencies, but secured an overall vote of 3.1 percent, which means that they are 

included in the vote count below. Shortly after the election, Goldsmith died and the 

party was transformed into a pressure group named the Referendum Movement.  

 

                                              
362

 Baker, et al. 2008 
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364
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In sum, even if there are strong tendencies towards Euroscepticism in the Conservative 

party, the parties included in this study are: UKIP, British National Party, Socialist 

Labour Party and the Referendum Party. The Socialist Labour party is a minor party 

and is not relevant according to the criterion (above 2 percent of votes in either 

national or European elections at any point in time over the whole period).
365

  

 

Figure 4.14 Public Euroscepticism and Eurosceptic vote in national and European 

elections, United Kingdom 1984-2009 

 

 

The British electoral system is a first-past-the-post system. This means that the 

mandates are distributed on the majorities within single constituencies. As mentioned 

earlier, all calculations of votes in this study is based on the percentage of voters 

voting for Eurosceptic parties and note for the percentage of mandates. In a highly 

disproportional system such as the British system, the percentage of votes differs 

vastly from the percentage of seats in parliament.  

The difference between results in the two types of elections is big, especially from 

1999 onwards. Of all the possible elections during the period, parties receive on 

average 1.66 percent in parliamentary elections, while they receive 8.4 percent in EP 

elections. When looking at the period from 1999 onwards, the differences are even 

sharper: 2.3 percent in national elections and 16.8 percent in EP elections. We will get 

back to this in the next chapter.       
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 Additional results from http://www.parliament.uk/topics/Election-results-UK.htm. 
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Table 4.12 Electoral support, public opinion, incongruence and number of parties, 

United Kingdom 

Period Average ‘bad 

thing’ 

Average electoral 

support 

Level of 

incongruence 

Number of 

parties 

1984-1993 25 0.3 +24.7 2 (1) 

1994-2002 22.7 3.2 +19.5 4 (1) 

2003-2009 28.6 15.3 +13.3 3 (1) 

Total 25.1 5.3 +19.8 4 (1) 

Note: In brackets () are irrelevant parties, that is parties that have never scored more than 2% in either 

National or European elections 

 

When interpreting the table with averages in the period, one should note that in the 

first period there were two EP elections (1984 and 1989) and two parliament elections 

(1987 and 1992), in the second period there were two EP elections (1994 and 1999) 

and two parliament elections (1997 and 2001) while in the last period there are two EP 

elections (2004 and 2009) but only one parliament election (2005). The parties 

included in the count of numbers are BNP and Socialist Labour Party for all periods, 

UKIP for the two last periods, Referendum party for the second period. The level of 

public Euroscepticism fluctuates slightly over time, but remains at a high level. The 

increasing support for Eurosceptic parties in the last period reduces the level of 

incongruence, but it remains at a very high level. 

  

4.2 Descriptive comparison 
 
This section is devoted to a descriptive comparative summary of the results from the 

previous country-by-country analysis. I will first make a summary of the findings in 

relation to the number of parties (both relevant and irrelevant parties). Secondly, the 

kind of parties will be discussed. Thirdly, the variation in terms of electoral strength 

will be analyzed, both across space and time. Fourth, the electoral fortunes of the 

single-issue Eurosceptic parties will be synthesized. This section also contains an 

excursus which is devoted to the question of the extent to which the single-issue 

parties share a common core ideology or not. Fifth, I compare the results in national 

and European parliament elections between the countries. Finally, I make a 
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comparison between the levels of incongruence between public Euroscepticism and 

the support levels for Eurosceptic parties.     

4.2.1 The number of parties 

 
In the country-by-country analysis, a number of parties have been identified as 

Eurosceptic but have been excluded from the analysis of votes as they have never 

received more than two percent of the votes. In some cases parties have been excluded 

because they only held Eurosceptic positions prior to their country’s entry in the EU. 

The number of small parties is possibly almost infinite. In every country, depending on 

how difficult it is to register a party, there are much more parties than reported here. I 

include parties that have been included in the Expert surveys and/or mentioned in the 

literature. The full list of irrelevant parties is listed in Appendix 1. In the table below, 

the total number of parties is listed and summarised. 

 

Table 4.13 Number of relevant and irrelevant parties by country 

 Relevant parties Irrelevant parties Total parties 

Austria 1 2 3 

Belgium 1 2 3 

Denmark 5 4 9 

Finland 1 4 5 

France 6 1 7 

Germany 1 3 4 

Greece 1 0 1 

Ireland 0 2 2 

Italy 2 1 3 

Netherlands 2 3 5 

Portugal 0 4 4 

Spain 0 2 2 

Sweden 4 0 4 

UK 3 1 4 

Total 27 29 56 

 
 

What we see is that of all the parties that have been mentioned in this study thus far, 

nearly half can be regarded as relevant and there are the main focus of the rest of the 

analysis. In France and Sweden almost all parties have passed the threshold. The 

opposite is true in a country like Portugal where, for various reasons, none of the 

parties coded as Eurosceptic passed the threshold. A similar pattern can be seen in 
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Finland. The main conclusion from this table is that excluding the irrelevant parties 

from the sample does not seem to alter the general pattern: in countries where there is 

a high total number of parties, there are also more relevant parties.   

 

Based on the findings above in each country analysis, the number of relevant parties in 

all fourteen countries is presented in the table. In some cases, parties have shifted their 

position over the course of the period of investigation. Examples of parties with 

shifting attitudes are the Freedom Party in Austria, the Northern League in Italy, and 

the French Communist Party. All the parties included in the table have at some point 

during the entire period of investigation received at least 2 percent of popular votes in 

either European Parliament elections or in national parliamentary elections. Only 

member-states are included, which explains the empty cells for Austria, Finland and 

Sweden in the first period of investigation.     

 

So there is some variation across space when it comes to the number of relevant 

parties with strong Eurosceptic positions. When summing up the number of parties, I 

have rank-ordered the countries. The numbers of relevant parties per country are: six 

in France; five in Denmark; four in Sweden; three in the UK; two each in Italy and the 

Netherlands; one each in Austria, Belgium, Finland and Germany and zero in Ireland, 

Portugal and Spain. 

Obviously, the classification of parties has a dominant impact on the vote shares in the 

countries. A number of parties have been especially hard to classify. They include the 

Flemish Block, the Northern League, Sinn Féin and the Austrian Freedom Party. 

These parties have in common that they employ drastic rhetorical figures in relation to 

the EU. These words are not always, especially not over time, met by similar actions. 

In some cases the limited literature points in different directions and so do the Expert 

Surveys. The motivations for inclusion and exclusion therefore rest on a combined 

judgment. In one case, the party was so short-lived (List Pim Fortuyn), that they 

produced a limited amount of platforms and programs. The classification of this party 

was essentially made from the literature, based on the writings of the party leader 
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himself.
366

 In other cases, the parties have received little attention because of their 

small size. Some parties have grown considerably towards the end of the period (True 

Finns, the Dutch Socialist Party), and there is only a limited amount of studies 

concerning their EU-policies. 

 

Table 4.14 Relevant Eurosceptic parties by country and period 

 

Country                                   Period 1984-1993 1994-2002 2003-2009 

Austria                        Freedom Party 

Belgium  Flemish Bloc Flemish Bloc 

Denmark Unity List 

People’s Movement 

against the EU 

Socialist People’s 

Party 

Unity List 

People’s Movement 

against the EU 

Danish People’s Party 

June Movement 

Unity List 

People’s Movement 

against the EU 

Danish People’s Party 

June Movement 

Germany Republicans Republicans Republicans  

Greece Communist Party Communist Party Communist Party 

Finland                      True Finns True Finns 

France Front National 

Worker’s Struggle 

Communist Party 

Front National 

Worker’s Struggle 

Movement for 

France/RPF 

Citizens’ Movement 

National Movement 

Front National 

Worker’s Struggle 

Movement for 

France/Libertas 

Ireland    

Italy MSI/AN  Northern League 

Netherlands Socialist Party Socialist Party Socialist Party 

Freedom Party 

Portugal    

Spain    

Sweden   

 

                    

Left Party 

Green Party 

Left Party 

Green Party  

June List 

Sweden Democrats 

UK British National Party British National Party 

UKIP 

Referendum Party 

British National Party 

UKIP 
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 Harmsen 2004. See also van Holsteyn and Rydgren 2004. 
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4.2.1.1 Variation across party families  

 

As we can see from the list of parties, nearly all of them belong on the fringes of the 

party systems. They are either on the extreme left or the extreme right of the party 

systems. In some countries, opposition to the EU is primarily found in ex-communist 

parties (Greece) while many countries see only extreme right-wing opposition 

(Austria, Belgium, Germany, Finland), while in the rest of the countries anti-EU 

parties are found on both poles of the spectrum. The successful single-issue parties 

(who are harder to classify in terms of left and right) are found in Denmark, France, 

Sweden and the UK. The lists presented in Austria (Hans Peter Martin) and the 

Netherlands (Transparent Europe) have focused on criticizing the EU for its spending 

and lack of control and accountability, but have not campaigned against the EU as 

such.
367

 Some of the single-issue Eurosceptic parties have in fact not campaigned on a 

platform stating that their country should withdraw from the EU (the June Movement 

was, for example, a splinter from the People’s Movement which adopted a milder 

stand on this). However, I would argue that it is adequate to include them in this 

sample as the EU is the main reason for their existence and their criticism has been 

principled. The same argument goes for the Swedish June List and partly for 

Chevènement’s creation Citizens’ Movement in France.
368

   

In sum, we can conclude from the mapping of parties that hard Eurosceptic parties are 

primarily found on the extreme right or extreme left of the party systems. It is in that 

sense a phenomenon of the fringes.
369

 Over time, the main increase in terms of number 

of parties happens on the extreme right of the party systems. The new parties that have 

emerged and gained support are (except the Dutch Socialist Party), are of the type 

often labelled radical right populist parties.
370
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 Leconte 2010 
368

 Leconte 2010 
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 This echoes the pattern that Taggart identified in 1998. 
370

 See Rydgren 2004. 
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4.2.2 Vote support for Eurosceptic parties over time 

 
Over the three periods covered in this study the average electoral support (in both 

national and European elections) is steadily increasing. Therefore, we can conclude 

that party-based Euroscepticism is on the rise in Europe. As we have seen in the 

country analysis, there is some variation between the countries in this respect. 

 

Figure 4.15 Average vote for Eurosceptic parties in three periods 

 

 

There are some distinct patterns in levels of support that Eurosceptic parties get in 

elections. In three of the countries included in this study, there has never been any 

success for Eurosceptic parties at all (Ireland, Portugal and Spain). While it was clear 

that here has been no party-based Euroscepticism in Portugal and Spain, the exclusion 

of Sinn Féin from the classification affects the average results in Ireland. It was indeed 

a close call, but after consideration I argued for an exclusion of the party. What may be 

added is that the party would not have been included in the last period and it is 

essentially in this period that the party has grown in the electorate. This means that the 

average scores in Ireland would have been rather low over the whole period.
371

 In three 

countries (Austria, Belgium and Italy), the variation over time is heavily influenced by 

differences in the classification of parties. To repeat, the Austrian FPÖ is only 

included in the last period. In Belgium, the Flemish Bloc is included in the last two 

                                              
371

 The average result of Sinn Féin (and thereby the sum of Eurosceptic voting in Ireland) would have been 1.9 

percent, based on the results of the party in elections over the whole period. This calculation is based on the 

understanding that the party would not have been included in the third period and the results therefore set to 

zero. 
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periods and not in the first. In Italy, there is no clearly Eurosceptic party in period two, 

while MSI-AN is included in period one and Lega Nord in period three. Variation in 

some countries is more linked to the emergence of new parties campaigning on anti-

EU platforms (UK, Sweden and the Netherlands to some extent). In some countries, 

the evolution over time has to do with growth in electoral terms of certain parties 

(Finland, and to some extent the Netherlands). 

 

Figure 4.16 Level of electoral support in periods 

 

 

Another way to specify the variation over time and space is to rank-order the countries 

from the smallest level of support for Eurosceptic parties to the highest. Again, we see 

that over time, three countries (Ireland, Portugal and Spain) have the lowest levels of 

Eurosceptic voting. At the other end of the spectrum, we see that Denmark, France and 

Sweden are systematically among the top four countries.  

In the aggregate, Eurosceptic voting increases over time. Some of the countries have a 

more pronounced increase in the Eurosceptic vote (Belgium, Austria, the Netherlands 

and the UK). There is a slight increase in Finland and an even smaller one in Denmark. 

In Sweden, the vote share is stable over time. In Germany, France and – to a lesser 

extent – Greece, the vote share is decreasing over time.    
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If we now turn to the aggregate levels over time, the variation across space is more 

central than the variation over time. It is clearly visible in the table below that there are 

significant differences between the countries. There is a group of three countries 

(Denmark, France and Sweden) that is well ahead of the others. Secondly, there is a 

group of countries in which there is no or hardly any party-based Euroscepticism to 

speak about. These are Germany, Finland, Ireland, Portugal and Spain. In between, 

there is a group of countries with more or less average support levels around 5 percent 

of votes. These countries are Austria, Belgium, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands and the 

UK. Greece is at the higher end of this group (with an average vote of 8.4) while Italy 

is at the lower end of the group (with an average vote share of 3.9) 

 
 
Figure 4.17 Average vote for Eurosceptic parties 1984-2009 

372
 

 

 

 

If we group the countries in three classes, it would thus looks as follows: 

 The politicized (voting above 10): Denmark, France, Sweden 

 The in-betweens (voting between 5-10): Austria, Belgium, Greece, Netherlands 

and the UK 

 The unaffected (voting below 5): Finland, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Spain, and 

Portugal 

In the next chapter I will refer interchangeably to the group labels mentioned above or 

to high, medium and low levels of party-based Euroscepticism. 
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If we instead group the countries in levels of Euroscepticism in two distinct groups, 

the high level group would include UK, Netherlands, Belgium, Greece, Denmark, 

France and Sweden, while others would be in the low group. I will primarily relate to 

three groups of countries throughout the remainder of the study. 

 

4.2.3 Evolution of single-issue parties 

 
In four of the countries included in this study there has been the successful creation of 

single-issue parties (Denmark, France, Sweden and the UK). In Austria and the 

Netherlands, single-issue parties have campaigned exclusively in European elections 

with platforms primarily concerned with themes of European integration. However, 

these two parties are not considered to be Eurosceptic in stricter sense. Over time, 

there were only one SIEP in the first period of investigation (People’s Movement in 

Denmark). In the second period, the two French lists (Chevènement and de Villiers) 

were added and so were the Danish June Movement and the UKIP. In the last period, 

the Swedish June List can be added but at the same time the left-wing Eurosceptic 

party in France (Chevènement) disappears. In France and the UK have these parties 

campaigned in national legislative elections. The Swedish June list made an attempt in 

the 2006 Riksdag election. The French parties have also put candidates in the 

presidential elections. The most notable effort was in 2002 when Chevènement 

campaigned with Pole Republicain (receiving 5.3 percent in the first round) and in 

2007 when de Villiers ran (2.2 percent in the first round). The Danish parties have not 

run in national elections.  

The results of the single-issue parties in EP elections are shown in the table below. 
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Figure 4.18 Electoral results of single-issue Eurosceptic parties 

 

 

 

4.2.3.1 Excursus: Comparing SIEP 

 

The purpose of this excursus is to conduct a limited analysis of the ideas/positions of 

Euroscepticism expressed by the single-issue parties. The single-issue parties that have 

emerged with the main perspective to fight the loss of sovereignty have slightly 

different political leanings. The organizational base of these parties (or lists) has often 

been the campaign groups formed in the referendum campaign. In certain countries the 

registration of the party takes place only shortly before the elections (for example the 

June List in Sweden). It is interesting to note that in Denmark, France and Sweden, 

there was actually already a supply of party-based Euroscepticism before the creation 

of single-issue parties. In the Danish case, the single-issue parties have co-operated 

with existing parties. This is to some extent also the case in the largely unstable French 

parties of the left. In the Swedish case, the June List attracted a number of politicians 

ranging from left to right of the existing parties. The June List deliberately positioned 

themselves as everywhere on the left-right continuum, but with a clear Eurosceptic 

policy.
373

 It was therefore an outright attempt to break with the dominant line of 

division in politics. As the offer of Swedish party-based Euroscepticism among the 

existing parties was found on the left-hand side of the spectrum, the June List was 
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especially targeting discontent non-socialist voters who said no to the EMU in the 

referendum in 2003. An interesting case of the persistence of the left-right conflict is 

the Danish case where the People’s Movement was split in a harder Eurosceptic and 

left-wing line and a more moderate one in 1992 (the split actually concerned the EU-

dimension as well where the June movement adopted a softer kind of opposition). In 

France, there have been both left-leaning and right-leaning parties campaigning as 

single issue Eurosceptic parties. The UK Independence party is the SIEP with the 

strongest right-wing profile. The common core of the ideologies and profile of these 

parties is the defence of sovereignty. The parties differ with respect to whether they 

want their country to withdraw from the EU or not. They differ with respect to what 

the main problem of European integration is in terms of market control and market-

making. They differ with respect to whether the geographical scope of European 

integration is too big or too small: while some of these parties argue that enlargement 

of the EU is threatening the EU, others see enlargement as dilution of the EU. The 

parties do share a common concern which boils down to a critique of delegation of 

powers to the supranational level and a belief that democracy can only work at the 

nation-state level.  

 

In the later waves of the Chapel Hill Expert surveys a number of items relating to the 

parties’ positions on certain policy areas within the EU and their general placement on 

the left-right axis are added. The parties are placed in their positions towards the 

internal market, the EU’s cohesion policy, the EU’s foreign policy, the prospects of a 

Turkish EU membership and their position on enlargement of the EU. In the following 

I will compare the placement of the single-issue parties on these issues and their left-

right placement. Many of the parties were not created in 1999 (the first survey to ask 

these questions) and all were missing in 2002. In the 2006 survey, the June Movement 

(JM), the People´s movement against the EU (PM), Movement for France (MPF), 

UKIP and the June List (JL) were included. Therefore this comparison is based on 

these parties on that specific moment in time. The Citizens’ Movement in France is 

missing since it no longer existed at the time of the survey. The scores of the two 
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Danish parties are almost identical on all issues (with the exception of the left-right 

placement where PM is placed more to the left than JM). 

 

All parties are positioned as clearly against the EU, ranging from scores of 1 (UKIP) to 

1.91 (June List). Not surprisingly, they have very high levels of salience of European 

integration scores (most parties score at the maximum level 4 but MPF is slightly 

lower). None of the lists suffer from any internal dissent (the highest levels of dissent 

are found in UKIP). In terms of their attitudes towards the internal market, the French 

and the Danish parties are clearly more critical than the UKIP and the June List. In 

relation to cohesion policy, UKIP are most critical and the June List more supportive 

with the others in between. There is big variation with respect to the party position 

towards a possible future Turkish membership in the EU. While the Swedish June List 

supports this idea, it is strongly rejected by the MPF and the UKIP. The Danish parties 

are critical, but less than the French and the British. There are three different scores for 

the left-right placement in the Expert survey. The first relates to the general placement 

on a single dimension (Left-Right below). The second is specifically concerned with 

the economic aspects of the left-right dimension (Economic below). The third 

concerns the parties’ stance on democratic freedoms and rights, ranging from 

Libertarian or Postmaterialist to Authoritarian or Traditional (GalTan). There are big 

differences between the parties: on an 11 point scale (ranging from 0 to 10 where 0 is 

far most left) are the scores as follows:       

 

Party      Left-Right (General)    Left-Right (Economic)   GalTan 
PM                    2.7                         2.7                     4.7 

JM             3.2                         2.8                     4.7 

MPF                  8.6                                       7.5                                       8.9 

UKIP            8.4                         8.4                     8.1 

JL           5.7                         5.9                     5.1  

 

 

What we see is that the Danish parties are more to the left in general. The MPF and 

UKIP are clearly placed on the far right end of the spectrum. Another interesting 

observation is that the polarization between these parties is lower on the GalTan 

dimension than on the economic dimension. So what does this tell us about the extent 
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to which these parties belong to one party family or not? I would argue that they do 

because they share a common core, namely the defense of national sovereignty and the 

role of the nation state. This defense of the nation-state can lean towards a view where 

the welfare state functions are at the centre or where the defense of cultural boundaries 

is central. In that sense I think that one could perhaps separate the economic dimension 

from a cultural dimension.
374

 The problem of the EU in economic terms can either be 

framed as that it is too regulating (infringing on the market functions) or that it is too 

market oriented (threatening social solidarity as embodied through the welfare state). 

In relation to the form of the cooperation, one can either criticize the EU for having a 

too-narrow scope (and favouring enlargement) or that it is too big in territorial scope. 

The latter form of criticism is often linked with a critique based on cultural 

exclusiveness. In sum, the common core concern of these parties is related to a 

questioning of the legitimacy and viability of delegation to the supranational level.  

 

Placing these two dimensions of Euroscepticism into a two-by-two table, we get four 

possible (ideal-typical) versions of Euroscepticism. The combination of a left-wing 

critique of the economic dimension of European integration on the substantive 

dimension with a view that on the form side the EU is too inclusive in geographical 

scope of the EU, renders a position which we could call welfare-state souverainstes.
375

 

If instead a party shares the critique of the EU as too market oriented but would prefer 

a wider geographical scope for decision-making (for instance global government), this 

ideal type could be labeled as market-regulating globalists. If instead, the problem on 

the economic dimension is that the EU is too regulating and restricts competition, we 

find two alternative positions: the first line of reasoning would question the locus of 

decision-making stressing cultural and democratic independence but open market. We 

can call this market-liberal cultural souverainisme. If the problem instead is that the 

                                              
374

 This is similar to what Kriesi, et al. are doing in their study on the cleavage base of the conflict over 

globalization (Kriesi, et al. 2008). 
375

 In lack of an English term that captures the idea of someone who defends the notion of sovereignty, the 

French word souveraniste is used. Central to the concept is the idea that sovereignty in itself is important, but it 

does not make a claim on cultural or linguistic boundaries. The closest alternatives in English would be statist, 

independist or partisan of sovereignty.  
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EU is too limited in geographical terms, the position would be market-liberal 

globalists.  

 

Table 4.15 Four ideal-typical versions of Euroscepticism 

 SUBSTANCE: economic dimension/boundary control 
FORM: 
Territorial/cultural 
and democratic  
dimension 

 EU is too market 
oriented 

EU is too 
regulating 

EU is too inclusive Welfare-State 

souverainistes 

Market-Liberal 

Cultural souverainistes 

EU is too exclusive Market-Regulating 

Globalist 

Market-Liberal 

Globalist 

 

The five parties included in this exercise share a core, main concern: the weak 

legitimacy of supranational governance. However, their differences in positions on the 

internal market, their varying left-right positions and their different attitudes on the 

future enlargement makes it possible to talk about varieties of Eurosceptic ideology. I 

will illustratively reason about where to place these parties in the scheme above. The 

dimensions mentioned in the scheme are more encompassing than there is material in 

the questions from the Expert survey. A more robust placement of the parties would 

require an analysis of either party programmes and/or parliamentary and public 

behavior. The two Danish parties are clearly placed on the left hand side of this 

scheme. Their critique towards the EU is primarily related to the market-making of the 

EU. They are also concerned with the effects of integration on the national democracy. 

Therefore, the two parties could be placed in the upper left hand corner (welfare-state 

souverainists). The French MPF is also very critical to the internal market, but is more 

market-friendly in general economic terms. This party is firmly against enlargement 

and has the highest scores on the Traditional/Authoritarian scale. The party thinks that 

the geographical scope is too inclusive. The placement on the market-dimension is 

more ambiguous, but it most likely leans towards the upper right hand corner. The 

UKIP on the hand is more clearly market-liberal and firmly sovereignty-oriented. The 

traditional values combined with reluctance towards enlargement places the party in 

the upper right-hand corner (market-liberal with cultural claims of independence). The 

only party to hold an enlargement-friendly position is the Swedish June List. The party 

is clearly market-friendly and it ranks lower on the value-based left-right scale. 
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Therefore, this party is the only party to be placed in the lower right-hand corner 

(market-liberal globalist). There is according to this slightly shallow survey presence 

of various types of critique towards the EU, even among parties who share the main 

goal of activity and raison d’être. Only the ideal type with left-leaning globalists found 

no empirical reference.   

 

4.2.4 National and European elections 

 
This study uses election results from both national and European parliament elections. 

The elections to European parliament have often been described as second-order 

(national) elections.
376

 They are second-order because they are of less importance than 

national legislative elections that determine the political majorities and exert 

accountability nationally. They are national in the sense that voters vote for national 

parties and – to a large but varying extent – on issues that are primarily related to 

domestic politics. I argue that both elections are important when accounting for the 

electoral strength of Euroscepticism in Europe. However, the variation between the 

electoral arenas can still be important in order to understand how the politicization of 

European integration varies across time and space. Therefore, I will analyse how these 

differences play out. 

 

In total, the difference in voting for Eurosceptic parties between the two electoral 

arenas is 3.1 percent. On average over the whole period, 8.5 percent of the voters have 

cast their votes for Eurosceptic parties in European elections, while 5.4 percent have 

done the same thing in national elections. Hence, one could argue that parties opposing 

Europe stand to gain from European themes in elections. However, a second 

observation from the European election studies is that normally governing parties, 

mainstream parties and big parties loose in European elections relative to national 

elections. The Eurosceptic parties are normally found on the fringes of the party 
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system, they are quite small and they are hardly ever in government. Therefore, the 

difference in results would support the notion of second-order elections.
377

  

 

Figure 4.19 Electoral results in national and European elections 

 

Note: the countries are rank-ordered in relation to the difference between electoral support for 

Eurosceptic parties in national and European elections. The countries with the highest differences are 

found to the right of the x-axis. 

 

When looking at the variation between the countries, some interesting differences 

appear. We can see that in only two countries has the Eurosceptic vote been bigger in 

national elections than in European elections (Austria and the Netherlands). As we can 

recall from the country-analysis, in both Austria and the Netherlands there has been 

creation of lists campaigning for EP elections with some success (Martin in Austria 

and Europe Transparent in the Netherlands). It seems rather plausible that the success 

of these parties has narrowed the scope for remaining Eurosceptic parties in EP 

elections. If the two lists had been included in the sample, the differences would have 

disappeared. In Finland, Italy, Germany and Greece there are hardly any differences in 

electoral behaviour, in this respect, between the two arenas. Denmark, France, Sweden 

and the UK bear clear signs of a split-party system where voters act according to 

different logics in the different arenas.  

 

Would the results be significantly different if I studied the national elections only? The 

figure below shows that the type of election alters the rank-order of the countries only 
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to a limited extent. The only exception is the UK, where the Eurosceptic vote in EP 

elections is significantly higher than in national elections. In sum, the inclusion of 

European parliament elections does not seem to alter the patterns of conflict over 

Europe to a large extent. However, the effect of the differences in electoral systems 

will be addressed in the next chapter.  

 

4.2.5 Specifying the degree of mismatch  

 
It seems puzzling that the level of party-based Euroscepticism is only related to the 

levels of public discontent with the EU to a limited extent. The voters are in general 

more sceptical towards the EU but there are some exceptions to that rule. In the figure, 

the average level of public Euroscepticism (percent of respondents who think their 

country’s membership is a bad thing) minus the average level of Eurosceptic voting is 

showed. Over the entire period there is a considerable level of incongruence in 

countries like Austria, Finland and the UK. In these countries, high levels of public 

Euroscepticism do not translate into the electoral arena. It seems puzzling indeed that 

countries that have similar levels of public Euroscepticism show such differences 

when it comes to the party-based Euroscepticism. For instance we could consider a 

pairwise comparison between Finland and Denmark. Both countries display similar 

levels of public Euroscepticism (about 21 percent on average), but in Denmark this is 

met by voting behavior that is on par with that (more or less), while in Finland there is 

almost a total absence of Eurosceptic parties and, consequently, voting. The same 

holds for a comparison between two of the founding members of the EU: Germany 

and France. French public opinion is only slightly more critical of the EU, but the level 

of party-based Euroscepticism is much more present than in Germany. In Germany, 

there is only one very small Eurosceptic party, while in France there are six different 

parties that have campaigned on a clearly Eurosceptic platform receiving almost 20 

percent vote support on average. It is fairly obvious that public sentiments concerning 

the EU are channeled in different ways into the electoral and representative arenas of 

the respective countries.  
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It is clearly visualised in the figure that there are stark differences between the 

countries with respect to how much/how little public Euroscepticism is channeled into 

their legislative assemblies. The avarage level of this mismatch is 7.4 over the whole 

period for all countries. Even if Euroscepticm may not find its ways into the 

representative institutions around Europe, it is rather clear that this mismatch has the 

potential to change patterns of party politics in Europe.
378

 

 

Figure 4.20 Level of incongruence 1984-2009 

 

Note: Average levels of public Euroscepticm (Eurobarometer ‘bad thing’) measured  

annually minus the average electoral results of Eurosceptic parties. 

 

The variation between the countries is striking. The highest levels of mismatch are 

found in countries with high levels of public Euroscpticism and low levels of party-

based Euroscepticism (such as Austria, Finland and the UK). In the countries where 

there is absence of Eurosceptic parties (Ireland, Portugal and Spain), there is – not 

surpirisingly – some level of incongruence. In all these countries, the level of 

incongruence is similar to the level of public Euroscepticism (which on average is 

around 8 percent in all the three countries). Among the countries with the highest level 

of Eurosceptic voting, it is striking to see the differences. In Sweden the Eurosceptic 

vote is considerable, but there is still significantly more public Euroscepticism. In 

Denmark, the gap between the levels of public and party-based Euroscepticm are 

much closer (and gradually diminishing). The great outlier in this survey is France. In 
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France the level of public Euroscepticism is close to the EU global average. Still, the 

Eurosceptic voting in elections is among the highest. This gives that there is a negative 

mismatch (more Eurosceptic voting than public opinion would suggest) of about 7 

percent over the whole period. While in all other countries (except the Netherlands), 

public Euroscepticism is higher than the vote share obtained by parties with this kind 

of stance, in France it is the other way around. 

 

We will now turn to how the levels of incongruence have developed over time. Brief 

analyses of this were introduced in the country-by-country analysis in the previous 

chapter. In this section, trends will be detected. In the first period (1984-1993) of this 

study the respondents who believed that their countries membership amounted to 10 

percent which was 4.6 percent more than the support parties advocating the same 

position mustered in elections. In the period between 1993 and 2002, public 

Euroscepticism had increased to 13 percent, while electoral support for Eurosceptic 

parties was 8.4 percent lower on average. In the third period (2003-2009), public 

Euroscepticism had increased to 15 percent and the level of mismatch had decreased to 

6.3 percent. The average mismatch over the period is 7.4 percent. Voters are thus 

consistently supporting Eurosceptic parties to a lesser extent than what public opinion 

tells us. However, the increasing levels of public Euroscepticism have been matched 

with slightly higher levels of voting for Eurosceptic parties in the last period.   

 

Figure 4.21 Level of incongruence in three periods 
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In Austria and Belgium, the decreasing level of incongruence is related to the shift in 

position of two parties (FPÖ and Flemish Bloc) and their electoral gains in the last 

period. However, in the case of Belgium, public opinion has also become more critical 

to the EU. Finland, the Netherlands and the UK have parties (either old but renewed or 

entirely new) which made gains in the electoral market. The Dutch Eurosceptic vote 

has increased considerably more than the public opinion has become more critical. 

Public opinion has become less critical in Denmark, Greece and Sweden. In the 

Danish case, there is even more Eurosceptic voting than negative public opinion in the 

last period. Germany and Portugal have increasing levels of incongruence because 

public opinion is becoming more Eurosceptic while the parties are not. In France, 

public opinion has become quite substantially more critical, but ironically enough 

people have voted less for Eurosceptic parties. In Spain there has been hardly any 

development at all. In Italy, public Euroscepticism has increased over time, but 

because there was no Eurosceptic party present in the middle period, the level of 

incongruence has not developed as much between period two and three as would have 

been the case otherwise. To sum up, there is a considerable mismatch between public 

opinion and electoral behavior in relation to European integration: public sentiments 

towards European integration are more critical than is visible in elections. However, in 

a majority of countries the levels of incongruence are decreasing over time while in the 

remaining five there is either stability or increasing incongruence. The observations 

about the mismatch between public opinion and party-based Euroscepticism provide 

an important point of departure for the next chapter where we will address the possible 

explanations of the varying strength of party-based Euroscepticism.  
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5 Conditions for politicization 
 

The aim of this chapter is to try to assess what can explain the variation in the number 

of Eurosceptic parties, levels of support for Eurosceptic parties and creation of single-

issue Eurosceptic parties as described in the previous chapter. Each of the potential 

explanatory factors will be introduced and tested for in the subsequent sections. I will 

first start by assessing the factors that are related to voters’ availability (public opinion 

on European integration and levels of electoral volatility). I will continue with 

assessments of the factors related to institutional incentives (referenda and electoral 

system). Finally I will investigate the role of the political opportunity structures (party 

system mechanics, dissent on European integration, party system format, polarization 

on left-right axis and salience of European integration). The attempt of this study is to 

take an encompassing perspective on the issue of the politicization of the EU. The 

basic thrust is not to advance one type of explanation over others. However, towards 

the end of this chapter, I will try to assess the explanatory potential of the three layers 

of facilitating and constraining factors as well as identify the configurations of 

conditions that lead to certain outcomes. 

 

I will now briefly repeat the variation in the dependent variables. In terms of the 

number of (relevant) parties, I group the countries in two groups: many Eurosceptic 

parties are found in France, Denmark, Sweden, UK, Italy and Netherlands. Few parties 

are found in Austria, Belgium, Finland, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain. 

When looking at the levels of support for Eurosceptic parties (mean levels over time), 

the countries are grouped in three classes: The politicized (high) (voting above 10 

percent on average), Denmark, France and Sweden; The in-betweens (medium) (voting 

between 5-10 percent on average), Austria, Belgium, Greece, Netherlands and the UK 

and The unaffected (low) (voting below 5 percent on average), Finland, Germany, 

Ireland, Italy, Spain, and Portugal. When studying changes over time, I mainly 

compare the countries where there is growing support for Eurosceptic parties over time 

(Austria, Belgium, Netherlands, UK and, to less extent, Finland) with the rest of the 
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countries. However, support levels are falling in France, Greece and Germany over 

time. In Denmark, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Spain and Sweden support levels are stable. 

When studying single-issue parties, they are present in Denmark (whole period), 

France (from 1994), Sweden (2004-2009), and the UK (from 1999). Failed attempts to 

enter the European Parliament have taken place in many countries, most notably with 

the launch of the pan-European Libertas in 2009. Two lists campaigning exclusively 

for EP but with no clear hard Eurosceptic positions have also gained seats in the EP: in 

Austria, Hans Peter Martin’s List (from 2004), and in the Netherlands, Europe 

Transparent (between 2004 and 2008).  

 

To summarize, there is a strong overlap between our three indicators of politicization 

of European integration. In countries where there are many (relevant) Eurosceptic 

parties, support levels are higher. It is also in these countries where there has been a 

successful creation of single-issue Eurosceptic parties (with the exception of the UK 

where support levels in general are lower, but where UKIP has been successful in EP 

elections).
379

 As the three indicators of politicization co-vary, the testing of the 

hypothesis will primarily be done in relation to the levels of support for Eurosceptic 

parties. When the facilitating factors speak more to the number of parties, this measure 

will be used. The successful creation of single-issue parties will be dealt with 

separately when it is deemed appropriate. At other times, it will simply be mentioned 

in relation to the overall testing of the hypothesis. Most of the tests conducted below 

are static. In these tests, it is the variation between the countries that is central. In static 

tests, mean values of support for Eurosceptic parties are used. I also use mean values 

for the facilitating and constraining factors. In some instances I use mean values over 

time even in cases where there is potential for temporal variation. These tests are done 

when the temporal variation is limited. However, some of the constraining and 

facilitating factors do vary over time and can provide changing opportunity structures 

between different moments in time. When this is the case, I also conduct dynamic tests 

                                              
379

 The biggest differences in voting in national and EP elections are found in the countries with successful 

single-issue parties. However, in a study excluding the EP elections, Denmark, France and Sweden would still 

have the highest level of Eurosceptic vote share. In the UK, the Eurosceptic vote is almost absent in national 

elections. 
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of the hypothesised relationships. In order to explain changes over time, we need 

indicators that vary over time. One of the results from the descriptive analysis is that 

there are patterns over time. Euroscepticism was for a long time an unknown 

phenomenon in some of the countries, but Europe has become increasingly contentious 

in these countries with time and this has been translated into party politics. I conduct 

tests over time regarding public opinion, electoral volatility, left-right polarization and, 

in a more limited form, salience and dissent on the European integration dimension. I 

also place the referenda in a context of variation over time, but the observations are too 

few and range over too few countries to be used as a temporal device across the whole 

sample. 

 

In general, all measures of facilitating and constraining factors are examined over the 

whole range of countries over time. The logic of comparative research includes aiming 

for comparative control. In order to control for the hypothesised relation between 

factors, we need data that covers the whole range of cases included. The specifications 

of the operational definitions of the concepts employed in this study are therefore 

guided by the availability of solid comparative data. This entails making pragmatic 

choices at times. In general, most of the variables cover the whole range of cases. Only 

the tests of left-right polarization and establishment divergence are conducted with a 

smaller sample as there was no data for Greece and Portugal. The feedback between 

theory and methods by the calibration of the cut points in the data is important. In 

principle, the countries are separated in relation to mean values of factors/variables, 

but on certain occasions the empirical variation speaks more to distinguishing between 

three groups. 

 

5.1 Voter availability 
 
The stability of party systems and voter alignments was for a long time the starting 

point for the understanding of Western European party systems.
380

 Voters remained 

loyal to their parties and the parties adapted themselves to new surroundings in order 
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to accommodate new issues.
381

 In order to assess the likely emergence of new 

structures of conflict and of political competition, we need to investigate the demand 

among the electorate. When studying the emerging conflicts over European 

integration, public opinion towards the EU is a natural point of departure. The extent 

to which there is a mismatch between voters and parties on this dimension has already 

been addressed in the previous chapter. In the following section, the question is to 

assess the extent to which a negative public opinion towards the EU constitutes a 

facilitating factor for party-based politicization. Furthermore, the extent to which 

voters are willing to shift their loyalties from old allegiances and to vote for new 

parties and/or base their vote choices on new dimensions of contestation may be 

influenced by the extent to which the old alignments are frozen or if there are 

tendencies toward de-freezing of cleavage structures. In studies of dealignment of 

existing cleavage structures, there are a number of ways of how to measure this 

change. Factors that undermine the position of the established cleavages include: 

declining party identification, declining voter turnout, increasing support for new 

parties, increasing levels of electoral volatility.
382

  I am not conducting tests of 

electoral turnout or of party identification. In relation to party identification there are 

three reasons: first, the measure of electoral volatility captures the de-freezing of 

cleavage structures in a broader way than party identification. Second, the measure of 

party identification has been criticized for being primarily developed in American two-

party context and that its application in European multi-party systems, where voters 

may identify themselves as mainly ‘right’ or ‘left’ rather than with a specific party, is 

less suitable.
383

 Finally, there is limited availability of solid comparative data and 

previous studies to be used for this testing.
384
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383
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384

 Berglund, Holmberg, Schmitt and Thomassen study the evolution over time in party identification, but their 

study includes only Germany, the UK, Sweden, Netherlands, Norway and Denmark (Berglund, Holmberg, 

Schmitt and Thomassen 2005:105-123). An exception is Russel Dalton (1999) who has studied change trends in 

party identification over time in many established democracies. However, the levels of party identification are 

not reported in the study, but only the levels of change. Furthermore, the time period varies between the 

countries and predates this study.  



 

152 

 

5.1.1 Public opinion 

 
As mentioned in the analytical framework, public opinion is of interest in study 

primarily to define the segment (or niche) of the electorate that is available as voters 

for a Eurosceptic party. We know that public opinion varies both across space and 

time in Europe. The hypothesised relation between public opinion and voting for 

Eurosceptic parties is therefore quite basic: high levels of public Euroscepticism will 

facilitate i) the presence of Eurosceptic parties, ii) votes for Eurosceptic parties and 

iii)  the formation and success of new (single-issue) Eurosceptic parties.
385

 

The results are based on the percent of respondents who think that their country’s 

membership in the EU is a bad thing. Even though the general view that membership 

of the EU would be a bad thing is cruder than the definition of hard Euroscepticism as 

a principled objection to European integration, I would argue that it is the best 

available measure of public Euroscepticism. Public opinion in the different countries 

was reported in the previous chapter. At this stage, the calculation of mean values over 

time is presented. 

 

Figure 5.1 Public Euroscepticism 

 

 

                                              
385

 Public opinion is measured with help of Eurobarometer surveys with the question: Generally speaking, do 

you think that (OUR COUNTRY)’s membership of the European Union is …? – a good thing - a bad thing – 

neither good nor bad. 
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The variation of public Euroscepticism is substantial. There is a tendency towards 

more Euroscepticism among the more recent member-states (Austria, Finland and 

Sweden). Geographically speaking, the more Eurosceptic publics are found in 

Northern Europe, while the countries in Southern Europe has less public 

Euroscepticism. Since the countries with the highest mean levels of public 

Euroscepticism are so far ahead of the rest, the mean value is rather high (in relation to 

the whole range of countries). If we group the countries in relation to the mean level of 

public Euroscepticism, only five countries are placed in the category High public 

Euroscepticism.  

 

Table 5.1 Public opinion and party-based Euroscepticism  

 High party-based  

Euroscepticism 

Medium party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Low party-based 

Euroscepticism 

High public  

Euroscepticism 

Denmark 

Sweden 

Austria 

UK 

Finland 

Low public  

Euroscepticism  

France Netherlands 

Belgium 

Greece 

 

Germany 

Ireland 

Italy 

Portugal 

Spain 

 

Public opinion is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for the emergence of 

high levels of party-based Euroscepticism. It has only partial coverage since France 

has high levels of party-based Euroscepticism but low levels of public Euroscepticism. 

The opposite holds for Finland where the public is generally sceptic but there is an 

absence of partisan embodiment of this scepticism. Even though public 

Euroscepticism may in some cases facilitate presence and support for parties 

advocating withdrawal from the EU, this does not happen automatically. Hence, there 

must be other factors that may constrain the transposition of public sentiments into the 

electoral arena. The segments of voters available for Eurosceptic parties do not get 

mobilized in many countries.   
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5.1.1.1 Dynamic analysis 

 

We will now turn to testing the evolution of public and party-based Euroscepticism. 

One could argue that changing public opinion will change the opportunities available 

for political entrepreneurs and that it may increase the likely emergence of parties with 

Eurosceptic positions and their vote support. The hypothesis is that an increase in 

public Euroscepticism will facilitate the electoral success of Eurosceptic parties. In the 

table below, the countries are rank-ordered with respect to the levels of public 

Euroscepticism. 

 

Table 5.2 Public Euroscepticism in periods 

 Period 1 

1984-1993 

Period 2 

1994-2002 

Period 3 

2003-2009 

Low  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

High 

Netherlands 3.0 

Italy 3.5 

Belgium 5.0 

Portugal 5.5 

France 7.3 

Spain 7.4 

Germany 8.4 

EU 11 9.9 

Greece 10.7 

Ireland 11.3 

Denmark 24.3 

UK 25.0 

Ireland             4.8 

Italy                 5.7 

Netherlands     5.8 

Portugal           8.0 

Greece             9.1 

Spain               9.3 

Belgium          10.1 

Germany         11.8 

EU 14             12.9 

France             13.1 

Finland            21.1 

Austria             21.9 

UK                   22.7 

Denmark          22.9 

Sweden            36.0 

Ireland           6.9 

Spain              8.3 

Netherlands    8.3 

Belgium         9.6 

Germany      11.1 

Greece          11.1 

Italy              13.3 

Portugal        13.4 

Denmark      14.9 

EU 14         14.9 

France        16.9 

Finland         20.1 

Austria         23.6 

Sweden        24.6 

UK           28.6 

Note: the countries are rank-ordered in each period in relation to the mean value of respondents who 

think that their countries membership in the EU is a bad thing. Figures are reported in %. EU 

corresponds to the mean value of all member states (Austria, Finland and Sweden are not included in 

period 1). 

 

The trend over the years is that public Euroscepticism is increasing in the whole EU; it 

has moved from 9.9 in average in period one to 14.9 on average in period three. The 

total average over the whole period for the EU is at 12.3 percent. Austria, Finland and 

Sweden are included in period two and three only. In three countries the general levels 

of public opposition to the EU have gone down (Denmark, Ireland and Sweden). In 

five countries, public opinion is rather fixed over time (Austria, Finland, Greece, Spain 
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and the UK). The rest of the member states have seen increasing levels of public 

Euroscepticism. In Italy, public Euroscepticism has increased from 3.5 percent in 

period one to 13.3 percent in period three. In France, it has gone from 7.3 in period 

one to 16.9 in period three. This upward trend is less pronounced Germany than in the 

Netherlands, Portugal and Belgium.
386

 Based on the percentage change from period 

one to period three (in the cases of Austria, Finland and Sweden only from period two 

to three), there is an increase above the mean change in seven countries. 

 

Table 5.3 Changing public opinion and party-based Euroscepticism 

 Increasing  

Eurosceptic vote 

Stable or  

decreasing  

Eurosceptic vote 

Increasing public  

Euroscepticism 

Austria 

Belgium 

Netherlands 

France 

Germany 

Italy*  

Portugal 

 

Decreasing or stable public  

Euroscepticism 

UK 

Finland 

Denmark 

Greece 

Spain 

Ireland 

Sweden 

* Party-based Euroscepticism in Italy is missing in period 2 while it is rather similar in period 1 and 

period 3. 

 

The change over time in electoral support for Eurosceptic parties is not necessarily 

associated with an increase in the public opinion towards the EU. In countries like 

Germany, Italy and Portugal, increasing public Euroscepticism is not translated into 

party politics. In France, increasing levels of public Euroscepticism is matched with 

falling electoral support for Euroscepticism. In Denmark and Sweden (to less extent), 

the opposite is true: while the public has become increasingly supportive of European 

integration, they increasingly vote for Eurosceptic parties (although the trend is 

negative at the very end of this investigation). Austria, Belgium and the Netherlands 

                                              
386

 In terms of the percentage increase in change from period one to period three (for Austria, Finland and 

Sweden from period two to three), the ranking is as follows: Ireland -39%, Denmark - 39%, Sweden -32%, 

Finland - 5%, Greece +4%, Austria +8%, Spain +13%, UK +14%, Germany + 32%, Belgium +92%, France 

+139%, Portugal +143%, Netherlands + 176%, Italy +280%, EU + 50% (Period 1 to 3), and EU + 15% (Period 2 

to 3). 
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stand out as countries where an increase in public Euroscepticism is met by increasing 

voting for Eurosceptic parties. In these countries the level of incongruence is reduced 

in the last period of investigation (it even becomes negative in Belgium and the 

Netherlands – more voters vote for Eurosceptic parties than those who think that EU 

membership is a bad thing). In sum, increasing public Euroscepticism is not a 

necessary condition on its own for increasing electoral support for Eurosceptic parties. 

5.1.2 Electoral volatility 

 
Another way of measuring the availability of voters is by assessing the impact of 

levels of electoral volatility, which means the proportion of voters who switched 

parties between elections. Stated as a hypothesis the role of volatility would be: high 

electoral volatility will facilitate i) the number of Eurosceptic parties, ii) the vote for 

Eurosceptic parties and iii) the success of single-issue Eurosceptic parties. The logic 

behind the hypothesis is that the weaker the old alignments are, the more likely will 

voters switch to new parties and/or vote on new dimensions. The level of electoral 

volatility is specified as the the net change within the electoral party system resulting 

from individual vote transfer.
387

 I here use the mean aggregate volatility levels in the 

countries in three decades.
388

 The levels of volatility are calculated on national 

elections.   

 

Figure 5.2 Mean electoral volatility  
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 Pedersen 1979 
388

 Calculations from Gallagher, Laver and Mair 2010: 310. 
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Over the whole period from 1980 until 2009, there are considerable differences in the 

aggregate levels of volatility. In countries like Britain, Greece and Germany there are 

rather low levels of volatility over the whole period. In countries where the party 

system has undergone drastic changes, like Italy and the Netherlands, the levels are 

high.
389

 

If we now divide the level of party-based Eurosceptic voting in three groups (high, 

medium and low) and introduce the level of volatility we get a two-by-three table with 

the following pattern.  

 

Table 5.4 Electoral volatility and party-based Euroscepticism 

 High Eurosceptic 

vote 

Medium Eurosceptic 

vote  

Low Eurosceptic 

vote  

High volatility  

(above global mean)  

1980-2009 

Denmark 

France 

Sweden 

Belgium 

Netherlands 

Austria 

 

Portugal 

Italy 

Spain 

Low volatility  

(below global mean)  

1980-2009 

 Greece 

UK 

Finland 

Germany 

Ireland 

 

Over the whole period of investigation, a high level of volatility is a necessary 

condition for high levels of party-based Euroscepticism. It is not sufficient because 

there are countries with high levels of electoral volatility without any signs of party-

based Euroscepticism. The coverage is partial. It does facilitate party-based 

Euroscepticism, especially in the established democracies. In the newly democratized 

countries such as Portugal and Spain the reasons behind the high levels of volatility are 

slightly different.    

I will now turn to assess the change over time in terms of electoral volatility. The 

argument in favour of such analysis is that a drastic change in levels of volatility can 

be seen as a de-freezing of previous alignments and which may have a positive effect 

on voting behaviour related to other dimensions than the main structuring dimension 

(left-right) and/or the increasing level support for the broader category of new parties 

                                              
389

 There is naturally a link between the level of volatility and the party system format. Bischoff argues that the 

independent role of the electoral system when explaining variations of electoral volatility is limited. Instead, the 

number of parties, the longevity of the party system and membership in parties provide stronger explanatory 

factors for volatility (Bischoff 2012). 
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and anti-establishment parties. The hypothesis is: an increase in electoral volatility 

will facilitate increasing vote support for Eurosceptic parties. The table shows the 

levels of volatility in the countries in three periods. 

 

Figure 5.3 Electoral volatility in three periods  

 

 

For some of the countries there are big differences in levels of volatility over time. 

Perhaps the most striking example is Italy where the corruption scandals in the early 

1990s led to an entirely restructured party system. The level of electoral volatility goes 

down after this turbulence. Some countries have decreasing levels of volatility in the 

three periods (Portugal, Spain). Several countries have the highest levels of volatility 

in the 1990s (Denmark, France, Ireland, Italy, the UK). In a number of countries there 

is a steady increase in the levels of volatility (Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands and 

Sweden). In Denmark, the period from 1980 onwards is actually a gradual stabilisation 

of an electorate that was very volatile in the 1970s, following the earthquake election 

in 1973.
390

 In the table below the change in level of volatility in the 1980s to the 2000s 

is presented. 
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Figure 5.4 Change in electoral volatility 

 

 

In early periods after democratization, there are often higher levels of volatility. We 

can see that in the cases of Spain, Portugal and Greece there were high levels of 

volatility in the first elections in the 1980s. Thereafter, the countries witnessed a 

decrease in levels of volatility.
391

 At the other end of the spectrum are countries like 

Austria and the Netherlands, where there were low levels in the 1980s rising to high 

levels in the 2000s.   

In the countries where there is the strongest increase in electoral volatility, there is 

also, with the exception of Italy and Sweden, the strongest increase in Eurosceptic 

voting. In the Netherlands, two elections stand out as extremely volatile: in 2002 there 

was a volatility level of 30.7 percent (the fourth most volatile election in European 

established democracies since 1900)
392

 and in 1994 where there was a 21.5 percent 

volatility. In Austria, there was a level of volatility of 21.1 in the 2002 elections. One 

could then argue that there were considerable changes underway in the Dutch, Italian, 

Austrian party systems. In two of the cases, there is increased Eurosceptic voting. The 

parties that have either formed or made considerable electoral gains in these times of 

flux are the protest parties that have adopted Eurosceptic positions. Trends towards 

dealignment and de-stabilisation of the electorates may be important for the emergence 

of new lines of conflicts. I will return to the stability of the dominant conflict between 

left and right in European party systems further ahead.   
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Table 5.5 Change in electoral volatility and party-based Euroscepticism 

 Increased support  

for Eurosceptic parties 

Decreased or stable support  

for Eurosceptic parties 

Increased 

electoral  

volatility  

Austria 

Belgium 

Netherlands 

UK 

 

Germany 

Sweden 

Denmark 

Decreased  

or stable  

electoral  

volatility 

Finland 

 

France 

Greece 

Ireland 

Portugal 

Spain 

 
 
In the table, I distinguish between the countries with increasing levels of electoral 

volatility between the 1980s and the 2000s and those with stable or decreasing levels 

of electoral volatility. The changes in Denmark and France are so small that I consider 

the electorates to be stable. The coverage is good: only in Finland is increasing 

electoral volatility not a necessary condition for the increase in Eurosceptic voting. 

The increase in Eurosceptic vote in Finland is relatively small. The increase in 

electoral volatility in Austria, Belgium and the Netherlands is substantial and so is the 

Eurosceptic vote (and party offer). The consistency of electoral volatility is lower: 

many countries with substantial increase in electoral volatility do not experience 

increasing support for Eurosceptic parties. 

 

5.2 Institutional incentives 
 

In this section attention will turn to institutional incentive structures and how they 

affect the number of Eurosceptic parties in each party system, the support levels of 

these parties and the emergence of single-issue Eurosceptic parties. In Chapters 2 and 

3, a number of explanations to how new dimensions and parties enter political 

competition were advanced. Many studies have focussed on the role various barriers to 

entry for new parties play.
393

 The insiders of a party system have incentives to 

maintain stability and will - to the extent it is possible - gear institutional and 

                                              
393

 See, for instance, Bischoff 2012, Willey 1998 and Abedi 2002. 



 

161 

 

constitutional arrangements to protect stability.
394

 The electoral system is one central 

institutional arrangement that can, to varying degree, work to hinder the entry of new 

political actors. Apart from the electoral threshold, there are barriers to entry such as 

the registration barriers (what requirements are needed to register a party) and the 

recognition barrier (how much attention new forces get from the surrounding 

society).
395

 In this study, I will limit the analysis to the level of proportionality in the 

electoral system. Before analysing the effect of the electoral system, I will address the 

question of referendum over European integration as an institutional incentive 

structure. The argument is that resorting to mechanisms of direct democracy can cause 

realignments and shift voter loyalties.   

 

5.2.1 Referendum 

 

To hold a referendum over issues related to the European Union can be seen as the 

outgrowth of a continuous incapacity of parties to establish congruence with voters on 

these issues. Laurence Morel notes that “politically obligatory referendums are a 

phenomenon which is increasing in democracies and very likely to continue to do 

so”.
396

 In this study, the motive for holding a referendum over a theme relating to 

European integration is of limited importance. Instead, the interest here lies in the 

potentially politicizing effect that a referendum has. While leaders of established 

parties may have an incentive to depoliticize European integration by separating the 

issue from electoral competition, the opposite effect may well be the outcome. The 

overall hypothesis about referenda over European integration is therefore: presence of 

a referendum over European integration will facilitate i) the presence of Eurosceptic 

parties ii) the vote support for Eurosceptic parties and iii) the presence and success of 

SIEP. I will first present the total number of referenda over European integration. I 

will then group the referenda according to the constitutional requirements and the 

outcomes. This will help to calibrate the impact of the referendum as a condition for 

the politicization of the EU. 

                                              
394
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In total, there have been 26 referenda in the member-states included in this study.

397
 

Seven of the referenda (in Denmark, France, Ireland, Netherlands and Sweden) have 

resulted in ‘no’s and the rest have been in favour of the issue at hand. The most 

common objects of referenda over European integration are membership, treaty 

revisions and accession to the EMU. Referenda over European integration have thus 

far been organized in 10 out of the 14 countries included in this study (only Belgium, 

Germany, Greece and Portugal have not had referenda).  

 
There are a number of ways in which we can sub-divide these referenda. First we will 

look at the constitutional requirements of holding a referendum and, secondly, the 

results. The institutional provisions for referenda differ between countries.
398

  These 

provisions are spelt out in the constitutions and differ on a number of dimensions. The 

first is if the referendum is required or non-required. Examples of required referenda 

are often found where constitutional amendments and changes need to be accepted by 

a vote of the citizens.  

 
The distinction between binding and non-binding outcomes is often inconsequential 

since the outcomes of consultative referenda normally also result in de-facto binding 

decisions.
399

 There have been no non-binding referenda over European integration 

where the outcome has been challenged by representative bodies (parliaments who 

formally take the decisions). On three occasions have the same item (albeit with some 

modifications) been put to the electorate more than once. In Denmark, the voters 

turned down the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, but after re-negotiating the treaty with the 

Edinburgh agreement, the voters decided otherwise in 1993. In Ireland, voters have 

rejected the Nice Treaty in 2001 and the Lisbon Treaty in 2008, but have changed their 

minds in the subsequent referenda (2002 and 2009). Common for all the three 

occasions is that there has been an increase in voter turnout between the two referenda. 

                                              
397

 I exclude the 10 referenda held during the accession process in East and Central Europe (only Cyprus and 

Bulgaria had no referenda) and the 6 referenda in Switzerland about European integration (1972, 1992, 1997, 

2000, 2001 and 2005) as well as the two Norwegian referenda (1972 and 1994) (Source Hug 2002:44 and Hobolt 

2009:9). 
398

 I follow Hug 2002:24-26 who draws heavily on Suksi 1993. 
399
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In Denmark, turnout went from 83% in 1992 to 87% in 1993. In Ireland, turnout went 

from 35% in 2001 to 49% in 2002 and from 53% in 2008 to 59% in 2009.
400

   

 
 
Table 5.6 Referenda over European integration 1972-2009

401
 

Country, Year                    Object                  Yes %     Type 

France 1972 Enlargement of EU 68.3 NR and NB 

Ireland 1972 EC membership 83.1 R and B 

Denmark 1972 EC membership 63.1 R and B 

Great Britain 1975 Continued EC membership 67.2 NR and NB 

Denmark 1986 Single European Act 56.2 R and B 

Ireland 1987 Single European Act 69.6 R and B 

Italy 1989 Mandate for MEPs 88.1 NR and NB 

Denmark 1992 Maastricht Treaty 49.3 R and B 

Ireland 1992 Maastricht Treaty 68.7 R and B 

France 1992 Maastricht Treaty 51.1 NR and B 

Denmark 1993 Maastricht Treaty 56.8 NR and NB 

Austria 1994 EU membership 66.6 R and B 

Sweden 1994 EU membership 52.3 NR and NB 

Finland 1994 EU membership 56.9 NR and NB 

Ireland 1998 Amsterdam Treaty 61.7 R and B 

Denmark 1998 Amsterdam Treaty 55.1 R and B 

Denmark 2000 Accession to EMU 46.9 NR and B 

Ireland 2001 Nice Treaty 46.1 R and B 

Ireland 2002 Nice Treaty 62.9 R and B 

Sweden 2003 Accession to the EMU 42 NR and NB 

Spain 2005 Constitutional Treaty 76.7 NR and NB 

France 2005 Constitutional Treaty 45.1 NR and NB 

Netherlands 2005 Constitutional Treaty 38.5 NR and NB 

Luxembourg 2005 Constitutional Treaty 56.5 NR and NB 

Ireland 2008 Lisbon Treaty 46.6 R and B 

Ireland 2009 Lisbon Treaty 67.1 R and B 

Note: R = required, NR = non-required, B = binding, NB = non-binding 

In italics: referenda before the current period of investigation. 
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 Turnout levels as reported in Hobolt 2009, except for Ireland 2009: European Election Database, 

http://www.nsd.uib.no/european_election_database/ 
401

 Sources: Hug 2002, Hobolt 2008 and European Election Database 
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The reasons to call a referendum that is non-binding can be several. Butler and Ranney 

stress the importance of increasing the legitimacy of the decision and the participation 

in the decision-making.
402

 From the perspective of the party/parties stressing to call a 

referendum, the motivations can be to i) solve a parliamentary deadlock, ii) to solve 

internal tensions within the party, iii) to compartmentalize an issue and thereby keep it 

away from parliamentary election campaigns and iv) to gain higher legitimacy for the 

decision.
403

 It is beyond the scope of this study to investigate the motives for holding 

referenda. At this stage it can be worth noting that, first, there has been an increase 

over time in the use of referenda over European integration. Secondly, certain 

countries have never had referenda at all (Belgium, Germany, Greece and Portugal). In 

the Netherlands, the referendum in 2005 was the first referendum since 

democratization. Excluding the six founding member states and the wave of 

enlargement in the 1980s (Greece, Portugal and Spain), nearly all applications for 

membership have been decided through referendum. When Dutch and French voters 

turned down the Constitutional Treaty in 2005, a number of member-states cancelled 

their scheduled referenda.  

 

Table 5.7 Institutional provisions employed for referenda on European integration                                        

 Non-binding Binding 

Non-required France 1972 and 2005 

UK 1975 

Italy 1989 

Denmark 1993 

Sweden 1994, 2003 

Finland 1994 

Spain 2005 

Netherlands 2005 

Luxembourg 2005 

France 1992 

Denmark 2000 

Required  Austria 1994 

Denmark 1986, 1992, 1998 

Ireland (all) 

 

So far I have argued that the distinction between binding and non-binding results is 

largely irrelevant. However, the distinction between required and non-required 

                                              
402

 Butler and Ranney 1994 
403

 Möller 2003. See also Folket som rådgivare och beslutsfattare, Betänkande av Folkomröstningsutredningen, 

SOU 1997:56, Stockholm: Fritzes, especially pages 152-156. 
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referenda might be of greater importance. In the case of Ireland, their national 

constitution stipulates that any changes of the Treaty will be subject to ratification by 

referendum.
404

 The automatic nature of this process might point to the potentially 

weaker politicising effect of these referenda than the non-required ones. This argument 

is further substantiated when comparing the turnout levels. The Irish referenda have 

the lowest (except from the Spanish vote in 2005) turnout levels of all referenda.
405

 

The second most frequent referendum voters are the Danes. In the Danish case, an 

international agreement that affects the constitution will be subject to referendum 

unless there is a 5/6 majority in parliament.
406

 

 

Some of the referenda over European integration have been highly contested whereas 

others have been non-contested and can be seen as an endorsement of the position of 

the elites. In the following I distinguish between those elections where i) voters have 

either rejected the proposals or where the ‘yes’ camp has won but only with a slim 

margin and, ii) non-contested referenda.  Put together in a two-by-two table, we get the 

following pattern of referenda over European integration.  

 

Table 5.8 Provisions and outcome of referenda 

 Contested (no or slim yes) Non-contested (clear yes) 

Non-required Denmark (1992, 2000) 

France (1992, 2005) 

Netherlands (2005) 

Sweden (1994, 2003) 

Denmark (1993) 

Finland (1994) 

Italy (1989) 

Luxembourg (2005) 

Spain (2005) 

 

Required Ireland (2001, 2008) Austria (1994)  

Denmark (1986, 1998)  

Ireland (1987, 1992, 1998, 2002, 2009) 

Note: In italics: close yes (less than 5% difference between yes and no). 

 

We will now place this calibration of the referendum in the categories of contested and 

not contested referenda in relation to the support levels of Eurosceptic parties. From 

this table we can conclude that the presence of a contested referendum over European 
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integration is a necessary condition for the highest levels of party-based 

Euroscpticism, but it is not sufficient. It is also a necessary condition for the highest 

number of Eurosceptic parties. It can therefore be argued that the presence of a 

contested referendum facilitates the emergence of party-based Euroscepticism. 

 

Table 5.9 Outcome of referendum and party-based Euroscepticism 

 High levels of  

party-based  

Euroscepticism 

Medium levels of 

party-based  

Euroscepticism 

Low levels of 

party-based  

Euroscepticism  

Contested  

Referendum 

Denmark 

France 

Sweden 

Netherlands Ireland 

Non-contested  

referendum 

 Austria Finland 

Italy 

Spain 

No referendum  Belgium 

Greece 

UK 

Germany 

Portugal 

 

 

In accordance with what was said above about the constitutional requirements of 

referendum, we can fine-tune the effect of the referendum slightly by distinguishing 

between non-required and required referenda. 

 

Table 5.10 Provisions of referendum and party-based Euroscepticism 

 High party 

based  

Euroscepticism 

Low party 

based  

Euroscepticism 

Contested Non-

required 

Referendum 

Denmark 

France 

Sweden 

(Netherlands) 

 

Contested Required 

Referendum 

 

 Ireland 
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The following pattern appears: The Netherlands is placed in parentheses since in a 

three-level categorization of party-based Euroscepticism it falls into the middle 

category, but if we divide the countries in two groups it belongs to the higher one. 

From this table we can draw that among the countries that have had contested 

referenda, only in the countries where the referendum is non-required do we see the 

emergence of high levels of party-based Euroscepticism. I would argue, based on these 

findings, that previous research has underestimated the potentially politicizing effect 

that a contested referendum may have. I also stress that we need to have a fine-grained 

view on the constitutional provisions for referenda rather than treating them as one 

category.  

5.2.2 Referendum and the creation of single-issue Eurosceptic parties 

 

Following the contested referenda in Denmark, France, Netherlands and Sweden, there 

is in most cases a considerable increase in the number of Eurosceptic parties as well as 

an evolution towards more Eurosceptic voting in the following elections. The purpose 

of this section is to analyse how the ratification procedure affects the likelihood of 

successful new party formation in the European electoral arena. The argument why 

referenda may influence new party formation and their success in elections is that 

political agents see an opportunity structure in the process of ratification through 

referendum. It could be argued that the mismatch between political parties and their 

electorates is visible through various kinds of opinion surveys and that the opportunity 

structure for agents to form parties exists already without the means of direct 

democracy. However, two arguments are put forward for why referenda are a stronger 

source of politicization: first, from the perspective of the voter, the actual act of voting 

in referenda requires more conviction so that the disloyalty vis-à-vis the opinion cues 

given by their political parties prevail over loyalty. Secondly, from the perspective of 

mobilising agents (entrepreneurs), the fact that voters are willing to shift loyalties in 

voting behaviour (even if it is an isolated issue) increases the likelihood of success for 

newcomers. 
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The emergence of new parties, SIEP, is intimately linked to the presence of contested 

referenda over European integration. In Denmark, the first country to have a SIEP in 

the form of the Danish People’s Movement against the EC/EU, this took place already 

before the period of the present study. The People’s Movement presented itself ahead 

of the first direct elections to the European Parliament in 1979.  The party came out of 

the popular movement formed around the 1972 referendum about EC membership. 

After the Maastricht referenda in 1992 and 1993, the splinter group called June 

Movement campaigned for the European Parliament in 1994. In France, two single-

issue lists were launched after the Maastricht referendum in 1992 and campaigned for 

the EP in 1994 (de Villiers with his Movement pour la France and Chevènement’s 

Movement des Citoyens). In Sweden, the referendum over the Euro in 2003 saw the 

birth of the June List, a party that won seats in the 2004 EP elections. There have 

attempts to create single-issue Eurosceptic parties in the UK (the Referendum Party) 

and in Germany (BfB), but they have had no or very limited success. Ahead of the 

2009 European Parliament, a pan-European party called Libertas was formed. The 

party was founded by Irishman Declan Ganley and sought to find existing parties or 

willing entrepreneurs to campaign under its umbrella. The party was present in 14 of 

the 27 member-states. It failed to register ahead of the elections in certain countries 

and only won one seat (in France with de Villiers). In the UK, the UK Independence 

Party was founded in 1993 and won their first seats in the European Parliament in 

1999. Only in the Netherlands was there no formation of a SIEP following a contested 

referendum. The Europe Transparent list of Paul Van Buitinen successfully ran for 

European Parliament in 2004. As discussed in the previous chapter, this party is a 

single issue party concerned with corruption and cannot be classified as hard 

Eurosceptic. Furthermore, the entry of this party predates the contested referendum by 

one year. The absence may in part be explained by the emergence of the new Freedom 

Party under Geert Wilders and the growing strength of the Socialist Party. It seems 

quite likely that these two parties occupied parts of the political opportunity structure 

for other entrepreneurs that could have exploited the apparent mismatch between elite 

and popular attitudes. Apart from the Netherlands, the presence of a contested and 

non-required referendum is a sufficient condition for the successful formation of SIEP. 
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However, the condition is not necessary as the success of UKIP has happened without 

there being a contested referendum held. The presence of a contested referendum does 

facilitate the emergence of new parties. 

 

Table 5.11 Referendum and single-issue parties 

 SIEP present SIEP absent 

Contested referendum present Denmark 

France 

Sweden 

Netherlands 

Contested referendum absent UK All others 

 

 The conclusion from this exercise is that single issue Eurosceptic parties are formed in 

countries where there has been a post-accession contested referendum over European 

integration. We can specify this conclusion by adding that the mode of ratification 

should not be constitutionally required in order to create an opportunity structure for 

political agents aiming to form new anti-EU parties.   

 

5.2.3 Electoral system 

 

The variation among the electoral systems in Europe is vast. While most countries 

employ some sort of proportional system (PR) with list voting, in France there is a 

non-PR two-round system, in Ireland there is the Single Transferable Vote system and 

in the UK a plurality system.
407

 The French and the British systems have significantly 

lower levels of proportionality. In the PR list systems the allocation of seats depends 

on the formulae for allocation as well as the thresholds and the level of district 

magnitude.
408

 The level of disproportionality and the barriers to entry are often 

employed in studies of new parties and new dimensions of contestation in politics. 

More proportional systems with lower thresholds are believed to favour the entry of 

new parties.
409

 More proportional systems also favour multiparty systems with many 

cleavages. Therefore, the hypothesised relationship is that: a proportional electoral 

system will facilitate i) the presence of Eurosceptic parties, ii) the vote share of 
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Eurosceptic parties and iii) the creation and success of single issue Eurosceptic 

parties. 

The main focus in this study is not on how seats in parliament are distributed. The 

interest is rather on the share of voters, irrespective of the calculation of seats, that cast 

their vote on Eurosceptic parties. However, the level of disproportionality is intimately 

related to the format (and therefore the mechanics) of the party system.
410

 As stated in 

Duverger’s first and second laws from 1954, the majority (plurality) single-ballot 

system tends to party dualism while proportional representation tends to 

multipartyism.
411

 There are several ways to calculate the numerical rules with indices 

on the number of parties in the party systems and the degree of disproportionality. The 

most commonly used for the number of parties are Rae’s index of fractionalisation 

(which varies from 0 = all seats concentrated to one party, and 1 = total fragmentation 

with each seat going to a different party), and Laakso and Taagepera’s effective 

number of parties (which also takes into account the relative size of the parties). The 

effective number of parties can be calculated both on elective level as well as on seat 

level. In some countries there are significant changes over time in the electoral system 

(typical cases are France and Italy). A frequently used way of measuring the level of 

disproportionality is Gallagher’s Least Square index. This index varies between 0 (full 

proportionality and 100 (total disproportionality). We may expect the degree of 

proportionality to have an effect on the Eurosceptic vote since the parties with such 

positions normally are smaller and are located at the fringes of the party systems. The 

effect that a high level of disproportionality may have is that it decreases the incentives 

for voters to cast their votes for a party that most likely will not win a seat (as in the 

case with FPTP systems). The effect is therefore indirect.  

 

The classification below is based on calculations of the level of disproportionality. The 

values vary over time. Here the mean estimations over time are used.
412

 These 

calculations are only drawn from national elections and can therefore not say much 
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about the European parliament elections.
413

 From 2002 onwards there are proportional 

elections in all member-states to the European Parliament.
414

 Prior to 1999, the UK 

utilised the FPTP system.
415

 There are still differences among the countries but all 

member-states must employ a proportional system with a threshold of maximum 5 

percent and there should be no districting that affects the general proportionality. The 

distribution of votes is done through a degressive proportionality, so that smaller 

member states are overrepresented.   

In national elections, the countries with the highest level of disproportionality are the 

UK, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain. France and the UK are well 

ahead of the others with levels of disproportionality of around 16 percent.
416

 Countries 

with more proportional systems are Belgium, Germany, Finland, Austria, Sweden, 

Denmark and the Netherlands.
417

 

 

Table 5.12 Electoral system and party-based Euroscepticism 

 High party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Medium party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Low party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Proportional 

electoral system 

Denmark 

Sweden 

 

Austria 

Belgium 

Netherlands  

Finland 

Germany 

 

Disproportional 

electoral system 

France 

 

Greece 

UK 

Ireland 

Italy 

Portugal  

Spain 

 

                                              
413

 The LSq levels of the EP elections in 2004 (after the common regulation) vary, but follow a pattern similar to 

that of the national elections. The most disproportional systems are France, Ireland and the UK. Compared to the 

national level of disproportionality, Finland, Austria and Belgium have higher LSq level in EP elections than in 

national ones. This is related to the lower number of seats in the EP. Italy has a lower level of disproportionality 

in EP elections. Prior to 2004, the levels of disproportionality resembled the variation that we see when 

comparing national levels of disproportionality more. 
414

 See Farrell and Scully 2005. They argue that the common rules are not as uniform as foreseen but that it 

actually has moved closer to the ideal presented in the rules. 
415

 Farrell and Scully 2005 write that “The Member State that experienced the most dramatic change was Britain, 

after the move in 1999 from SMP to a regional list system. Levels of disproportionality along party lines 

plummeted (the Gallagher index of disproportionality recorded 8.2 in 2004 – down from 8.3 in 1999, and little 

more than one third of the 1994 figure of 23.7); the effective number of parliamentary parties more than doubled 

(from 1.7 in 1994 to 3.1 in 1999, with a further rise to 4.1in 2004)” (Ibid, page 977). 
416

 In France, the electoral formula has been changed many times. In the 1986 elections, a proportional formula 

was used, lowering the level of disproportionality by almost half. In this election Front National won 35 seats in 

the Assemblée by securing 9.8 percent of the popular vote. In the following elections in 1988, the formula was 

changed again and the level of disproportionality went up to around 11.  
417

 Rank-ordering the countries with respect to LSq (from lowest to highest level of disproportionality): 

Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark, Austria, Finland, Germany, Belgium, Portugal, Spain, Italy, Greece, UK, and 

France 
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The pattern that emerges gives only partial coverage. A proportional electoral system 

is not a necessary condition for high levels of support for Eurosceptic parties since 

France has the most disproportional electoral system but is among the highest levels of 

Eurosceptic voting.
418

 This is partly related to, first, that the strength of the Eurosceptic 

vote is calculated on the basis of share of votes and not on seats, and, second, that the 

general strength is calculated on the basis of vote shares in both national and European 

elections. However, assuming that voters are informed about the electoral system, high 

levels of disproportionality should reduce incentives to cast votes for parties with 

limited chances of gaining representation. This seems not to hold in the case of France. 

In the case of the UK, it is obvious that the differences between voting in national and 

European elections holds a potentially strong explanatory power over the level of 

electoral support for Eurosceptic parties. The mean score of Eurosceptic parties in 

national elections in the UK is a meagre 1.7 percent.
419

 The electoral breakthrough of 

party-based Euroscepticism in Britain comes only after the introduction of a PR 

system in the EP elections. In the case of the UK, the electoral system at the national 

level seems to work as a highly constraining factor for the evolution of party-system 

change and the emergence of new dimensions of contestation. In the case of Greece, a 

rather disproportional system has generated medium-high levels of party based 

Euroscepticism mainly because the Eurosceptic Communist party is big enough not to 

be severely punished by the disproportionality. In fact, when the electoral system was 

changed in the late 1980s to favour electoral coalitions, the Eurosceptic vote went up 

as the Communist party cooperated with other forces of the left during this period.  

If the votes in the table above were calculated on the basis of national elections only, 

all countries except the UK would remain in the same groups. Eurosceptic voting in 

Denmark, France, Sweden, Greece, Italy and Germany is lower in national elections 

than in EP elections but not enough to change their positions in the table. Eurosceptic 

voting in national elections is higher in Austria and the Netherlands, but not enough to 

change the interpretations above. 

                                              
418

 Farrell and Scully report the Gallagher disproportionality levels of the EP elections 2004. France has the 

highest level of all 14 countries (10.2).  
419

 As a counterfact, one could argue that if there had been a more proportional electoral system in the UK, there 

would most likely have been presence of Eurosceptic parties in parliament.  
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In sum, the electoral system can work as a constraining factor for the emergence of 

party-based Euroscepticism (as displayed in the British case), but it does need to do so 

(as in the French case). 

 

5.3 Political opportunity structures 
 
Political parties operate within party systems. These systems structure the alternatives 

for both actors within the system and those actors who strive to enter into the party 

system. I will assess a number of potentially constraining and facilitating factors 

relating to party system features. These factors relate both to the format of the party 

system, the mechanics of the party system, the degree of polarization on the left-right 

axis and the salience of European integration in the party systems as well as the levels 

of internal dissent over European integration inside the parties. These factors share the 

commonality that they are not – unlike the institutional incentive variables introduced 

above – constitutionally regulated, but that they have a behavioral component. The 

existing parties shape the way in which we understand political conflicts and 

competition. The way in which the parties interact and the levels of polarization in the 

party system affect the extent to which new dimensions of conflict will surface. The 

existing cleavages have long historical roots. In the Lipset & Rokkan-scheme the 

cleavages stem from critical junctures in history. Once the party systems of Western 

Europe were consolidated, they proved to be very stable.
420

 In the last couple of 

decades, new conflicts have emerged and new patterns of cooperation and conflict can 

be seen in several countries.
421

 However, the main structuring line of conflict, the left-

right conflict, has proven to be persistent
422

 and new conflicts tend to be subsumed into 

this overarching divide.
423

 Therefore, I will place the emergence of conflicts over 

European integration in relation to how the left-right divide has been transformed.    
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5.3.1 Number of parties 

 

There is, as mentioned, a relation between the electoral system and the number of 

parties in the party system. The hypothesised relationship is that a higher effective 

number of parties will facilitate the presence of Eurosceptic parties (and the vote 

share of these parties). As the interest in this study lies primarily at the level of voters, 

the effective number of parties at the elective level is a better indicator than the seat 

level. I use the Effective Number of Parties measure, introduced earlier, to assess the 

role of the party system format on the number of Eurosceptic parties. The party 

systems with the lowest numbers of parties are: the UK, Greece, Portugal, Austria, 

Spain, Ireland and Germany. Higher levels in number of parties are found in Denmark, 

Sweden, France, Finland, Italy, Netherlands and Belgium.
 424

 The expectation is that 

the more fragmented the party system is, the more likely is the presence of Eurosceptic 

parties.  

 

Table 5.13 Fragmentation and party-based Euroscepticism 

 High number (relevant)  

Eurosceptic parties  

Low number (relevant)  

Eurosceptic parties  

High fragmentation Denmark 

Sweden 

France 

Italy 

Netherlands 

Belgium 

Finland 

 

Low fragmentation 

 

UK Austria 

Ireland 

Germany 

Greece 

Portugal 

Spain 

 

We see that, except for in the UK, the degree of fragmentation has a strong impact on 

the supply of party-based Euroscepticism. High fragmentation is an almost necessary 

condition for a higher number of parties. The more parties there are in the party 

system, the more likely is the adoption of Eurosceptic positions in some of them. It 

should also be reiterated that the three British Eurosceptic parties (BNP, UKIP and the 

                                              
424

 Caramani, Daniele 2008: 334f. If we instead had used the Fractionalization index of Rae, the patterns would 

have been largely similar.   
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Referendum Party) are essentially minor parties. It should also be stressed in this 

context that thanks to the largely disproportional electoral system in France, there are 

big differences in the Effective Number of Parties at the elective level and at the seat 

level.
425

 In Belgium and in Finland, there are highly fragmented party systems, but few 

Eurosceptic parties. Another observation in this context is that except for the UK, the 

emergence of single-issue Eurosceptic parties happens in countries with more 

fragmented party systems. This is somewhat surprising as one could logically argue 

that many parties means that there is a ‘sufficient supply’ of party-based opposition to 

the EU. This seems not to be the case.  

5.3.2 Factions on the EU-dimension 

 

One understanding of the conflicts over European integration is that it cuts through all 

existing political groups and parties.
426

 The reason for this is that the dimension is 

difficult to interpret in terms of ideological components and that within each political 

group there can be radically different interpretations of the integration process.
427

 This 

could be especially true in two-party systems or in party systems where the barrier to 

entry is very high. Factions can be understood as an intervening variable since it can 

be that in certain countries the party- and electoral systems hinder new entrants and 

therefore it is more likely that any eventual conflict over European integration will 

make its way through the existing parties as internal conflicts rather than as an easily 

separable dimension with specific mobilisation from certain actors. One could also 

argue that high levels of internal divisions over Europe would be a ‘sufficient supply’ 

of Euroscepticism for the voters. In certain countries the parties try to accommodate 

their internal divisions by allowing for anti-EU voting on the party list.
428

 Therefore 

the expected effect is: low internal division over the EU will facilitate i) the presence 

of Eurosceptic parties and ii) votes for Eurosceptic parties. Of course, this will to 

                                              
425

 The difference at elective level and seat level in France between 1997 and 2007 was big. While the effective 

number of parties at the elective level was 5.4, the number at the seat level was only 2.8 on average. All seat 

level calculations are lower than the elective level, but normally the differences are at around 1 or even lower 

(Source: Gallagher, Laver and Mair 2010: 391). 
426

 Bartolini 2007 
427

 Johansson and von Sydow 2011 
428

 In Sweden the Social Democrats and the Centre party have launched different lists with first names with 

different (and clearly known) preferences over Europe in the EP-elections. See Aylott 2001. 
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some extent depend on the way in which the established parties cope with internal 

dissent. The suggested relationship holds only if factions are visible and accepted. In 

contrast, if the parties do not allow for internal divisions, splinters and emergence of 

new parties are more likely.   

  

The Chapel Hill expert surveys (CHES) provide comparative data of how divided the 

parties are over European integration. Respondents have reported the degree of 

internal conflict over European integration at seven points in time. I use the mean 

values of all parties in the respective party systems to calculate the aggregate level of 

internal dissent in the party systems. These averages do not take into account the 

relative electoral strength of the individual parties.
429

 This is calculated as the mean 

value of all parties in the party system at all observations in the Expert surveys. Over 

time, the rank-ordering is similar. In a few countries, the relative dissent has gone up 

over time (Austria, Finland and Portugal), while in others the level of internal 

factionalism has gone down (Denmark and Ireland). The other countries are in essence 

ranked similarly in all three time periods as well as the global ranking. 

 

Table 5.14 Factions and party-based Euroscepticism 

 High party-based  

Euroscepticism 

Medium party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Low party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Dissent high  

(above global mean) 

France 

Sweden 

Austria 

UK 

Finland 

Germany 

Dissent low  

(below global mean) 

Denmark Belgium 

Netherlands 

Greece 

Ireland 

Italy 

Portugal 

Spain 

 

                                              
429

 Degree of dissent is measured on a five-point scale in the first five observation (1984, 1988, 1992, 1996 and 

1999), where the range is from 1 ‘complete unity’ to 5 ‘leadership position opposed by a majority of party 

activists’. In 2002 they use a 10-point scale ranging from 1 ‘party was completely united’ to 10 ‘party was 

extremely divided’. In 2006, an 11-point scale is used ranging from 0 ‘party was completely united’ to 10 ‘party 

was extremely divided’. I have calculated means from the first period based on the first three observations, the 

second period based on the 1996 and 1999 surveys and the third period based on the 2002 and 2006 surveys. The 

mean scores for the entire period are based on all observations. In absolute terms, the variation between the 

highest (the UK) and the lowest (Greece) is almost 1 over the whole period. Again, the most relevant issue here 

is to rank-order the countries.   
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What we can see from the table above is that higher levels of internal conflict over 

European integration are present in countries where there are only limited levels of 

party-based Euroscepticism as well in countries where there are high levels of party-

based Euroscepticism. It may be worth noting that the countries with the highest levels 

of Eurosceptic voting (France and Sweden) are found in the upper left-hand corner, 

meaning that they also show high levels of internal dissent in general. In the third 

country with high levels of party-based Euroscepticism, Denmark, the levels of 

internal dissent over Europe has gone down over time.
430

 The highest level of internal 

dissent is found, not surprisingly, in the British party system. The relatively low 

number of parties in the party system is most likely an explanation for this. In general, 

there is a tendency that the more parties there are in the party system, the lower the 

internal conflict.  

We can conclude that high levels of internal dissent among the parties over European 

integration do not lead to lower levels of voting for Eurosceptic parties. On the 

contrary, the pattern that emerges is that the high levels of internal dissent may 

actually increase the level of Eurosceptic voting.  

 

In relation to the emergence of new parties it is hypothesized that factions over 

European integration in established parties will facilitate the successful emergence of 

SIEP. High levels of intra-party dissent over European integration were found in 

France, Sweden and the UK, but to a lesser extent in Denmark. One could argue that 

the levels of dissent in Denmark are lower thanks to the many parties in the party 

system. Single-issue Eurosceptic parties have been successfully created in all four 

countries. This finding would suggest that the formation of SIEP is more likely to 

happen in party systems where there are high levels of internal dissent and relatively 

few parties. This is a very important result as it seems that internal factions strongly 

facilitate the emergence of new parties. 

As we have seen in the overview of all countries, the existence of established 

Eurosceptic parties does not seem to severely constrain the likely emergence of SIEP. 

                                              
430

 Vernon Bogdanor has argued that the use of referenda has resolved internal tensions in Danish parties to a 

larger extent than has been the case in the Norway and Sweden (Bogdanor 1994).  
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These parties emerge in countries where there is already party-based Euroscepticism. 

Drawing on the levels of dissent within existing parties, one could argue that the 

countries where the most likely emergence of specialised actors that can profit from 

the public Euroscepticism and internal dissent with parties are Austria, Germany and 

Finland. In fact, in Austria the Hans Peter Martin’s List is a splinter from the SPÖ and 

campaigned successfully in EP elections in 2004 and 2009.  

5.3.3 Salience of European integration 

 
The importance of European integration as a political issue and a potential divide has 

been much discussed throughout this study. The relative low weight of matters relating 

to European integration among parties and voters have been raised as an objection to 

how we can account for the Eurosceptic vote. It has been argued that the vote support 

for Eurosceptic parties cannot be seen as an indication of the mobilisation against the 

EU since the level of salience of European integration is so low.
431

 Previous research 

has shown that parties tend to de-emphasize matters relating to European integration 

when their voters hold a position distant from the party.
432

 It has also been argued that 

parties will seek to emphasize matters of European integration when they can make 

potential gains in the electoral market.
433

 There are various ways to measure the 

salience of European integration available. Netjes and Binnema have conducted a 

study in which they cross-validate the measures of salience from the Chapel Hill 

Expert Surveys, Manifesto data and the European election studies. They conclude that 

despite the ambiguities that surround the concept of salience it appears to have a 

common core across the different data sets.
434

 However, there is no common 

explanation for variation in salience. The Expert surveys “outperform the other 

salience conceptualisations in terms of explanation”.
435

 The results indicate that parties 

are “constrained in their attempts to strategically influence the salience of European 

integration. Most importantly, this is due to the actions of other parties, internal party 

dynamics, such as intra-party dissent, or the growing importance of the integration 
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issue through the presence of EU referenda”. 
436

 The only finding that can be explained 

using all three types of data sets is that when the EU is salient to the party system as a 

whole, it tends to be salient to each party in the system.  

The hypothesized relationship between salience of European integration and the 

emergence of party-based Euroscepticism is: higher levels of salience of European 

integration within the party system will facilitate i) the presence of Eurosceptic 

parties, ii) the  vote share of these parties and iii) the success of SIEP. I have 

calculated the levels of salience of European integration on all observations in each 

party system over time. The number of parties included in each wave of survey varies, 

just as the number of parties varies between the member states. The mean values over 

time are Netherlands (2,47), Belgium (2,62), Italy (2,81), Ireland (2,83), Germany 

(2,94), UK (2,96), Sweden (3,07), Finland (3,09), France (3,12), Portugal (3,15), Spain 

(3,17), Austria (3,3), Denmark (3,38), and Greece (3,43).
437

 The variation over time is 

limited. The countries’ rank-ordering remains intact over time.
438

 The pattern that 

emerges is that the lowest levels of salience are found in the founding member-states 

(except France). The highest levels of salience are found among later member states 

such as Greece, Portugal and Spain. When looking at how the levels of salience may 

influence the vote share of Eurosceptic parties, the pattern is not entirely clear. 

European integration is (more) salient in countries with absence of party-based 

Euroscepticism (Portugal and Spain). The countries with the highest levels of 

Eurosceptic voting have higher levels of salience (Denmark, France and Sweden). 

However, it is not entirely clear if these high levels of salience depend on the fact that, 

in these countries, there has been a politicized debate about Europe. The parties that 

emphasisize Europe do so in order to give more weight to this dimension and hope to 

make electoral gains thanks to this. On the other hand, higher salience also appears in 
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 Netjes and Binnema 2007: 48 
437

 The salience measure in the Expert surveys is “the relative salience of European integration in the party’s 

public stance”. Until 1999, the surveys used a five-point scale ranging from 1 = “European integration is of no 

importance, never mentioned by the party” to 5 = “European integration is the most important issue for the 

party”. Starting in  2002, there is a four point scale ranging from 1 = “European integration is of no importance 

at all” to 4 = “European integration is of great importance” 
438

 The mean values of Austria, Finland and Sweden have been calculated from the surveys from 1996 onwards. 

The values for Portugal and Spain are calculated from the surveys from 1988 onwards.    
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countries where there is a widespread consensus about the merits of European 

integration.  

 

Table 5.15 Salience of European integration and party-based Euroscepticism 
 
 High party-based  

Euroscepticism 

Medium party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Low party-based  

Euroscepticism 

Salience high  

(above global mean) 

Denmark 

France 

Sweden 

 

 

Austria 

Greece 

Finland 

Spain 

Portugal 

Salience low  

(below global mean) 

 Belgium  

Netherlands  

UK 

Germany 

Ireland 

Italy 

 

High levels of salience are found in the countries with highest levels of party 

politicization. It is thus a necessary condition for the highest levels of support for 

Eurosceptic parties and provides partial explanation for the creation of SIEP. 

However, the role that established parties play in influencing the average levels of 

salience raises a warning of how to use this factor for explaining the presence of party-

based Euroscepticism. Furthermore, the presence of Eurosceptic parties themselves 

may increase the salience levels and there is therefore a considerable risk of circularity 

when employing this measure. In a country like the UK, the two main parties have 

strong incentives to de-emphasize the issue as it may provoke internal disunity within 

the party and increase levels of party-voter incongruence. The same holds for countries 

when the key parties have been faced with an electorate that holds different positions 

from the party (Finland’s Centre Party and Sweden’s Social Democratic party are 

typical cases in this respect).
439

 

 

5.3.3.1 Excursus: does referendum reduce internal factionalism and lower salience? 

 
Political parties have several goals and undertake actions with different, and 

sometimes conflicting, means and ends. In the internal arena the main goal is to 
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maintain cohesion.
440

 For many established parties European integration has obviously 

proved to be difficult to accommodate within their own parties. Party leaderships have 

interest in maintaining stability.
441

 To this end, they can try to externalise a potentially 

dividing conflict from the main arena for political competition (parliamentary) and 

resort to referendum.
442

 The result that the party leadership hopes for is that disruptive 

disputes are settled and that the core dimensions on which the party wishes to 

campaign are isolated from the new dimension and so cohesion within the party can be 

preserved. In the case of a choice for exit by individual voters or members, it would be 

in the interest of the party that to reduce long term harm by securing that the exit is 

limited to a partial exit. With partial exit here it is understood that the loyalty is shifted 

in only one instance of choice. In the multi-level EU the first-order arena is still the 

national parliament arena and any loss in this arena is more costly than in referendum 

or EP-elections. Therefore, political parties facing serious problems with shifting 

loyalties on the basis of European integration will prefer to isolate the question to an 

arena and mechanism where costs voter and member defection are lower. Parties 

probably hope that party cohesion will increase after the referendum, that is, even if 

party leadership accepts deviations from the leadership position during the 

referendum, divisions will decrease with time after the referendum.  

There are few observations for this analysis since we need one observation before a 

referendum and one after for the same country. The analysis will only apply to 

Sweden, Austria, Finland (1994), France (1992) Denmark (1992 and1993) and Ireland 

(1992). The data used is based on mean values of internal dissent among parties over 

European integration from the Expert surveys. The scores are the mean values of all 

parties in each country. The scale is from 0(‘completely united’) to 5 (‘leadership 

position opposed by a majority of party activists’). The scores of salience of European 

integration range from 1(‘European integration is of no importance’) to 5 (‘European 

integration is the most important issue for the party’). The scores reported in the table 

are the mean values of all parties in each country. 
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Table 5.16 Factions and salience of European integration 

Country 

Mean Dissent 

1992 

Mean Dissent 

1996 

Mean Salience 

1992 

Mean Salience 

1996 

Denmark 1.9 2.0 3.6 3.5 

France 2.2 2.0 3.4 3.2 

Ireland 1.8 1.7 3.0 3.0 

Austria 2.0 1.7 3.9 3.8 

Finland 2.0 1.9 3.6 3.4 

Sweden 2.3 2.4 3.7 3.5 

 

The table shows that there are no major differences in levels of internal dissent 

between observations before and after referendum. The scores indicate degrees of 

factionalism among all parties in the party system. If parties use referenda as a way of 

solving internal dissent the expectation would be that after some time the divisions 

would decrease. The Austrian parties suffer less from internal divisions over the EU 

after the accession to the union. In France, there is also a slight decrease in levels of 

dissent after the referendum on Maastricht. For the other countries that held referenda 

in this period there are no major changes. Only in Sweden do the political parties get 

more internally divided after the referendum. In general, we can conclude that solving 

conflicts by referendum does not solve the conflicts within the parties.  

 

Another interesting question is whether political parties put more or less emphasis on 

European integration after a referendum. The level of mean salience in the party 

systems is added to the table. It shows that there are no significant changes over time 

in this respect. All countries have a marginal decrease in levels of salience from the 

first to the second observation. European integration seems to be equally important 

before and after the referenda. Hence, if resorting to referendum is a means to de-

politicize European integration, it has not been a successful strategy. 

We will now turn to the interaction among the parties in the party system to assess 

how the structures of competition may influence the presence of party-based 

Euroscepticism.  
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5.3.4 Party system mechanics: the openness of the government arena 

 
The mechanics of the party system refers to the way in which the parties interact in the 

system.
443

 These interactions concern both the degree of polarization as well as 

patterns of conflict and cooperation in parliamentary life. Party systems are defined by 

their structures of competition (and cooperation). One strategy to capture these 

structures is to focus on competition for government.
444

 In the study of party-based 

Euroscepticism, a prominent hypothesis is that Euroscepticism is a ‘touchstone of 

domestic dissent’ and that it is best captured as the ‘politics of opposition’.
445

 What 

this means is that parties in the fringes of the party system (who are less 

‘coalitionable’) will use the critique of the EU as a means to distance themselves from 

the ‘core’ of the party system. It also means that the closer a party is to the government 

arena, the more it will downplay its criticism of the EU. This thesis has not been 

sufficiently tested on a comparative basis. I argue that the best way to investigate this 

is to find a measure of how open the government arena is for the parties in the party 

system. The hypothesis would then be: a closed government arena will facilitate the i) 

presence of Eurosceptic parties and ii) their vote share. In relation to the formation of 

new single-issue parties, this is not expected to have a direct effect as they mainly 

campaign for the EP where there is no proper government arena. On the other hand, if 

the supply of party-based Euroscepticism is limited in the national arena, it may 

provide an opportunity for a new party to find this electoral niche. 

 

Party systems are defined by their structures of competition. There is of course 

ideological competition, but in this section we will focus on patterns of competition 

over government office. There are several ways to understand how open or closed the 

government arena is. Some of the variation will depend on the number of parties there 

are in the party system.
446

 Lijphart shows that there is a strong relation between the 

number of parties and the likelihood of coalition governments.
447

 The extent to which 
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party systems are bi- or multipolar also depends on the number of parties, but to less 

extent. The typical case of bi-polar political competition is the British party system 

where two equal parties compete over office and where the party system normally 

tends to single-party majority governments. On the other hand of the spectrum are the 

multipolar structures of competition that can be found in countries with multiple 

cleavages, many parties and coalition governments. Examples of this category are 

countries like the Netherlands and Belgium. There has, in Western Europe, been a 

trend towards more bi-polar political competition. Countries like Austria, Germany 

and Italy have moved towards bi-polarism over the last decades.
448

  

 

It is not easy to assess how predictable and stable a party system is. First of all, the 

patterns of competition depend on the institutional provisions employed in the various 

countries: what are the parliamentary rules for investiture and censure of 

governments? Second, the party system format changes over time. While there are few 

parties that have lost representation, new parties enter and change the patterns of 

cooperation and conflict. Thirdly, the ebbs and flows over time in support for 

individual parties change the role they play in the party system. Stein Rokkan once 

identified the differences between the systems where there is more competition for 

office from those where the protagonists mainly have a representative or expressive 

orientation. “In some countries elections have had the character of an effective choice 

among alternative teams of governors, in others they have simply served to express 

segmental loyalties and to ensure the right of each segment to some representation, 

even if only a single portfolio, in a coalition cabinet.” 
449

 In order to find a measure 

that can allow for comparisons across space, I have created an index of the openness of 

the government arena, primarily based on a Scale of Innovation of Government 

Formula. Mair notes that party systems differ from one another with respect to how 

innovative the formula of governments are and contends that by analysing “changing 

patterns of government composition, including not only the pace and level of change, 

but also the degree of innovation in government formulae, we can derive an overall 
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measure of the extent of closure or openness in the processes of government 

formation, and of the degree to which these processes are either more or less 

predictable or flexible”.
450

 The more structured and predicable the interactions in the 

party system are, the more ‘systemness’ it has.
451

 Systems where the same parties or 

combinations of parties alternate over long periods will tend to be frozen or 

predictable. The voters know what the alternatives are after an election. Countries like 

Italy tend to have many new governments but they follow a relatively stable pattern, 

whereas in a country like Finland, the patterns are unpredictable. This scale gives an 

indication of how open or stable the patterns of competition over the government arena 

are. An innovative government formula is when the composition of the government is 

previously unknown.
 452

 In his mapping, Mair excludes the first time a type of 

government appears. The study covers all government formations from 1950 to 1999. 

The most unstable and unpredictable countries in my sample are Finland, Belgium, 

Italy, Netherlands, Denmark and Ireland. In Germany, Sweden, Austria and the UK, 

the patterns are more predictable. Missing from his study are the more recently 

democratized countries Greece, Portugal and Spain as well as France.
453

 I have 

complemented the study with information regarding the types of government that are 

most common. I argue that the presence of minority governments points to a more 

closed government arena. The logic is that if the constitutional requirements favour 

minority government formation (such as negative parliamentarism in the Scandinavian 

countries does), then the coalition potential of smaller parties is reduced. Conversely, 

if there are frequent surplus majority governments then the party system is to be 

regarded as more open.
454

 The data on which I rely here are longitudinal and stretch  

from 1945 to 1999 in the case of government types and from 1950 and 1999 when it 

comes to innovative governments. My argument for this is that party systems tend to 

be rather stable and that the variable is constructed in order to assess the systemic 
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 Greece, Portugal and Spain have shorter periods since democratization. France has its semi-presidential 

system which makes comparisons of government composition more complex since the government is appointed 

by the president. 
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properties in the individual countries rather than to specify a strategic context at a 

given point in time. This can of course be seen as a rather crude variable, as it does not 

take into account the changing environment of parties in the party system. However, I 

would argue that it provides an accurate version of the opportunity structures that 

parties face and the prospects of government inclusion of available parties. This is 

especially of relevance for new parties or parties that are challenging established forms 

of competition and cooperation. The data stretch until only around 2000 while the 

current investigation runs to 2009. This may be perceived as a shortcoming. As stated 

previously, party systems tend to be stable. Still, change can come about. For example, 

the 1999 elections in Austria led to innovation of government formula in 2000 when 

the Freedom party joined ÖVP in a coalition government. This instance of change is 

not captured in the data. However, I argue that even though the measure is crude, it is 

the best available option when trying to account for how open the government arena in 

the respective countries is.  

 

In the table below, the figures for the individual countries are reported with the help of 

four indicators. First, the number of Innovative governments is reported. We see that 

in certain countries that has been substantial innovation of government formula. 

Finland is the country where government formulas are by far the most innovative. 

Other countries with substantial innovations are Italy, Belgium and Denmark. In a 

country like the UK, the government formula (a one-party majority government of 

either Tories or Labour) makes the party system highly predictable. While the number 

of innovative governments can say something about the institutionalization of a party 

system, it may be that the results are tied to a specific period or circumstances (sudden 

crisis, new elections, etc.). In the German case, for instance, six of the seven cases of 

innovation in government were in the 1950 and 1960s, after which the German party 

system has been very well-structured.
455

 The inverse is true about the Irish party 

system where innovation becomes more common with time (during the 1990s the Irish 
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government arena is the second most innovative). Therefore, I have added a measure 

of the duration of innovative governments in relation to the total time. In the second 

column, we see that innovative governments have ruled in Finland for almost two-

thirds of the post-war period. Belgium, Italy and the Netherlands also have long 

experience of innovative governments. Also, using this parameter, the more closed 

government arenas are: UK, Austria and Sweden. Unfortunately, four of the countries 

included in my study are missing in the data. Greece, Portugal and Spain were 

democratized during the period of investigation and France has a semi-presidential 

system in which the president appoints the government (which can be subject to a vote 

of censure by parliament). The party systems missing in Mair’s study are quite stable 

when it comes to government formula. In Greece there is essentially only one type of 

government (one-party majority); in Spain there are single-party governments in 

majority or minority, including either PP or PSOE. Portugal has a more mixed 

government arena with elements of surplus majorities, but it is in essence a closed-

party system, as the same parties tend to form coalitions.   

 

In an attempt to validate the figures and to complement with information regarding the 

missing cases (France, Greece, Portugal and Spain), I have added information about 

the frequency of minority and surplus majority governments. The rationale behind this 

is that strong presence of minority governments (normally facilitated by lower barrier 

of investiture of governments provided in the constitution) would be a sign of lower 

incentives to form majority coalition governments. On the other hand, if surplus 

majority governments are common, it could be a sign of a more open or unpredictable 

party system. In column three, we see that minority governments are most common in 

Denmark, Spain and Sweden while they are very uncommon in Austria, Greece, the 

Netherlands and Belgium. On the other hand, surplus majority governments are most 

common in Finland, Italy, the Netherlands and Belgium. In Denmark, Ireland, Spain, 

Sweden and the UK there is no experience of surplus majorities. In a number of 

countries there is similar experience of both minority rule and of surplus majorities 

which makes interpretation more difficult (France, Greece, Italy and Portugal). In 
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these countries there seem to be incentives that can either lead to small or big 

parliamentary bases of governments. 

 

Table 5.17 Openness of government arena 

 Number of 

Innovative 

Governments 

1950-1999 

Scale of 

Innovation 

1950-1999 

Minority 

Governments 

1945-1999 

(% of all) 

Surplus 

Majority 

Governments 

(% of all) 

Government 

arena 

Austria 0 9.1 4.8 9.5 Closed 

Belgium 8 35.8 12.1 36.4 Open 

Denmark 7 27.6 87.1 0 Mixed 

Finland 20 64.6 27 54.1 Open 

France   30.4 34.8 Mixed 

Germany 7 25.2 11.5 19.2 Mixed 

Greece   10 10 Closed 

Ireland 5 27 50 0 Mixed 

Italy 11 30.8 47.9 42.9 Open 

Netherlands 6 29.4 13.6 45.5 Open 

Portugal   27.3 27.3 Mixed 

Spain   75 0 Closed 

Sweden 4 14.4 73.1 0 Closed 

UK 0 0 5 0 Closed 

Note: Number of Innovative Governments is adjusted by excluding the first innovative government in 

each country. An innovative government is a previously unknown combination of parties in 

government. The Scale of Innovation relates to the total duration of innovative governments as % of 

period as a whole. Minority Governments reflects the % of all governments that are minority 

governments and Surplus Majorities does the same (Sources: Mair 2002: 16-17 and Mitchell and 

Nyblade 2008: 206). 

 

 

The table shows that classifying political systems with respect to the degree of 

openness of the government arena is a delicate matter. Circumstances may change 

over time and so do incentives of individual parties. (The government arena is, of 

course, only one of the arenas where the party operates. The party needs to balance 
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strategies with respect to internal and electoral arenas as well.
456

) Still, I think that if 

we take on board the information provided by the frequency and duration of 

innovative governments as well as the frequency of surplus majority governments we 

can make a qualitative classification of those countries where the government arena is 

clearly open (Finland, Belgium, the Netherlands and Italy). The second group of 

countries have a partially open government arena. In Denmark, innovation is common 

while at the same time minority rule is common and surplus majorities absent. In 

Germany innovation was common after the war, but has become less present. Still, 

surplus majorities are more common than minority rule. France is a difficult case to 

locate as the government arena is only partly connected to parliament. The political 

parties play a less prominent role in securing majorities and individual ministers can 

be appointed to government as a result of cooperation in the second-round of 

legislative elections (which foster cooperation among parties). On the other hand, the 

low number of effective parties at the elective level in France gives few potentially 

innovative government formulas. Therefore, the system is probably best coded as 

mixed. The remainder of countries have generally speaking lower levels of innovation 

of government formula. For the countries where information about government 

formula was missing (Greece, Portugal and Spain), it was argued that the patterns are 

quite predictable. Portugal has experience of both surplus majority and minority 

governments and is therefore placed in the middle category while the others are 

considered as closed government arenas.     

 

The hypothesis is that in countries with open government arena most parties are likely 

to be part of a future coalition and they will therefore have lower incentives to distance 

themselves from the core of the party system. If they have a Eurosceptic position, it is 

assumed that it will be difficult to act as co-legislator in the Council of Ministers. 

Intra-government tensions would also most likely emerge if there are strong divisions 

over European integration within a cabinet. There are several party systems where 

European integration has affected the patterns of party competition. In the Swedish 

case, for instance, the government formula between 1998 and 2006 was based on a 
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tight parliamentary semi-coalition between the governing Social Democrats and the 

Green and Left parties. However, it was explicitly stated that the cooperation did not 

include European affairs. In this domain, the government enjoyed the support of the 

non-socialist parties in opposition.
457

 By contrast, it has been argued that the absence 

of party-based Euroscepticism in Finland can be explained by the extremely 

unpredictable patterns of coalition formation. All parties in the party system are in 

principle ‘coalitionable’ and there is therefore a bias towards pro-European 

positions.
458

  

 

Table 5.18 Openness of government arena and party-based Euroscepticism 

 High party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Medium party-

based 

Euroscepticism 

Low party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Closed 

government 

arena 

Sweden Austria 

Greece 

UK 

Spain 

Mixed 

government 

arena 

Denmark 

France 

 Ireland 

Germany 

Portugal 

Open 

government 

arena 

 Belgium 

Netherlands 

Finland 

Italy 

 

In relation to the potential effect on the presence and strength of party-based 

Euroscepticism we see that, calibrated in this way, the results are not that clear. 

Naturally, the classification of the systems in three categories (open, mixed and 

closed) calls for more interpretation than a classification with just two classes. 

However, I argue that some of the countries were difficult to place in either category. 

What we see is that closed government arena may lead to high levels of party-based 

Euroscepticism (Sweden), medium levels (Greece, Austria and the UK) and low levels 

(Spain). In the countries with mixed government arenas, party-based Euroscepticism 
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can either be high (Denmark and France) or low (Ireland, Germany and Portugal). In 

the really open systems of government (Finland, Italy, Belgium and the Netherlands), 

there are both medium and low levels of party-based Euroscepticism. In a study of the 

Nordic countries, Raunio stresses the importance of structures of competition over 

office in order to understand the varying patterns.
459

As we have seen previously, 

several factors that may drive Euroscepticism have been present in Finland (high 

levels of public Euroscepticism, many parties, PR electoral system (with subsequent 

high fragmentation), high levels of internal dissent over European integration within 

parties), but still there have been little signs of party-based Euroscepticism. Finland 

has the most open government arena of all countries in this study and it may be argued 

that in this case, the openness of the government arena may constrain the emergence of 

party-based Euroscepticism. In the Netherlands and Belgium, party-based 

Euroscepticism is a relatively recent phenomenon and one could perhaps argue that it 

has been operating as a constraint in these countries as well. Even though, as the test 

has been set up in this study, the openness of the government arena is not a necessary 

condition for the presence of party based Euroscepticism in general, it may constrain 

the incentives for the emergence of party-based Euroscepticism. What has been 

advanced in previous research as a key factor driving the emergence of party-based 

Euroscepticism can therefore not be said to have found support.
460

 However, the 

disclaimer is of course that the way I have operationalized openness of the government 

arena does not sufficiently take conditions which are more determined by short-term 

considerations of party strategies into account. Difficult as it may be, I still think that 

in order to avoid idiosyncratic accounts we need to find operationalizations that can be 

used in comparative research and this test has been one attempt at finding a way to 

comparatively control for the impact of how institutionalized the party system affects 

party-based Euroscepticism. Without foregoing the analysis of the combinatorial 

solutions at the end of this chapter, it seems that the openness of the government arena 

works more as a constraining factor in certain situations than it works as a facilitating 

factor in others.  
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5.3.5 Left-right polarization and establishment collusion 

 

The extent to which party systems are polarized vary. In his study on political 

oppositions, Dahl refers to cross-cutting cleavages and how they differ with regard to 

their salience. He argues that “the very way in which the one conflict is superimposed 

on the other probably helps to reduce the potential for conflict.”
461

 The extent to which 

the main dimension is salient and that there is a polarization around this dimension 

may reduce the likelihood for the emergence of conflict over another dimension. In his 

seminal work on party systems, Sartori used a numerical criterion to distinguish 

between two-party and multiparty systems. He also examined the ideological distance 

between the parties and arrived at his three types of party systems: i) two-party 

systems characterized by two parties and small ideological gap between the extremes, 

ii) moderate pluralist party systems that consist of three to five parties and relatively 

small ideological distance between the extremes, and iii) polarized pluralist systems 

with more than five parties and big distance between the extremes.
462

 The two criteria 

– numerical and ideological – are not independent of each other. Many parties tend to 

lead to higher polarization. One of the main contributions of Sartori’s scheme is that it 

underlines the importance of systemic properties of the party system and the effects 

they have upon electoral and political behavior. This also leads to the potential use of 

the party system as an independent variable. Kitschelt and McGann argue that in party 

systems where the moderate left and moderate right converge to the centre, the 

chances for success of radical populist parties are higher.
463

  In a study on anti-political 

establishment parties, Abedi concludes that these parties generally profit from a 

converging positioning of the established parties on the left-right dimension.
464

 In 

relation to this study one would therefore hypothesize this relationship as: low left-

right polarization in the party system will facilitate i) the presence of Eurosceptic 

parties, ii) the vote share for Eurosceptic parties and iii) the success of SIEP. It is also 

interesting to find measures of the extent to which left-right polarization changes over 
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time and what effect that has. Therefore I conduct both static and dynamic tests in this 

section. For the effect over time, it is hypothesized that: convergence on the left-right 

axis over time will facilitate  i) the increase in the Eurosceptic vote over time and ii) 

the successful emergence of new Eurosceptic parties. The level of polarization in the 

party system also includes the extremes of the party systems. As the Eurosceptic 

parties included in this study by and large are found in the extremes, I also introduce a 

distinction between the measure of polarization and of divergence between 

establishment parties.  

The study by Kitschelt and McGann mentioned above has two methodological 

problems. First, it uses data collected at one single point in time, thus neglecting the 

potential effect of party system change. Second, they measure divergence as the 

ideological distance between the two main parties in the party system. The problem 

with this is that in many (multi)party systems there are important smaller 

establishment parties that are further apart than the two main parties.
465

 Therefore, it is 

more appropriate to use the divergence score of all mainstream parties. In the 

definition of what is an establishment party I follow Abedi (who bases his definition 

on Sartori’s criteria of party relevance and governing potential). An establishment 

party then is viewed as all those parties that a) have participated in government, or 

alternatively those parties that the governing parties regard as suitable partners for 

government formation; and b) are willing to cooperate with the main governing parties 

by joining them in a coalition government.
466

 The establishment divergence score is 

calculated by subtracting the leftmost of the establishment parties from the rightmost 

establishment party (see Appendix 2 for a full list of the parties). The polarization 

score is measured as the distance between the leftmost party and the rightmost party in 

the party system.  

 

I use three different Expert surveys for this analysis. The scores from 1982 are taken 

from Castles and Mair and in 1993 from Huber and Inglehart.
467

 I have also added the 
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results from the Chapel Hill 2006 survey.
468

 For the observations over the whole 

period I use all three observations. Missing from this analysis are Greece and Portugal 

as they are not included in the earlier Expert surveys (Portugal missing in 1982 

only).
469

 The countries in the table are rank-ordered based on the average degree of 

polarization on the left right axis in all three observations. The general patterns echoes 

Sartori’s interpretation of an overlap between the number of parties and the level of 

polarization: in the party systems with many parties, the level of polarization is higher.  

 

Figure 5.6 Left-right polarization in periods 

 

 

 

The mean level of left-right polarization over time is 6.5. The countries with higher 

levels of polarization are France, Italy, Netherlands, Belgium and Denmark. Now, if 

we turn to the correlation between levels of polarization and the support for 

Eurosceptic parties we get the following table. 

 

 

                                                                                                                                             
calculated, based on Knutsen (1998), the scores from the first to correspond with the second according to this 

formula: y*0.9+1=x, where y is the score on the 11 point scale and x the result on the 10 point scale.  
468

 Left-Right polarization is introduced in the Chapel Hill surveys in 1999. To get a score of left-right 

polarization from 2002 may seem more reasonable for the purpose of this study. However, as mentioned earlier, 

the 2002 survey contains a significantly smaller sample of parties and hence the results would be skewed by this. 

The 2006 survey used an 11 point scale from 0 to 10. I have converted the scores into a 10-point scale using 

Knutsen’s formula.  
469

 Abedi’s study is based on 16 countries. Except Greece, Portugal and Spain, all countries in this study are 

included in his. He also includes Australia, Canada, Iceland, New Zealand and Norway. 
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Table 5.19 Polarization and party-based Euroscepticism 

 High party-based   

Euroscepticism  

Medium party-based  

Euroscepticism  

Low party-based  

Euroscepticism  

Polarization low  

(below global mean) 

Sweden 

 

 

Austria 

UK 

Ireland 

Finland 

Germany 

Spain 

Polarization high 

(above global mean) 

Denmark 

France 

Belgium 

Netherlands 

Italy 

 

 

What we see is that if there is no visible pattern related to the level of left-right 

polarization and the levels of support for Eurosceptic parties. It actually seems as the 

inverse of the expected pattern could be equally plausible: countries in which the level 

of left-right polarization is higher also have generally higher support levels for 

Eurosceptic parties. There are of course some exceptions to this pattern. In Sweden, 

where the level of Eurosceptic vote is high, there is lower polarization on the left-right 

axis. In Italy, the level of polarization on the left-right axis is high, but support for 

Eurosceptic parties is low. How can we explain this? One reason is that parties with 

Eurosceptic positions are found in the fringes of the party system. Therefore, in 

polarized party systems, there is the likely emergence of party-based Euroscepticism. 

To some extent, party-based Euroscepticism is an anti-establishment feature. Thus, in 

order to examine the role of the party system, it is more likely that the level of 

polarization between the mainstream (or establishment) parties will have an effect on 

the prospects of Eurosceptic parties. I call the distance between the leftmost 

establishment party and the rightmost establishment party divergence.
470

 The expected 

relationship will then be that low polarization (divergence) among the establishment 

parties will facilitate i) the number of Eurosceptic parties, ii) the strength of 

Eurosceptic parties and iii) the creation and success of SIEP. 
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 See Appendix 2 for the list of the establishment parties. I follow Abedi (2002) for the first two observations. 

For 2006, I have made a classification based on the criteria mentioned in the text. The Chapel Hill survey has 

coded parties in government. This provides a first basis for inclusion and exclusion.   
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Figure 5.7 Left-right divergences in periods 

 

 

The first observation in relation to the rank-ordering of the countries with respect to 

the level of establishment divergence is that it differs from the polarization levels. 

While polarization was high in countries like Austria, Italy and the Netherlands, the 

level of divergence between the establishment parties is substantially lower. In both 

Italy and Austria the levels of establishment polarization have gone up drastically in 

the last observation (2006). This is due to the inclusion of parties such as BZÖ, 

Alleanza Nazionale and Lega Nord in the governments. Including these parties in the 

establishment party category leads to a widening of the divergence scores 

substantially. In countries like Sweden, there is no major difference between levels of 

polarization and divergence. Therefore, Sweden was low on polarization but has a 

level of divergence among the highest. France scores high on both divergence and 

polarization, greatly due to the fact that the Communist party holds a position on the 

far left, but has still been included in several government constellations over the years. 

The average establishment divergence is 4.3 (based on the mean values of the 

countries’ divergence scores). The countries with higher average establishment 

divergence over time are France, Sweden, Denmark, Belgium and Finland. 

 

 

 

 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Mean establishment polarization 

Divergence 1982 

Divergence 1993 

Divergence 2006 

Mean divergence 1982-2006 



 

197 

 

Table 5.20 Divergence and party-based Euroscepticism 

 High party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Medium party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Low party-based 

Euroscepticism 

Left-right 

divergence Low 

 Austria 

Netherlands 

UK 

Italy 

Ireland 

Germany 

Spain 

Left-right 

divergence High 

France 

Denmark 

Sweden 

Belgium 

 

Finland 

 
Similar to the case with polarization scores, the hypothesis about low polarization 

between the establishment parties is not a condition in favor of high levels of support 

for Eurosceptic parties. In fact, the tendency is rather the opposite: in countries with 

low levels of establishment divergence tend to have lower results for Eurosceptic 

parties. The three countries with the highest levels of establishment divergence scores 

actually have the highest levels of support for Eurosceptic parties and have all three 

seen the emergence of single-issue Eurosceptic parties (Denmark, France and 

Sweden).  

 
5.3.5.1 Dynamic analysis: changing polarization and divergence 

 
Even more interesting than investigating the patterns across space is to analyze the 

changes in polarization and divergence over time. The underlying idea is that voters 

may not consider the extent to which the party system in their country is polarized 

compared with other similar countries. The party system gives to voters the available 

vote choices. However, voters may perceive an increase or decrease in the level of 

polarization among the established parties and may protest against an increasing 

collusion on the main conflict dimension by choosing parties that, in some respect, 

challenge the mainstream party convergence. If the main dimension of contestation is 

shrinking then voters may follow other cues. The expected relationship is: party 

systems with decreasing left-right polarization over time will facilitate i) an increase 

in the number of and support for Eurosceptic parties and ii) the creation and success 

of SIEP.  In the following test I use only the polarization scores from 1982 and 1993. 

One may expect voters’ reactions to a tendency of collusion to be visible only after the 

parties have converged to the centre. Therefore, an increase in the vote share for 



 

198 

 

Eurosceptic parties is expected to take place in the after which the existing parties have 

colluded. 

 

Table 5.21 Change in polarization and party-based Euroscepticism 

 Increasing party-based  

Euroscepticism  

Decreasing or  

Stable party-based  Euroscepticism 

Decreasing polarization Belgium 

Netherlands 

Spain 

Stable polarization 

(between 0.0 and + 0.9) 

Finland 

UK 

Denmark 

Italy 

Sweden 

 

Increasing polarization 

(by more than +1)  

Austria France 

Germany 

Ireland 

 
 

The change in the level of polarization is not associated with the increase in support 

for Eurosceptic parties. In fact, it is more common that Eurosceptic parties are more 

successful in settings where there is an increasing level of polarization over time. In 

general, most countries included in this study experience an increase in the level of 

left-right polarization over time. 

 

We will now turn to the level of collusion on the left-right axis among the 

establishment parties. The hypothesis is: party systems with decreasing left-right 

polarization among establishment parties (divergence) over time will facilitate i) an 

increase in the number of and support for Eurosceptic parties and ii) the creation and 

success of SIEP. I have calculated the divergence scores in 1982 and 1993. The change 

is calculated by subtracting the first from the latter. Similar to when analyzing change 

in polarization, I argue that it is wise to take the change between the two first 

observations since the effect of establishment collusion will be visible only after it has 

taken place. What we see is that the countries can be grouped in three different groups 

with respect to how much the establishment parties have move towards the centre. The 

collusion among the establishment parties has been highest in Austria, Belgium, the 

Netherlands, Finland and the UK. In France, Italy, Spain and Sweden the mainstream 

parties also collude but to less extent. In Denmark, Germany and Ireland, the 
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mainstream parties actually have greater distance between them on the left-right axis 

in the early 1990s.    

 
Table 5.22 Change in divergence and party-based Euroscepticism 
 
 Increasing party-based  

Euroscepticism  

Stable or  

decreasing party-based  

Euroscepticism 

Decreasing  

establishment  

divergence  

(more than – 1) 

Austria 

Belgium 

Finland 

Netherlands 

UK 

 

Stable  

establishment  

divergence 

(-0.9 – 0.0) 

 France 

Italy 

Spain 

Sweden 

 

Increasing  

establishment  

divergence 

 Denmark 

Germany 

Ireland 

 

This table shows that calibrated in this way, the highest levels of establishment 

collusion are a necessary and sufficient condition for increasing support for 

Eurosceptic parties. In Denmark, Germany and Ireland the ideological distance 

between the establishment parties increased over time. The political opportunity 

structure for agents competing on another dimension is thereby limited. In Germany, 

the support levels for Eurosceptic parties went down (albeit from a low level) and in 

Denmark there was a dip in Eurosceptic voting in national elections in the early 1990s. 

Ireland has remained unaffected in party political terms over the whole period. This is 

a very clear result and shows that the role of the mainstream establishment parties’ 

behavior is crucial for the emergence of a new dimension of contestation in politics. 

Calibrated as above, it is the most powerful explanation of changes over time in this 

study. When the establishment parties have colluded on the main structuring 

dimension it has opened a political opportunity structure for alternative lines of 

contestation.   
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5.4 Summing up variation: conditional configurations 
 
In the previous sections, all factors have been introduced and analysed. This section 

will synthesise all results from the previous sections. I proceed by first presenting all 

the findings in the static analysis. I have excluded two factors that have been analysed 

above. First, as there is such a strong overlap between the level of disproportionality of 

the electoral system and the effective number of parties I have excluded the latter. As 

the role of the salience of European integration factor was doubtful (and showed to 

have a limited impact as facilitating factor) in the context of this study, I have also 

excluded that factor from the table below. The role of polarization on the left-right axis 

showed more patterns when turning the expected hypothesis around. In the table 

below, I have turned the hypothesis by showing the presence of high levels of 

polarization (and establishment divergence) rather than the opposite. The main thrust 

of this section is to locate the conditions which in conjunction with each other can 

work as facilitating or constraining conditions. A perspective which is emphasized in 

Qualitative Comparative Analysis is that there can be multiple pathways leading to the 

outcome.
471

 This means that the same outcome can be produced through different 

mechanisms in different countries. In this analysis presence as well as absence of 

factors is of importance. However, I have set up the hypotheses to test for positive 

relationships between factors and outcomes and will primarily remain within that 

logic. Still, the absence of a factor can have an impact on the outcome as well. The 

patterns leading to no outcome will also be addressed. 
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Table 5.23 Summary of cross-space analysis 
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Level of 

Party based  

Euroscepticism 

Sweden X X X X XX X  X High (+SIEP) 

Denmark X X X X X  X X High (+SIEP) 

France  X X  X X X X High (+SIEP) 

UK 
X    XX X   

Medium (growing) 

(+SIEP) 

Austria X X  X XX X   Medium (growing) 

Belgium  X  X   X X Medium (growing) 

NL  X X X   X  Medium (growing)  

Greece     XX  - - Medium 

Finland X   X  X  X Low (growing) 

Germany    X X X   Low 

Italy  X     X  Low 

Portugal  X   X  - - Low 

Spain  X   XX    Low 

Ireland   (x)  X    Low 

Note: X symbolizes presence of factor. (x) in the case of Ireland symbolizes that it is a required 

contested referendum. Empty cells symbolize absence of factor. (-) means that there is no data for 

polarization in Greece and Portugal. XX in the column of ‘Closed government arena’ means that the 

government arena is closed whereas a single X means that the government arena is ‘mixed’. 

 

The first observation that can be made in relation to the table of all variables is that 

there is indeed more presence of the factors that may produce higher degree of party-

based Euroscepticism in the countries that display this outcome. Conversely, many 

(although not all) factors are absent in the countries with the lowest levels of party-

based Euroscepticism. The countries are ranked in relation to the levels of support for 

Eurosceptic parties in all elections between 1984 and 2009. Thus, this table shows the 

variation across space, but with no reference to time (which will be dealt with in the 

next section). In relation to the consistency of the factors (that is, how many of the 

cases that have presence of factors but where there is no outcome), we can specifically 

note that high levels of electoral volatility is present in many countries and many of 
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the countries where there are low levels of party-based Euroscepticism. The same is, to 

less extent, true about the presence of a highly proportional system. The level of 

consistency is related to the calibration of factors and the cut-points introduced in the 

bivariate tests. We can see that even for variables where the global mean level was 

high (and thus leading to a small group of countries which are above the global mean) 

as in the case of public opinion where Finland display high levels of public 

Euroscepticism but low levels of party-based Euroscepticism. In terms of coverage 

(that is, the number of cases covered by the presence of a factor), it varies between the 

different factors. For instance, France is not covered by an explanation based on the 

level of public Euroscepticism. The factor which comes closest to having full coverage 

and high consistency is the presence of a contested referendum which could produce 

the highest levels of party-based Euroscepticism. The presence of a non-required 

contested referendum in the Netherlands lowers the level of consistency. However, the 

referendum in the Netherlands was organized towards the end of the period of 

investigation and, as we will see in the next section, Dutch party-based Euroscepticism 

is on the rise. 

 

We will now turn to the unique configurations which are present in different groups of 

countries. These configurations (or combinations of conditions) form patterns which 

may facilitate or constrain the outcome. The first pattern concerns the three countries 

that display the highest level of politicization over European integration. When we 

examine the presence of factors in these countries we see that all but one (left-right 

polarization)
472

 factor is present in Sweden. In Denmark all factors are present except 

the level of internal division over European integration inside political parties.
473

 In 

France there is absence of the two factors that would from the outset seem to be strong 

predictors of party-based Euroscepticism: high level of public Euroscepticism and a 

                                              
472

 The left-right polarization scores are highly influenced by the presence of extreme right and extreme left 

parties in the party system. The scores employed in this study are based and surveys that did not include the 

Sweden Democrats (a party which entered parliament in 2010 for the first time), which may explain the 

relatively low level of polarization. 
473

 Although this proposition has not been tested for in this study, it seems rather plausible that the high level of 

fragmentation (due to the relatively very low threshold to enter parliament) in combination with a relatively 

developed split-party system (high level of difference in electoral and party behaviour) between national and 

European elections can account for the low level of internal factionalism in Denmark. 
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proportional electoral system. A slightly mediating factor in the French case might be 

that on the elective level the effective number of parties is actually rather high. The 

normally present correlation between the degree of proportionality of the electoral 

system and the fragmentation of the party system is weaker in France. This essentially 

means that there are more parties available for adopting a Eurosceptic position than the 

electoral system would suggest. The openness of the government arena proved to be 

difficult to operationalize. The French government arena was particularly difficult to 

categorize due to the semi-presidential system and the particularities of the party 

system. In the end, in both Denmark and France the government arena was classified 

as a mix of open and closed. The unique pattern of these three countries is instead the 

presence of high level of electoral volatility + contested referendum + high 

establishment left-right polarization. As mentioned above, the consistency of the level 

of volatility is quite low. The left-right divergence goes counter to the theoretical 

expectation and has lower consistency. However, the presence of these factors in 

combination provides a unique path to the highest level of party-based Euroscepticism. 

I would argue that the presence of a contested referendum is very important as it has 

the best coverage and consistency.  

 

As was argued above, the contested referendum is also essential for the successful 

creation of single-issue parties. It is one of the clearest results from this study in 

general. Furthermore, it is in these three countries (together with the UK) where the 

differences between voting in national parliaments and European parliament are most 

pronounced (with more Eurosceptic voting in EP elections than in national elections). 

This could be taken as argument against accounting for both types of elections. 

However, as was shown previously, even when accounting for national elections only, 

the three countries have the highest levels of Eurosceptic vote. In relation to the 

emergence of single-issue Eurosceptic parties, the path described above would still be 

valid as it is in these three countries (and the UK) where the successful single issue 

parties have emerged. France, Sweden and the UK share increasing levels of volatility, 

closed government arena (less in France) and have the highest levels of internal dissent 

over European integration. As the single-issue parties only campaign for the EP, the 
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closed government arena should be of little influence. Instead, the internal dissent over 

European integration and the negative public opinion should be highlighted as 

facilitating factors. However, in the French case, public opinion is not significantly 

higher than in many other countries. The UK is an interesting case where really high 

levels of public Euroscepticism have only been translated into the party system to a 

limited extent. The main factor in this case is most likely the electoral system. Only 

after the change of the electoral formula in the EP elections of 1999 do we see a 

significant increase in the level of party-based Euroscepticism. This is mainly 

channeled through the single-issue party UKIP.  

 

In the group of countries with medium levels of party-based Euroscepticism there are 

two patterns and one outlier. First, in the UK and Austria the level of party-based 

Euroscepticism is medium. In the UK there is the successful creation of a single-issue 

Eurosceptic party. In fact, there is also a party in Austria which campaigns exclusively 

on a European ticket which has critique of the EU as their main asset (Hans Peter 

Martin’s List). I did not include this party in the sample, but if one had done so, the 

similarities between the two countries would have grown even stronger. The parties in 

the two countries are severely divided internally and there are high levels of public 

Euroscepticism. The government arena in the UK is solidly closed with very stable and 

predictable patterns. In the Austrian case it is more difficult to capture the government-

opposition relations as the positive parliamentarism combined with the few parties in 

the party system at times gives high incentives to government participation for fringe 

parties (such as the FPÖ) while it  fosters grand coalition and exclusionary strategies 

among the mainstream parties. Still, based on the available data I coded the Austrian 

government arena as closed. So the pattern for Austria and the UK is that the medium 

levels of party-based Euroscepticism are based on the presence of high public 

Euroscepticim + closed government arena + high level of internal factionalism over 

EU AND the absence of high level of left right polarization + high level of 

establishment polarization + contested referendum. These two countries share six 

factors (including the ones that are absent) and provide a unique set of combination. 

Three of the factors were considered as facilitators while the other three as 
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constraining factors. In relation to the absence of high left-right polarization, it is 

worth noting that this supports the claim in the literature
474

 that Euroscepticism is 

found in the fringes of the party systems: if there is low polarization it means that there 

may be absence of fringe parties which constrains the emergence of party-based 

Euroscepticism.  

The second pattern is visible in Belgium and the Netherlands where there is presence 

of a number of facilitating factors: proportional electoral system (and many parties) + 

high left-right polarization + high levels of electoral volatility. There are also 

constraints present: low levels of public Euroscepticism + open government arena. As 

public and party-based Euroscepticism is growing in both these countries, I will return 

to them in the next section. The difference between the countries are that while the 

citizens of the Netherlands voted in a referendum in 2005, the Belgians never did 

while the distance between the Belgian parties on the left-right axis are bigger than in 

the Netherlands. The referendum in the Netherlands can actually be said to have 

facilitated conflicts over European integration, but as there are so few observations 

(elections) that were held after the referendum and calculations on electoral strength 

are based on mean values over the whole period of investigation it does not affect the 

Dutch overall level of party-based Euroscepticism.  

The remaining country displaying medium levels of party-based Euroscepticism is 

Greece which then should be considered an outlier. In Greece most facilitating factors 

are absent. The closed government arena is present and gives incentives for non-

establishment parties to pursue a Eurosceptic policy as a means to distance themselves 

from the centre. Unfortunately, there is no data about the level of left-right polarization 

in Greece. If one used the data available for Grecce for the last observations 

concerning left-right polarization and consider that these scores are valid for the earlier 

(and in the Greek case missing) observations, Greece would come out as a system with 

very high levels of left-right polarization. As Greek party-based Euroscepticism shows 

through the relatively strong Communist party, it would seem plausible to argue that 

left-right polarization and a closed government arena are the facilitating factors in the 

Greek case. However, even with the inclusion of this factor Greece would be an 
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outlier. In this context it may be worth noting that among the lowest levels of 

incongruence between public and party-based Euroscepticism is found in Greece. Only 

in the Netherlands is the level of congruence higher over whole period of 

investigation.    

 

For the countries with low levels of Euroscepticism there is a path which covers Italy, 

Ireland, Portugal and Spain. In these countries there is absence of high levels of 

public Euroscepticism + proportional electoral system + contested (non-required) 

referendum + factions in parties + high level of left-right establishment divergence. 

Turning this argument around, it means that many constraining factors are present. The 

countries differ in relation to the level of electoral volatility and the openness of the 

government arena as well as the level of left-right polarization. Still, the facilitating 

factors present in these countries are few. I have fine-tuned the referendum variable to 

consider the extent to which there is a constitutional requirement or not. The Irish 

referenda have had less effect on the party system because of this. Furthermore, one 

could add that the parallel arena for conflicts over European integration (which is 

expected to continue) has probably insulated the party system from the spillover effect 

from the referenda. The closed government arena Spain (and to less extent in Portugal 

and Ireland) has not on its own produced any party-based Euroscepticism. A similar 

case is Greece where it seems that the closed patterns of party competition have 

produced a relatively strong Eurosceptic party in the form of the Communist Party 

(KKE). One difference between Spain and Portugal on the one hand and Greece on the 

other is that the levels of public Euroscepticism is higher in Greece. The potentially 

facilitating factor of high levels of electoral volatility is present in Portugal and Spain 

while being absent in Greece.  

For the remaining two countries with low levels of party-based Euroscepticism, 

Finland and Germany, there are elements of a common path to the extent that they 

share the presence of two potentially facilitating factors: high level of intra-party 

dissent over European integration and a relatively proportional electoral system. There 

is also a common absence of high level of electoral volatility, contested referendum 

and high left-right polarization. Taken together, these factors form a unique pattern. 
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However, the level of public Euroscepticism is much higher in Finland than in 

Germany and the government arena (although the German case was difficult to 

interpret) is much more open in Finland than in Germany. Taken together, there is 

presence of factors in both countries which could lead to higher levels of party-based 

Euroscepticism than it does. The logical reason behind could be that the constraining 

factors have a stronger impact than the facilitating factors. I will therefore turn to 

making pair-wise comparison between these two countries and two countries with 

higher levels of party-based Euroscepticism.   

Finland and Austria are interesting to compare since they have high levels of public 

Euroscepticism and internal dissent but low levels of party-based Euroscepticism. In 

Finland, the open government arena is most likely the strongest explanation. The 

Austrian government arena has changed over time and the battles within the FPÖ has 

mainly concerned the government arena, but has had effects on the party’s stance 

towards European integration. I would therefore argue that the comparatively 

extremely open Finnish government arena has worked to constrain the emergence of 

party-based Euroscepticism.  

If instead, we compare the two main countries in European integration France and 

Germany, we see that they share a set of factors but diverge significantly on the levels 

of party-based Euroscepticism. While the issue has entered French politics, it remains 

a marginal feature in Germany. The similarities are several: the level of public 

Euroscepticism is almost identical, there are high levels of internal dissent in the 

parties, and the government arena is not particularly open. On the other hand, while 

the French electoral system has a high level of disproportionality, the German is 

proportional (albeit with a 5 percent threshold). French voters have become 

increasingly volatile, while the Germans remain relatively stable (and on average over 

the last three decades French voters are more volatile than the Germans). In sum, there 

are incentives for Euroscepticism in Germany as well as in France. One key difference 

is the contested referenda held in France. Experiments of direct democracy have 

spurred conflicts within established groups and parties and have fostered more 

Eurosceptic voting. A second important difference, which can be seen in the low levels 

of left-right polarization, is the lack of successful parties of the extreme right in 
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Germany. As we can see in most of the countries of the study, parties of the extreme 

right have picked up Euroscepticism as one part of their electoral offer. Apart from 

referendum, the main difference lies in the electoral volatility. The fact that the 

German elections are more proportional does not seem to influence the outcome. In 

conclusion, drawn on the pairwise comparison, a future contested referendum over 

European integration in Germany may have effects on the supply and demand for 

party-based Euroscepticism. Based on all facilitating and constraining factors of the 

cross-country comparisons, five patterns and one outlier were identified.  

 

Table 5.24 Five patterns 

 Presence of / high level 

of 

Absence of / low level of Outcome 

Pattern 1 (France, Sweden 

and Denmark) 

Electoral volatility  

Contested referendum  

Establishment left-right 

polarization 

 High and SIEP 

Pattern 2 (Austria and UK) Public Euroscepticism 

Internal dissent 

Closed government 

arena 

Contested referendum 

Left-right polarization 

(and divergence) 

Medium and 

SIEP (UK) 

Pattern 3 (Belgium and the 

Netherlands) 

Electoral volatility 

Left-right polarization 

Proportional electoral 

system 

Closed government arena 

Public Euroscepticism 

Internal dissent  

 

Medium 

Pattern 4 (Ireland, Italy, 

Portugal and Spain) 

 Public Euroscepticism 

Proportional electoral 

system 

Internal dissent 

Contested referendum 

Left-right divergence 

Low 

Pattern 5 (Germany and 

Finland) 

Proportional electoral 

system 

Internal dissent 

 

Contested referendum 

Electoral volatility 

Left-right polarization 

Low 
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Greece is missing from the table as it turned out to be an outlier. As I have mentioned 

above when describing the various paths, some of them seem to have more in common 

than others. 

 

Although the relationship between the factors and the outcome are not deterministic, 

the factors presented in the scheme above can be understood as probability-raisers. 

There is a general pattern that the facilitating factors are more present in countries 

where the expected outcomes are visible. However, in certain countries there is a 

presence of several factors but no outcome. In Finland, for instance, there is presence 

of four facilitating factors (high public Euroscepticism, a proportional electoral 

system, high levels of dissent over European integration within the parties and high 

left right divergence between the establishment parties) but party-based 

Euroscepticism has been largely absent. One way of understanding this difference is 

that the absence of another factor is more decisive in Finland. The Finnish party 

system is by far the most unpredictable and unstable when it comes to government 

formation (see above), and governments are often surplus majorities where almost all 

combinations of parties are available. Therefore, the cost of Euroscepticism (which 

would reduce the likelihood of government participation) is relatively higher in 

Finland. Another way to interpret the result is that in the Finnish case are factions 

within the established parties a ‘sufficient supply’ of Euroscepticism. The argument 

against this latter interpretation is that this pattern would be visible in the other 

member-states as well. In fact, and contrary to our theoretical expectations, in most 

other countries, the level of dissent facilitates the success of Eurosceptic parties.
475

  

 

In sum, I have pointed to the importance of the presence of a contested referendum as 

a necessary condition for the highest levels of party based Euroscepticism and an 

almost necessary condition for the emergence of single-issue Eurosceptic parties. I 

have also stressed the importance of the absence of high levels of left-right 
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 My study ends in 2009. If it had been extended until 2011, the surprising result of the 2011 election would 

have been included. The True Finns scored an all-time high of 19.1 percent in this election. The mean electoral 

Eurosceptic result in the last period of investigation would have been 11 percent in Finland. There was an 

increase in electoral volatility in the election in 2011, which may – if included – have led to Finland being part of 

the countries in which there has an increase over time in levels of electoral volatility.  
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polarization as a constraining factor for party-based Euroscepticism. In polarized party 

systems (which often are found in countries with proportional electoral systems and 

high level of fragmentation), there are parties who can take up Eurosceptic stances. 

However, even in fragmented multiparty systems, there can be lower levels of left-

right polarization (such as the case of Finland and Sweden). Still, fragmented and 

polarized party systems tend to have more party-based Euroscepticism. Public opinion 

in itself can influence the outcomes but does not hold full coverage as facilitating 

factor. I have also emphasized that some factors may prove to be more powerful as 

constraints than enabling structures. This has been specifically advanced in relation to 

the government arena. Still, it seems that in some countries with open government 

arenas (e.g. Belgium and the Netherlands) it does not sufficiently constrain the supply 

of party-based Euroscepticism.  

 

In relation to the three general headings under which I have organized the factors 

(Voter availability, Institutional incentives and Political opportunity structures), it was 

never the purpose to conduct tests which would compare the strength of either one of 

them. Still, the results show that all three aspects influence the results. The role of 

voter availability (as degree of public Euroscepticism and electoral volatility) proved 

to be slightly less powerful than expected. On the other hand, the institutional 

incentive produced by organizing a post-accession referendum showed to be a 

powerful facilitator. Of the factors, political opportunity structures (partly due to lack 

of data) provided more mixed results. However, when we now turn to the development 

over time, the political opportunities offered through changes in the existing party 

systems will outperform all other factors when predicting an increase over time of 

party-based Euroscepticism.      

5.4.1 Dynamic synthesis – trends of increasing opposition 

 
An important aspect of this study is to make comparisons across time and space 

simultaneously. Even though many of the factors introduced in the analytical 

framework are stable over time, others have been applied to the evolution of party-

based Euroscepticism. Institutions may tend to stability or gradual change, but those 
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changes in opportunities that are caused by altering conditions can influence outcomes. 

This has not been systematically tested and controlled for in comparative research as 

most cross-country comparisons tend to neglect evolution over time. Below, the main 

results of the dynamic tests over time are summarized. We should recall that the 

average levels of electoral support for Eurosceptic parties in period one (1984-1993) 

was 5.5 percent. In period two (1994-2002) it rose to 6 percent and in period three 

(2003-2009) it grew to 8.5 percent. Therefore, it can be argued that there is a steady 

increase in the level of party-based Euroscepticism. However, this increase is not 

symmetrical. What we see is that in five countries, party-based Euroscepticism 

increases over time (Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands, the UK and Finland). In Italy, 

there was party-based Euroscepticism in period one (1984-1993) and absence in period 

two while it returned in period three. In Ireland, Portugal and Spain there have never 

been any real signs of party-based Euroscepticism. The support levels are thus 

automatically stable. Stability at very high levels of party-based Euroscepticism is 

found in Denmark and Sweden. In fact, there is a tiny increase in the Danish vote, but I 

still think that stability is the most accurate category. In three countries (Germany, 

Greece and France), the electoral support is falling over time (although the starting 

points differ radically between the three countries).   

 

In the following analysis I have not included the evolution of salience of European 

integration and internal dissent over integration as the changes over time in these 

variables were not significant. The changes in left-right polarization are not included 

since the patterns seemed to be unrelated to the outcomes.  The countries are grouped 

differently in this table: the countries where there has been an increase in number of 

and support for Eurosceptic parties are at the top of the table and the countries with 

falling numbers of and support for Eurosceptic parties are at the bottom.  
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Table 5.25 Summary of changes over time 

 Increased public 
Euroscepticism 

Increased 
electoral 
volatility 

Decreased 
establishment left-
right divergence 

Trend in support 
for Eurosceptic 
parties 

Austria X X X Increase 

Belgium X X X Increase 

Netherlands X X X Increase 

UK (x) X X Increase 

Finland   X Increase  

Italy  X  Mixed 

Ireland    Stable 

Spain    Stable 

Portugal X  - Stable 

Denmark    Stable 

Sweden    Stable 

Germany X   Falling 

Greece   - Falling 

France X   Falling 

 

Note: X signifies presence of factor. Empty cells signify absence of factor. (x) in the case of UK 

public opinion signifies that negative public opinion increases over time but is below the mean 

increase of all countries. (-) signifies that there is no information about establishment divergence in 

Portugal and Greece. 

 
 
The increasing presence of Euroscepticism in Austria, Belgium and the Netherlands is 

particularly interesting. First, it is interesting because it shows that there is a tendency 

towards convergence among the member-states. While Euroscepticism previously was 

a phenomenon that was visible in certain countries only, the patterns are now more 

similar. Second, these three countries were previously known as consensus (or 

consociational)
476

 democracies. The countries where Euroscepticism increases have 

certain common features: the increasing volatility, proportional electoral system and 

an open (but increasingly constrained) government arena. Most importantly, they share 

a decreasing left-right polarization among the establishment parties. This condition 

fully covers the cases with increasing levels of party based Euroscepticism and is 

therefore the clearest result of a necessary and sufficient condition in this study. The 

extent to which established parties collude on the main structuring line of conflict is 

particularly interesting as it shows how polarization can be of importance in the 

‘conflict of conflicts’.
477

 If the differences between establishment parties get smaller 
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on this the left-right axis, it seems to be a good breeding ground for another growing 

conflict.
478

 This explanation holds both in terms of coverage and consistency. As we 

can recall from the cross-space comparisons, the relationship between left-right 

establishment polarization and presence of party-based Euroscepticism turned out to 

go counter to the hypothetical expectations. It was more common to find higher levels 

of party-based Euroscepticism in countries with higher level of establishment 

divergence on the left-right axis. Interestingly enough, when examining over time a 

different pattern appears. It is now the shrinking level of establishment divergence that 

may drive party-based Euroscepticism. This can be taken as an account on the value of 

comparing both across space and time simultaneously.
479

 With static measures, it 

becomes difficult to assess elements of change. The evolution of new dimensions of 

contestation is certainly related to change.
480

 The argument which was made earlier in 

relation to the different ways in which establishment divergence may impact the 

outcome depending on if we compare across space or time was related to the 

observation that voters primarily hold views on the party system dynamics in their 

own country. While voters may not compare across space with other countries, they 

can certainly have a view on how their own party system changes over time.   

 

Increasing public Euroscepticism is not particularly precise for making predictions 

about where Euroscepticism will grow as a party feature. France and Germany are 

interesting examples of cases where public opinion becomes more critical towards the 

EU, but Eurosceptic parties receive less electoral support. On the other hand, in the 

countries where these parties gain electoral support (except Finland), the levels of 

public Euroscepticism are actually growing. In the UK, the increase in public 

Euroscepticism is only very marginal and fell under the mean increase in public 

opposition to the EU. 

 

It is perhaps less obvious how we can explain the falling levels of political support for 

Eurosceptic parties in Germany, Greece and France. In the German case, there is a 
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 This result echoes the study on anti-political establishment parties of Abedi 2002 and 2004. 
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potential explanation in that the German establishment parties are among the few that 

have been increasingly divergent. The interpretation of this would be that the main 

structuring conflict holds a strong grip over German politics. The other explanation for 

the German case is the absence of radical right populism. In the case of Greece, the 

downward trend is less accentuated. One reason is related to the changes in the 

electoral system in Greece, where there was an incentive for broader electoral 

coalitions in the late 1980s which led to an increase in the vote share of the 

Communist party. In the case of France, it is more difficult to point to something 

particular. The politicization of the EU that occurred in the aftermath of the Maastricht 

referendum is one reason why French Euroscepticism was so strong in the 1990s. This 

effect has gradually faded away. The outcome of the referendum in 2005 (also a 

contested vote) was not as visible in the subsequent elections. One could be tempted to 

argue that the electoral effect of a referendum on European integration has a limited 

time-span.
481

 By looking at the increase in party-based Euroscepticism in the 

Netherlands at the end of the period of investigation, one could argue that it is related 

to the presence of the referendum in 2005. Another factor which can change over time, 

but for which I have not accounted, is the changes in the electoral formula. In some 

countries the electoral formula has been modified. Obviously this may impact the 

chances of individual parties. In the case of the UK, the introduction of PR electoral 

rules in EP elections in 1999 clearly had a strong impact on the prospects of party-

based Euroscepticism.  

 

In the countries where the support levels remain stable, there is absence of nearly all 

factors that were expected to influence the increase of party-based Euroscepticism. It 

is only in Portugal where there is a significant increase in public Euroscepticism 

present. This increase has not been met by increasing role of party-based 

Euroscepticism. In sum, the factors introduced here proved to be probability-raisers for 

an increased politicization of European integration, especially the decreasing distance 

of the left-right axis among establishment parties. I will return to the relation between 

different lines of conflict in the conclusions. Even though it has not been under 
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scrutiny in this study, it may be worth mentioning that there may in fact be a 

connection between the perceived decrease in the range of ideological alternatives 

among mainstream parties and European integration. As was mentioned in the 

literature review, there is a perspective in research on the Europeanization of political 

parties which stresses that an important impact of Europe on domestic politics is the 

‘hollowing out’ of political competition since the commitment to the EU restrains the 

range of national policy alternatives. This may lead to a depoliticization of domestic 

politics.
482

 If this proposition (which has not yet been sufficiently empirically tested) 

would hold, it is ironic that European integration in a sense would produce the 

opposition to the EU through depoliticizing traditional lines of conflict, which, in line 

with the results presented above, would be beneficial for the presence and support of 

party-based Euroscepticism.    

5.4.2 The electoral response during the economic crisis 

 
The financial and economic crisis started in 2008 and the end of this investigation falls 

during the beginning of the crisis. For the European Union, the crisis proved to pose a 

particularly severe threat to the common currency, the Euro. Several member states 

have been seriously affected by the crisis, while others have been less affected, but as 

the currency ties a majority of countries together, the crisis has had systemic effects. 

Without going deeper into the roots, causes or remedies of the crisis, I will in this 

section briefly introduce the electoral response to the crisis in the 14 countries 

included in this study, with special emphasis on the development in support for 

Eurosceptic parties. In general, the crisis has affected the support for incumbent 

governments. Nearly all elections to national parliaments held during the crisis have 

resulted in a change of government. The exception among the fourteen countries is 

Sweden after the 2010 elections, where the government managed to remain in office 

(although with a weaker parliamentary support base). Of the countries included in this 

study there have been national elections in all but three countries (Austria, Germany 

and Italy). The Italian government resigned because of the economic situation in 

November 2011 but was replaced by a technocratic caretaker government.  
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In the following I will give a short introduction to the elections that have been held 

between 2010 and 2012.
483

 The elections in Belgium in 2010, saw an electoral surprise 

with the new party New Flemish Alliance receiving 17.4 percent and came out as the 

biggest party. All governing parties lost votes. The New Flemish Alliance is a Flemish 

separatist party, but unlike the Vlaams Belang, it is not Eurosceptic.
484

 Vlaams Belang 

saw its support fall from 12 percent in 2007 to 7.8 percent in 2010. As this party is the 

only relevant Belgian party included in the sample of this study, support for 

Eurosceptic parties went down in Belgium. 

The elections in the United Kingdom of May 2010 led to a change in government with 

the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats taking over in a coalition. The Labour 

party lost 6.2 percent of the votes and 91 seats. Among the hard Eurosceptics, both the 

UKIP and the BNP increased their vote support by about 1 percent to 3.1 percent for 

UKIP and 1.9 percent for BNP, but neither got any seats.
485

 According to Bale, 

European integration and especially the situation in crisis-struck Greece featured in the 

campaign.
486

  

In the Swedish elections in September 2010 one new Eurosceptic party, the Sweden 

Democrats, made its parliamentary debut by securing 5.7 percent of the votes (from 

2.9 percent in 2006). On the other hand, the Green Party was no longer to be 

considered as a hard Eurosceptic party. The Left party lost 0.2 from the 2006 

percentage and therefore received 5.6 percent. In total this means that the level of 

Eurosceptic vote stayed intact in Sweden (the Green Party received 5.2 percent in 

2006). However, the partisan structure of Euroscepticism became more similar to other 

European countries than it was before. According to Aylott, European issues played a 

very limited role in campaigns.
487

  

There have been two parliamentary elections in the Netherlands during the crisis. In 

2010, there was a solid increase of the clearly Eurosceptic vote as the Freedom Party 
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grew from 5.9 in 2006 to 15.5 in 2010, but simultaneously the other major Eurosceptic 

party, the Socialist Party, lost nearly 7 percent (from 16.6 in 2006 to 9.8 in 2010). In 

the elections 2012, the Freedom Party lost 5.4 percent (to 10.1 percent) while the 

Socialist Party lost only 0.2 percent.
488

 In sum, the clearly Eurosceptic parties in the 

Netherlands are supported by around 20 percent of the electorate, which is a 

substantial increase from previous periods.  

In the 2011 elections in Denmark many of the mainstream parties maintained their 

positions, with the exceptions of the conservatives, who lost more than half of their 

support base, and the left liberals, which almost doubled to 9.5. The elections paved 

the way for a new, left-wing government. Among the outright Eurosceptic parties, the 

Danish People’s Party lost little more than one percent since 2007 leaving them at 12.3 

percent. On the other hand, the Unity List increased their electoral support from 2.2 in 

2007 to 6.7 in 2011. This means that in total the Eurosceptic vote increased.  

In the Finnish election of 2011 a massive breakthrough of the populist party True 

Finns took place. The party increased its support from 4 percent in 2007 to 19 percent 

in 2011. As seen in this study, party-based Euroscepticism was for a long time nearly 

absent in Finland. In an election analysis, Raunio states that for “the first time since 

Finland joined the EU, European matters featured strongly in the elections, with the 

problems facing the Eurozone and the role of Finland in the bail-out measures 

becoming arguably the main topic of the debates”.
489

 The party benefitting from this 

development was clearly the True Finns. The biggest loser of the election was the 

Centre Party which went from 23.1 percent to 15.8 percent.  

The Irish elections in 2011 will be remembered because of the massive loss in support 

for the governing party Fianna Fáil. The party, which has almost never received less 

than 40 percent in any election since the 1930s went from 41.6 percent in 2007 to 17.4 

in 2011, losing 57 seats in parliament. The elections were held only months after 

Ireland got a rescue loan from the EU and IMF to alleviate the acute crisis. Disputes 

over the loans led to conflicts with the government and new elections. Fitzgibbon 
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writes that: “Europe was perhaps the most important issue of the campaign” and “the 

focus was on the terms and conditions applied to Irish participation in the EU-IMF 

bailout package.”490 The same author also seems to lean towards an interpretation of 

the policies and campaigned pursued by Sinn Féin as indication of a move closer to 

‘hard’ Eurosceptic stance. As we can recall from the individual country studies in 

Chapter 4, Sinn Féin was not easy to classify. The party increased its vote share from 

6.6 in 2007 to 9.9 in 2011. Assuming that the party would be considered in the sample 

of hard Eurosceptic parties (which would require a more careful analysis) of this study, 

the elections would mean that there was a Eurosceptic breakthrough in Ireland.  

Portugal became the third EU country, following Greece and Ireland, to ask for a 

European/IMF rescue loan. A political consequence was the demission of the Socialist 

government and new elections. The 2011 elections led to the formation of a centre-

right coalition of the Social Democratic Party and the People’s Party. The general 

social unrest and protests against austerity measures has little impact on the vote for 

the parties of the far left. The Left Bloc lost votes while the Democratic Unity 

Coalition maintained its support of nearly 8 percent. None of the parties can be 

considered as ‘hard’ Eurosceptics.  

In neighboring Spain, the development was similar to Portugal with a left government 

calling early elections due to the problems with coping with the economic situation 

and mustering support for its policies. The government party PSOE lost nearly 15 

percent of votes (from 43.9 in 2008 to 29.2 in 2011) while the main opposition party, 

PP, increased their vote from 39.4 to 44.7. Other election winners include the Left 

United, whose support nearly doubled to 7 percent, and the European Federalists of 

Union, Progress and Democracy which more than doubled to 4.7. There are still no 

signs of outright Eurosceptic parties or voting in Spain.  

The Greek economic and political situation has been at the centre of the Eurozone 

crisis. The PASOK government resigned in November 2011 and was replaced by an 

interim technocratic government but with broad support in parliament. Elections were 

held in May 2012 and, as no government could be formed, again in June 2012. The 

electoral response was a massive setback for the parties that have dominated Greek 
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politics since democratization. PASOK lost more than 30 percent of their votes and 

received 13.2 percent. New Democracy (ND) lost 14.6 percent leaving them at 18.8. 

The winners of the elections were all parties that were negative to the bailout 

conditions of the EU and IMF. Two parties were splinters from the main parties and 

criticized the conditions of the bailout: Independent Greeks (from ND) who received 

10.6 percent and Democratic Left (from PASOK) who received 6.1 percent. A new-

born SYRIZA, a party of the left, managed to receive 16.8 percent (an increase of 

12.2). The previously extremely marginal fascist party Golden Dawn managed to get 7 

percent of the vote. The Eurosceptic Communist Party managed to increase its vote by 

one percent to 8.5 percent. Due to the inability to form a government, new elections 

were held in June 2012. Much of the results were repeated, but SYRIZA and New 

Democracy both managed to gain about 10 percent more each. The biggest losers were 

the Independent Greeks, the Communist party and a large number of smaller parties. 

In terms of the Eurosceptic vote, newly formed parties can be difficult to classify since 

there is an absence of information concerning general orientation. Furthermore, the 

Greek political situation has been immensely dominated by the terms and conditions of 

the European bailouts and austerity measures. Criticizing these terms may not 

automatically lead to Euroscepticism. Of the new parties that have entered parliament 

it is fairly clear that Golden Dawn is a hard Eurosceptic party. Independent Greeks 

also display strong criticism of the EU, while the Democratic Left is more pro-EU. 

With the big winner SYRIZA it is more difficult to determine how principled their 

critique of the EU is since the party is a broad internal coalition of many small political 

groups with slightly different leanings.491 Still, in general we can conclude that the 

once stable Greek party system with levels of support for the hard Eurosceptic party 

KKE being around 8 percent is now a new party system where the level of party-based 

Euroscepticism has increased substantially. The main difference in terms of electoral 

support for Eurosceptic parties would be if SYRIZA is included or not.  

In France, both presidential and legislative elections, were held in 2012. Even though 

this study has been concerned with parliamentary elections, it may be worth noting 

that in the first round of presidential elections clearly Eurosceptic candidates together 
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received more than 30 percent of the vote. The clearly Eurosceptic candidates were 

Front National’s Le Pen (17.9 percent), Dupont-Aignan from the anti-European list 

Debout la République (1.8), and Nouveau Parti Anticapitaliste’s Poutou (1.1 percent). 

The new left party Front de Gauche holds a very critical stance towards the EU, but it 

remains slightly less clear that its candidate, Mélenchon, can be described as hard 

Eurosceptic. His candidacy received support from 11.1 percent of the voters. The 

parliamentary elections in June the same year resulted in a changing majority, with the 

left-wing parties being able to form a government. In the first round of elections 

(which is the figures reported in this study), the Eurosceptic parties Front National and 

Front de Gauche received 13.6 (from 4.3 in 2007) and 6.9 (the Communist party forms 

a part of FdG and received 4.3 percent in 2007) respectively, which means that what 

seemed to be a declining trend in Eurosceptic voting in France has been turned around.  

 

I will now try to summarize the findings of what the developments during the financial 

and economic crisis means for the general findings of this study. Legislative elections 

have been held between 2010 and 2012 in eleven of the fourteen countries included in 

this study (with only Austria, Germany and Italy missing). The most striking pattern in 

electoral terms is that government parties lose and that nearly all governments have 

been ousted from office (total or partial alternation). A second observation is that 

while Europe has been largely absent from (national) elections previously, it has risen 

to the top of the electoral agenda in many countries during the crisis. In relation to the 

presence of party-based Euroscepticism, there is not so much of increase in the number 

of Eurosceptic parties. It is, however, sometimes difficult to classify new parties or to 

assess changes in position over time in contemporary Europe. This is partly related to 

the increasingly politicized character of debates surrounding the politics of crisis 

management which illustrates the increasing interdependence between the national and 

the European levels. Therefore it may become even more difficult to distinguish if 

arguments relate to the EU or not. Still, new parties adopting Eurosceptic positions 

have been successful in Greece and France. The Irish Sinn Féin remains difficult to 

classify in terms of hard or soft Euroscepticism, although there are signs of a move 

towards a more principled objection towards the EU. In Sweden, there is one new hard 
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Eurosceptic party in parliament (Sweden Democrats) while another has adopted a 

milder stance towards the EU (the Greens). More importantly, there are noticeable 

increases in the support for Eurosceptic parties in Finland, the Netherlands and 

Greece. There are smaller increases in support in the UK and France. In Sweden, 

Portugal and Spain support levels for Eurosceptic parties are in principle constant 

while in Belgium support is falling slightly.  

 

The general impression is that the crisis increases the opportunities for outright critics 

of the EU. However, there are instances where this change does not come about and 

there are reasons to believe that the electoral unrest also is related to austerity policies 

pursued by national governments. However, as I will argue below, the increasing 

restrictions on the range of policy alternatives domestically (especially as experienced 

in the indebted countries) have a European dimension: if mainstream parties are 

considered by voters to offer no alternatives in this setting (partly due to ‘external’ 

commitments),
492

 it could open opportunities for actors willing to challenge the 

dominant discourse.  

 

In relation to the findings of this study, I would like to emphasize two things: first, one 

important finding of this study is that when there is noticeable collusion on the main 

axis of conflict (left-right) among establishment parties, there are increasing chances 

for increasing party-based Euroscepticism. The crisis has not only reduced the capacity 

of self-determination of the indebted countries, but also moved European integration 

further (especially within the Eurozone) to the areas, among many other things, of 

European supervision of national budgets, a common fund for rescue of member states 

in sovereign debt crises, a potential introduction of a European tax on financial 

transactions.493 Without going into details of the solutions agreed and the proposals 

tabled, there are clearly signs of increasing exercise of authority at the European level 

and – consequently – more limits to national sovereignty. In party-political terms this 

development may mean that parties aspiring to government office will collude towards 
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the centre if they are to remain credible in view of a common European economic 

order. If the conclusion of my study of how left-right polarization among 

establishment parties affect the chances of party-based Euroscepticism holds over 

time, then we can expect to see the trend of increasing party-based Euroscepticism to 

continue. Second, and related to the argument above, this study has not been 

concerned with the ideological components of Euroscepticism. However, it is clear 

that the defence of national sovereignty lies at the heart of any Eurosceptic view on 

Europe. As the crisis provokes an increased pace of integration into areas that were 

previously the domain of the nation-state and which are contested in domestic politics, 

we might expect an increasing politicization of European integration. That said, it has 

not been the aim of this section to assess the various configurations leading to different 

levels of politicization of European integration. Still, one could ask to what extent the 

most recent experience of the economic crisis would alter the results of this study. I 

argue that it does not change the general picture. A number of the factors controlled 

for in this study do not fluctuate in the short term. In some countries where there was a 

tendency of growing presence of Euroscepticism before 2009, the most recent 

experience shows that the trend continues. Finland is the prime example of this 

development. Recalling that Finland and Germany had presence of a number of 

facilitating factors, one might expect that also Germany may in the future see the 

presence of party-based Euroscepticism (Germany has not yet had any elections during 

the Eurocrisis). As mentioned, several institutional conditions do not change in the 

short-term. The next section will briefly look at one of the factors analyzed in this 

study, namely public opinion. This factor is, unlike the other ones, is regularly 

measured and may fluctuate in the short term.  

 

5.4.2.1 On the evolution of public Euroscepticism during the crisis 

 
The study of public opinion on the support for European integration has been 

dominated by explanations related to evaluations of economic performance.494 The 

argument is that citizens evaluate the integration process in terms of costs and benefits. 
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On an individual level, Gabel has shown that individuals who are more likely to 

benefit personally from integration tend to be more supportive of the process, which 

could provide the social base of political cleavage.495 In a more recent study, 

Eichenberg and Dalton argue, on the basis of a longitudinal study of eight countries, 

that after Maastricht there is less support for explanations based on certain economic 

factors and that the decline in support for European integration after Maastricht is 

associated with the EMU and the budgetary implications of the EMU. This leads them 

to conclude that both distributive concerns and economic performance are important 

for the development of public opinion.
496

 Throughout this study I have used the 

Eurobarometer question about whether respondents see their country’s membership as 

a ‘bad thing’ as an indicator of public Euroscepticism.497 In this section I compare the 

mean values of respondents answering that their countries membership is a bad thing 

in two periods.498 I use the standard Eurobarometer spring editions (fieldwork in May). 

Unfortunately, the last survey using this question was conducted in 2011.499 Therefore, 

I use the values from 2010 and 2011 to describe the level of public Euroscepticism 

during the crisis and compare those figures with the mean values of the years 2003-

2009. The financial and economic crisis begun during the autumn of 2008 while the 

acute problems of the Eurozone became more visible during 2009 and 2010.   
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observe a negative trend in both dimensions. See European Commission 2012b. 
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Figure 5.8 Public Euroscepticism before and during the crisis 

 

Note: In the table, the countries are rank-ordered with respect to the change in level of public 

Euroscepticism 2003-2009 and 2010-2011. The countries with the highest increase in public 

Euroscepticism are found to the right on the x-axis. 

 

In relation to the table, there are a number of observations which can be made. First, 

the average level of public Euroscepticism in all 14 countries increases from 15 

percent in 2003-2009 to 18.9 percent during the crisis. Second, only in two countries 

are the levels of public Euroscepticism decreasing: Denmark and Sweden.500 Together 

with the UK, they are the only non-Euro countries in the sample. Third, in the first 

period five countries have levels of public Euroscepticism above the global mean: 

Austria, Finland, France, Sweden and the UK. During the crisis, Swedish public 

Euroscepticism is below the mean level501 while in Greece and Portugal have joined 

the group of countries with higher public Euroscepticism. There is a tendency of 

convergence between the member states.502 Fourth, the biggest (in percent units) 

increase in public Euroscepticism is found in Greece, Portugal, Germany and Spain.503 
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Sweden (Statistics Sweden 2012). 
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 In 2011, Swedish public opinion did for the first time display levels of public Euroscepticism below the mean 

value of the 14 countries. In Denmark, this happened in 2005. 
502

 This trend is also found by Eichenberg and Dalton in their study of public opinion 1973-2004 (Eichenberg 

and Dalton 2007). 
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 In this context it may be worth noting that Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain are the countries subject to the 

support from the European Financial Stability Facility and the European Stability Mechanism.  
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The impact of the economic crisis in economic terms has been most severe in Greece, 

Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain504, and – with the exception of Italy – there is a 

considerable increase of public Euroscepticism. Negative attitudes have also increased 

substantially in France and Germany, despite that the economy has recovered better in 

these countries.505 Still, one could perhaps also argue that Germany and France are 

seriously affected by the crisis as they are the biggest economies of the Eurozone and 

that the move towards a transfer union will definitely affect them.  

 

If we relate these results to the electoral results of Eurosceptic parties, there were no 

real effects in Ireland, Portugal and Spain while Greek party-based Euroscepticism 

flourished in the 2012 elections as it did – although less pronouncedly – in the Dutch 

and French elections the same year. In Finland there was a massive increase (the True 

Finns gained 15 percent to an all-time high of 19.1 percent) in the Eurosceptic vote in 

2011 without any significant increase in public Euroscepticism. However, the most 

remarkable aspect of the Finnish case has been the absence of Eurosceptic voting 

despite the negative public opinion. In fact, it is only since the 2011 elections that 

previously very high voter-party incongruence in Finland is reduced.  

 

In relation to the main results of this study, there are cases where the mismatch 

between public opinion and parliamentary representation of EU-negativism increase 

(e.g. Portugal and Spain). There are also examples of how the crisis helps Eurosceptic 

actors to mobilize and decrease the level of incongruence (e.g. Finland and the 

Netherlands). Even though the crisis seem to increase the political opportunities of 

party-based Euroscepticism, it seems not to alter the conclusion that public opinion in 

itself is not a necessary nor sufficient condition for this to happen. Finally, based on 

evidence from election briefings, it seems that the salience of European integration as 
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 During the years 2009-2011, these countries have the worst development of annual GDP growth of all 

countries included. All countries had negative GDP growth figures in 2009, but in some countries the recovery 

of the economy was rather fast (e.g. Germany and Sweden). Only Greece has had negative growth in all three 
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+1.4% (Source: Eurostat 2012). 
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an electoral issue has increased during the crisis. This tendency seems to be more 

pronounced in the Eurozone countries (and particularly the ones most affected by the 

crisis), than in those countries with their own currencies. Assuming that the 

observation about an increasing salience of Europe among the electorates is true, it 

introduces a challenge to those parties that have incentives in maintaining low levels 

of salience about Europe. As shown by Steenbergen and Scott, the parties whose 

positions on European integration are farthest from their electorate will want to de-

emphasize issues concerning the EU.506 The risk of this strategy, which is also 

emphasized by the authors, is that when there is little offering on the European 

dimension and it grows in importance, voters may shift their loyalties.  
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6 Conclusion and implications 
 

There is considerable variation across space and time as regards the extent to which 

European integration has become politicized. As the concept has been specified in this 

study, politicization refers to the presence and strength of party-based Euroscepticism. 

When classifying conflicts and partisan outgrowth, von Beyme demonstrates that all 

party families are related to a phenomenon to which they have opposed.
507

 Large-scale 

social changes and conflicts spur tensions within societies and give birth to conflicts. 

However, in representative political systems, it is only if agents willing to exploit 

arising tensions emerge and gain support that new lines of conflict enter in a structured 

way into the political realm.
508

 This study has been devoted to locating the conditions 

under which conflicts over European integration enter into party systems. European 

integration constitutes a major developmental phase in European history and has the 

potentially transforming power similar to that of a critical juncture.
509

 The expectation 

would therefore be that the process will give birth to conflicts that will play an 

important role in political life. However, for a long time European integration was 

perceived as a limited and technocratic cooperation concerning well-defined policy 

areas. Today, the scope and reach of EU decision (or decisions affected by the EU) is 

vast and concerns areas in which very few believed that there would be common 

policies. One argument for studying the way in which the EU emerges as a party 

conflict is to try to locate the structure of this conflict and to address the EU’s 

representative deficit. This notion is of course related to the discussion about the EU’s 

democratic deficit, but it places a greater emphasis on the structures of how to make 

politics in the EU responsive to the demands of the citizens. If in the early days of 

integration, Brussels was something remote and technical; today the polity is contested 

and – at times – politicized.
510
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This comparative study has been devoted to patterns of party-based Euroscepticism in 

14 European countries over 25 years (1984-2009),
511

 thus it has a substantial 

geographical and temporal scope. The variation is based on the electoral fortunes of 

Eurosceptic parties in both national and European elections. The aim has been to 

describe and explain the conditions under which party-based Euroscepticism prosper. 

The focus of the study has been on mechanisms: the core of the study is not what the 

problem with the EU is, but rather how the EU becomes contested in party politics. 

However, in the second part of this concluding chapter I will discuss a number of 

implications of the study which touch upon what kind of dimension conflicts over 

European integration constitutes. I will also make some reflections on the democratic 

system of the EU and the role of political parties, but first the main empirical results 

will be summarized. 

 

6.1 Main findings, alternative models and future research 
 

This section will highlight the main conclusions of the empirical investigation. I will 

first spell out the main results in the descriptive variation of party-based 

Euroscepticism in Europe, both across space and time. Second, the main conditions 

under which European integration becomes politicized will be highlighted. I especially 

emphasize three factors: the role of referendum, the electoral system and the party 

system. Third, I will summarize what the main contributions of the study consist of. 

Forth, I will relate the results to the three models of contestation over Europe. Finally, 

I will discuss some alternative explanations and perspectives, including a discussion 

on how the results of this study could be applied to i) other issues and ii) other cases 

(the new member-states). Finally I will again repeat the main contributions of the 

study.  
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6.1.1 Locating politicization  

 

This study has shown that even if the political production of the EU has the intention 

to be symmetric across the whole continent, the extent to which there is party-

politicization visible through opposition to the EU varies substantially. I have departed 

from the definition in the literature of ‘hard’ Euroscepticism which I think is more 

accurate for identifying parties with an outright opposition to the EU. The 

classification of parties was based on different sources (Expert surveys and qualitative 

studies). The study employs a periodization of three periods (1984-93, 1994-2002, and 

2003-2009) to account for changes over time. Many parties were present and 

systematically coded in a certain way over the whole period. Other parties changed 

their position from period to period and some were formed during the period of 

investigation. In the country-by-country analysis, all considerations about 

classifications were spelled out. Classifying parties is always difficult. In this study I 

have employed an established definition of the concept of Euroscepticism. There are a 

number of problems related to the definitions offered in the literature, especially with 

the concept of ‘soft Euroscepticism’, which hardly can be used as an analytical 

category as it is too difficult to tell where the category ends.
512

 Therefore, I have 

limited the study to cover only those parties that have a principled objection to 

European integration and can be regarded as ‘hard Eurosceptic’ parties. A key problem 

in comparative research concerns concept formation and how concepts can travel 

between different contexts: does the term Euroscepticism hold different meanings in 

the member states? I argue that the combination of sources I use for classifying the 

parties should avoid possible errors of coding and classification. However, I 

acknowledge the difficulties, especially when classifying parties over time. The last 

point is also related to the fact that European integration is a process and the object of 

the criticism – the European Union – changes over time. 

 

In the research questions I distinguish between the number of Eurosceptic parties and 

the support level of these parties. This was based on the expectation that these two 
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measures could to some extent be independent of one another. However, the co-

variation between the two variables showed to be substantial. I introduced a threshold 

for the inclusion of a party in the sample (achieving at least two percent of votes in at 

least one election – either national or EP   – over the whole period of investigation). 

This was done in order to exclude the irrelevant parties and because there was a 

potential selection bias as the number of parties included in the sources varied between 

the countries. The exclusion of irrelevant parties strengthened the co-variation between 

number of parties and electoral strength. However, it did not alter the general patterns.  

 

In six countries, party-based Euroscepticism remains a marginal or absent 

phenomenon. In Ireland, Portugal and Spain there have never been any signs of party-

based Euroscepticism. European integration has been highly contested in referenda in 

Ireland, but no parties have adopted hard Eurosceptic stances. In Italy, the patterns of 

Euroscepticism are slightly erratic over time, but its electoral strength has been low. In 

Finland, high levels of public Euroscepticism did not translate into party politics until 

recently. In Germany, there are almost no signs of party-based Euroscepticism, even 

though the level of public Euroscepticism is relatively high. 

Five countries display what I categorize as medium levels of party-based 

Euroscepticism. In four of these countries, support for Eurosceptic parties is growing 

over time. In the fifth country, Greece, the number and support level for Eurosceptic 

parties remain stable. In Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands and the UK the number of 

Eurosceptic parties and the vote share they obtain grow over time.  

Finally, three countries display signs of high politicization of European integration. 

The highest number of Eurosceptic parties is found in Denmark and France. The 

highest levels of support for Eurosceptic parties are found in Denmark, France and 

Sweden. Furthermore, single-issue Eurosceptic parties have been successful in these 

countries. It is also worth noting that – together with the UK – it is in these countries 

that electoral behavior between the two different electoral arenas (national and EP) 

differ the most. The electoral offer of single-issue parties plays an important role for 

this.  
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When it comes to variation over time, there is a tendency towards convergence over 

time between a number of member-states with respect to the presence of 

Euroscepticism. While support levels are falling in France, they are rising in Austria, 

Belgium, the Netherlands and the UK. The support is also increasing in Finland, albeit 

from a lower level. Another aspect of the variation over time is that, in terms of party 

families that are expressing hard Euroscepticism, the electoral growth takes place 

primarily at the right hand side of the political spectrum. Hard Euroscepticism is 

essentially found on the fringes of the party systems. This applies both in ideological 

terms as well as in terms of behavior within the party system, that is, Euroscepticism is 

primarily found among parties who are distant from government participation. Among 

the extreme left parties, the decline in vote share depends partly on changing positions 

vis-à-vis the EU, and partly on lost votes. The opposite is true among the extreme right 

parties, where some parties have adopted a more Eurosceptical stance over time 

whereas others are new parties or parties with increasing vote support. In sum, hard, 

party-based Euroscepticism is increasingly related to the emergence of radical right 

populism.  

 

A final note on the variation over time concerns the level of the mismatch between 

public opinion and electoral support for Eurosceptic parties. In the first period (1984-

1992) of this study the respondents who believed that their countries’ membership 

amounted to 10 percent which was 4.6 percent more that the parties advocating the 

same position mustered in elections. In the period between 1993 and 2002, public 

Euroscepticism had increased to 13 percent, while electoral support for Eurosceptic 

parties was 8.4 percent lower on average. In the third period (2003-2009), public 

Euroscepticism had increased to 15 percent and the level of mismatch had decreased to 

6.3 percent. The average mismatch over the period is 7.4 percent. Voters are thus 

consistently supporting Eurosceptic parties to a lesser extent than what public opinion 

tells us. However, the increasing levels of public Euroscepticism have been matched 

with slightly higher levels of voting for Eurosceptic parties in the last period. There is 

variation between the member-states in the evolution of the mismatch between public 

and party-based Euroscepticism. In most countries, the level of incongruence is 



 

232 

 

decreasing. This is primarily associated with the increasing Eurosceptic vote (e.g. 

Austria, Belgium and the UK), but there are also countries where there is a decreasing 

public Euroscepticism and stability in the Eurosceptic vote (e.g. Ireland and Sweden). 

In some countries public Euroscepticism is increasing but is not matched by an 

increasing vote share for Eurosceptic parties (e.g. Germany, Italy and Portugal).    

6.1.2 Conditions for politicization 

 

Different approaches to the study of politicization of the European question were 

discussed in the beginning of this study, separating different levels of analysis: 

historical-structural variables, institutional variables and actor-oriented variables. The 

historical and structural variables place emphasis on the state traditions of the member-

states and how the different experiences can determine the support and resistance to 

supranational governance.
513

 One could understand the historical-structural variables 

as more ‘distant’ variables and the level of analysis in this study as more ‘proximate’ 

factors. The strategies employed by individuals would be in focus in actor-oriented 

research, which would require another type of research design focusing on micro-

preferences. I have instead opted for analyzing the impact of the meso-level: 

institutional incentives and political opportunity structures. I made a distinction 

between factors/conditions which relate to i) the availability of voters, ii) the (formal) 

institutional incentives and iii) the political opportunity structures (the party system). I 

have specified a number of factors in each of these broader categories and assessed 

their impact as facilitating or constraining conditions for the politicization of Europe. 

Singularly necessary and sufficient conditions are rare in social science research. This 

study has shown that there are several paths leading to certain outcomes. In this 

section I will focus on the main results and the strongest patterns found in the 

empirical analysis.  

 

The present study shows that the main conditions leading to the highest levels of party-

based Euroscepticism are the presence of a contested, non-required referendum 
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combined with high levels of electoral volatility and high levels of left-right 

establishment divergence. Public opinion is not – perhaps contrary to our intuition – a 

necessary condition for the presence of high levels of party-based Euroscepticism. In 

France, for instance, relatively low levels of public Euroscepticism are matched by 

high levels of party-based Euroscepticism, while in Finland, the opposite is true. This 

can be understood either in terms of unresponsive parties or unfavorable conditions for 

party politicization. Of all the countries included in this study, Sweden fits best into 

the general model, as there is presence of nearly all facilitating conditions in the static 

analysis. However, when singling out which of the conditions work more as 

probability-raisers, I group the countries with respect to the outcomes and the degree 

of coverage of conditions. Of the highly politicized countries, three conditions form a 

unique pattern in combination (high electoral volatility, high left-right establishment 

divergence and presence of contested referendum). The former two conditions display 

lower consistency as they are also present in several countries where there are lower 

levels of politicization. I argue that the presence of a contested referendum is central to 

activating public sentiments into party politics. This is certainly the case in the 

formation of single-issue Eurosceptic parties.  

 

At the level of institutional incentives, one would expect that the proportionality of the 

electoral system would have a strong impact on the probable breakthrough of party-

based Euroscepticism. In general it is true that smaller and fringe parties are more 

successful in more proportional electoral systems. However, in the two most 

disproportional systems in the study, France and the UK, the electoral system has 

affected the outcome more in the latter case. It is only after the reform of the electoral 

system to the European parliament in the UK that there has been a breakthrough of 

party-based Euroscepticism, which, in the British case, is mainly represented by the 

UK Independence Party. This party is the only successful single-issue party that has 

gained seats in parliament without the presence of a referendum over European 

integration. The highest levels of public Euroscepticism and the highest level of 

internal dissent within the parties over European integration are found in the UK. On 

this basis, the constraining effect of the electoral system has been especially potent in 
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the UK. Therefore, one would expect the level of party-based Euroscepticism to 

increase substantially in the UK if the electoral formula in national parliamentary 

elections was changed. Another interesting observation to make in relation to the 

electoral system is that the level of fragmentation of the party system increases the 

likelihood of one or several parties adopting a Eurosceptic stance. However, the 

number of established parties that take on a Eurosceptic stance does not seem to 

influence the likely emergence of parties specialized in channeling this conflict. In 

Denmark and Sweden, the party systems are fragmented and there has been presence 

of Eurosceptic parties, still single-issue parties have been formed. 

Among the countries with medium levels of party-based Euroscepticism, there were 

two separate paths and one outlier (Greece). In Belgium and the Netherlands, there is 

presence of high electoral volatility, high left-right polarization and proportional 

electoral systems while the outcome may also be influenced by the constraints in the 

form of open government arenas, low public Euroscepticism and little internal factions 

within the parties. The second pattern covers Austria and the UK where public 

Euroscepticism is high, the government arena is closed and the parties are internally 

divided. On the other hand, there is an absence of a contested referendum, there are 

few parties in the party system and the level of left-right polarization is low.  

 

In the countries with absence of party-based Euroscepticism there are, generally 

speaking, lower levels of public Euroscepticism, less factions over European 

integration and absence of referenda. In Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain there is a 

common pattern of low public Euroscepticism, absence of contested (non-required) 

referendum, disproportional electoral systems and low level of internal dissent within 

the parties. Finland and Germany are two exceptions where the parties are more 

divided over Europe and public opinion is more critical. I argue that the relatively 

open government arena gives incentives for parties to adopt more moderate positions 

towards European integration. This can explain the absence of party-based 

Euroscepticism in Finland, for instance. However, since several facilitating conditions 

are present in Finland, there may be change underway. 
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The dynamic tests over time showed several interesting results. First, there is a 

tendency towards convergence in many of the member states. In the southern member 

states, there is not much development over time. In a highly politicized country like 

France, there is tendency of a diminishing electoral support for Eurosceptic parties. 

The change in party-based supply in France does not have as much to do with 

changing positions towards the EU as it has with declining support. On the other hand, 

in a number of countries the supply of Eurosceptic parties and the support for these 

parties have increased over time. This change is most visible in the Netherlands, 

Belgium, Austria and the UK. The dynamic analysis showed that the former three 

share the facilitating conditions: increasing public Euroscepticism, increasing electoral 

volatility and decreasing establishment left-right divergence. The direction of cueing 

with regards to public opinion is always difficult to tell. We can also see that the 

increasing levels of public Euroscepticism can be seen in several countries where the 

support for Eurosceptic parties is invisible. I would instead argue that the increasing 

levels of electoral volatility and the shrinking levels of polarization between the 

mainstream parties holds a strong explanatory power over this development. The party 

system as an opportunity structure is conditional in these cases as the decreasing levels 

of left-right polarization among the establishment parties is the only singularly 

necessary and sufficient condition found in this study. The countries known as 

consociational democracies have been struck by a conflict that challenges the elite 

consensus. The collusion and convergence towards the centre has been central to the 

emergence of new parties that challenge the consensus. This study has shown the 

importance of the party system and the role of the party system as a constraining (or 

facilitating) factor. For established parties, the lesson would be that in order to secure 

the stability of the party system, they should prioritize to maintain the levels of 

polarization between themselves. Otherwise challenger parties will have increased 

opportunities. I will get back to a discussion about the party as responsive and 

responsible below.   
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6.1.2.1 Single issue parties and referendum 

 
Single-issue Eurosceptic parties have had electoral fortunes in Denmark, France, 

Sweden and the UK. In the first three countries, this is related to the presence of a 

contested referendum over European integration. I argue that one key difference 

between voter-party incongruence levels regarding public opinion and incongruence in 

voting behavior in referenda is that the latter involves an act of disloyalty to existing 

alignments. Hirschman’s categories of exit, voice and loyalty form the basis of a 

theory of micro-preferences in social behavior.
514

 An individual facing decline in an 

organization faces the choice of either remaining loyal, exiting or raising his voice to 

protest. Even though party identification has been going down over the years
515

, and 

volatility levels have gone up, voters tend to follow political cues. What we have seen 

in many referenda over European integration is that the party leaderships of 

established parties have had severe difficulties in mustering support for their line in 

referenda.
516

 In certain cases, the majority of supporters have voted against the 

recommendation of the party leadership. Political entrepreneurs who are willing to 

exploit this situation in electoral terms have benefitted from the weakening tie between 

parties and voters and have been successful in breaking into political competition in 

EP-elections. The organizational base of these parties (or lists) has often been the 

campaign groups formed in the referendum campaign. These political entrepreneurs 

are central for organizing a supply and an electoral choice. It is interesting to note that 

in Denmark, France and Sweden, there was actually already a supply of party-based 

Euroscepticism before the creation of single-issue parties. In the Danish case, the 

single-issue parties have co-operated with existing parties. This is to some extent also 

the case in the largely unstable French parties of the left. In the Swedish case, the June 

List attracted a number of politicians ranging from left to right of the existing parties. 

The June List deliberately positioned themselves as everywhere on the left-right 

continuum, but with a clear Eurosceptic policy.
517

 It was therefore an outright attempt 
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to break with the dominant line of division in politics. In France, there have been 

parties of both left leaning and right leaning campaigning as single issue Eurosceptic 

parties. The UK Independence party is the SIEP with the strongest right-wing profile. 

The common core of the ideologies and profile of these parties is the defence of 

sovereignty. The parties differ with respect to whether they want their country to 

withdraw or not. They differ with respect to what the main problem of European 

integration is related to market-control and market-making. They differ with respect to 

whether the geographical scope of European integration is too big or too small. The 

parties do share a common concern which boils down to a critique of delegation of 

powers to the supranational level and a belief that democracy can only work at the 

nation-state level.    

In Denmark, France and Sweden, the support levels for the SIEP have decreased over 

time, raising the question whether single-issue Eurosceptic parties were a temporary 

feature of European politics. I have argued that the use of direct democracy for 

solution of conflicts over European integration has provided a highly facilitating factor 

for the creation of such parties. After the ‘no’ votes in France and the Netherlands on 

the 2005 referenda on the Constitutional Treaty, it seems that European elites are much 

more cautious when calling for referendum. Hence, we can predict that the electoral 

strength of single-issue parties will decrease. I will return below to the question of 

referendum as a mode of democracy.             

6.1.3 Contributions to the study of Euroscepticism 

 

In relation to the study of party-based Euroscepticism, the study makes several 

contributions. The politicization of European integration is a growing research area.
518

 

Conflicts surrounding European integration have undoubtedly moved from only being 

a concern in intergovernmental bargaining to more political settings. Research on 

party-based Euroscepticism has flourished over the last decade. Two research 

environments have dominated the research on Euroscepticism. In the research coming 
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out from the research environment centered in Sussex, definitional issues, qualitative 

case-studies and strategic influence on the presence of party-based Euroscepticism 

have been in focus. In the other, centered round the Chapel Hill Expert Surveys, 

quantitative comparisons of linear relationships, ideological explanations of 

Euroscepticism and a solid empirical data base have been in focus. Mudde has pointed 

out the limited exchange between the two research environments.
519

 One contribution 

of the present study is to try to combine the strengths of both environments. When 

identifying parties, I have relied on both strategies. The shortcoming of the qualitative 

assessments is that it does not cover development over time while the Expert surveys 

are sometimes too inflexible in taking into account contextual factors. The empirical 

scope of this study is greater than that of a small-n comparison. Furthermore, unlike 

most research coming out of the quantitative strand of research on Euroscepticism, 

contextual factors have been more present and, most importantly, this study has 

addressed changes over time. Another contribution is also the focus on conditions 

rather than causes. I have demonstrated how different institutional factors can facilitate 

or constrain the presence of Euroscepticism. Relatively little attention has previously 

been paid to the conditional impact of the party system upon the outcome, especially 

how changing polarization on the dominant axis of conflict may provide opportunities. 

Likewise has little comparative research addressed the connection between referenda 

on European integration and electoral outcomes. In a methodological sense, the 

comparative approach taken in this study has shown that there can be several paths 

leading to the same outcome, which can sometimes be underestimated in methods 

focused on linear relationships.
520

 The study has not engaged itself in a discussion of 

the extent to which ideologies or strategies determine outcomes. In some research on 

party-based Euroscepticism, the government arena plays a central (strategic) role.
521

 

However, the way that closeness to government participation has been addressed in 

previous studies is not convincing as it can predominantly rely on case-studies. I think 

that my attempt of finding a measure of the openness of the government arena, which 

focuses more on the systemic properties of the party system mechanics can have 
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potential for future comparative research on party system dynamics. Finally, no 

scholarly attention has been paid to comparatively investigate the emergence of single-

issue Eurosceptic parties, which has been done here.                

6.1.4 Trajectories of contestation 

 

In this section I will relate back to the discussion about political cleavages and new 

dimensions of conflicts. I will also advance some criticism towards the cleavage 

approach. In this discussion I will also refer to research that compare different ‘new’ 

dimensions in politics. Finally, I will discuss some possible areas of future research, 

including the extension of a study in terms of geographical scope as well as the 

inclusion of other issues in politics. I present three models of how contestation over 

European integration can be understood. The models are specified by using three 

dimensions to which they respond differently. The scheme represents ideal types, 

where the potential outcomes are predicted in the last column. The models are 

different trajectories of how the conflict over European integration can be structured. 

In this section I will go beyond the empirical analysis and relate back to the discussion 

on cleavages and European integration. Cleavages are a special type of political 

conflict. In the work of Rokkan, the political cleavages were the result of conflicts 

stemming from critical junctures in European history. Major transformations such as 

the reformation and the industrial revolution can be seen as critical junctures.
522

 When 

applying a Rokkanian perspective on the centre-formation and possible state-building 

efforts of European integration, Bartolini places the process of European integration 

along other major transformations of the European state-model, which then could 

provoke new conflicts (or the restructuring of existing conflicts).
523

 The concept of a 

cleavage entails three components: an empirical element (social structure), a normative 

element (a set of values) and an organisational element (development of organisations, 

such as parties).
524

 The first aspect of the concept has not been much elaborated on in 

this study (unless one would regard public opinion towards the EU as a proxy for the 
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social underpinning of a social conflict over the EU).
525

 The second aspect has been 

examined, but only as regards the opposition towards European integration. The 

presence of critique towards the EU does not automatically mean that polarization is 

high. However, the empirical fact is that the dominant party-attitudes towards 

European integration are supportive of the process of European integration which 

means that the presence of Euroscepticism is a good proxy for the degree of 

polarization. The presence of actors willing to exploit and to politically mobilize on 

this dimension has been central in this study. Even though I relate the findings to the 

concept of political cleavages, I still think that – on the basis of this study – it may be 

stretching the concept of a political cleavage too far.  

 

Kriesi and collaborators have pointed to the emergence of a cleavage around 

globalization in Western Europe.
526

 The social base of this conflict is based on the 

winners and losers from the process of globalization. The processes of globalization 

and European integration have commonalities to the extent that they are both processes 

which lower the boundaries of the nation-state and thereby lower the cost of exit. Exit-

options are not equally distributed and hence the potential gains from the lowered 

boundaries differ for groups and individuals.
527

 In the following I will sketch three 

trajectories addressing the extent to which the European integration dimension is 

separate from the existing lines of conflicts that structure West European politics, of 

which the left-right dimension has been most prominent in the period since 

democratization. Later on in this chapter I will discuss the possible interaction of the 

conflict over European integration with other new or latent conflicts. 
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Table 6.1 Three trajectories 
 

 

According to the European Conflict Model, European integration constitutes a critical 

juncture in history and gives birth to conflicts that are salient and separate from other 

existing cleavages. The predicted outcome in this model is the emergence of new 

patterns of opposition which can take the form of existing parties adopting Eurosceptic 

stances or formation of new parties. In the Existing Cleavage Model, European 

integration can be interpreted along the existing lines of division in party politics;
528

 

European integration mainly offers a new arena for decision making. In this model the 

European Union in itself is neither salient nor contentious. There would be no new 

party formation or re-aligning effects among the electorate. In the Internal Conflict 

Model, European integration poses a threat to previously cohesive groups or parties. 

The changing environment gives different incentives to individuals within the same 

group or party. Conflicts over the dimension takes place primarily within existing 

parties and if salience is high enough the outcome may be splinters. However, in this 

model the party elite will have an incentive to deliberately decrease the salience of the 

new dimension.  
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The large scale experiment of European integration provides a good case for 

comparative research, because while the EU in itself is singular, the effect it has within 

the member states vary substantially due to different traditions, cultures and 

institutions. Therefore, the patterns of the ideal types presented here are likely to 

materialise unequally in the different countries of the EU. I will now try to assess the 

relationship between these models and give an indication of the extent to which the 

different countries show signs of the different models. In a number of countries, 

European integration has had a very limited impact on party positions and behavior. In 

Portugal and Spain patterns of conflict and cooperation fit better to the Existing 

Cleavage Model. The same can be said about Greece, even though the electoral 

strength of Euroscepticism is higher. In Ireland, the conflict over European integration 

takes place in a different arena (repeated referenda), and has still not affected the party 

politics to any great extent. Instead the conflict has been ‘externalized’ from the 

electoral arena.    

 

This study has shown that there are very few instances where internal factionalism 

over Europe can be seen as a ‘sufficient supply’ of party-based Euroscepticism (which 

would be the case in the Internal Conflict Model). Instead, it shows that it is in party 

systems where the parties are tormented by these internal divisions over Europe where 

Eurosceptic parties are more successful. It has also shown that the attempts to limit 

internal divisions within parties by holding referenda over European integration have 

been by and large a failed strategy. The countries that show the strongest signs of 

European integration as primarily a conflict within existing parties are the UK, 

Finland, Germany and Austria.
529

 In these countries, European integration is a 

contentious issue, but it has not yet fully been separated from older lines of conflict as 

concerns electoral behavior.  

 

By contrast, in the highly politicized countries (Denmark, France and Sweden), 

European integration has become a distinct conflict. In these countries, the electoral 

                                              
529

 It is worth noting that these countries, except Finland, have a low number of effective parties, which is related 

to the relatively high barriers to entry. There is, thus, a relationship between electoral system and internal 

conflicts.  



 

243 

 

behavior between national elections and European parliament elections differ the 

most.
530

 There is presence of both existing parties with strong Eurosceptic stances and 

single-issue parties. In France and Sweden there are tendencies of a decreasing role of 

the European conflict and that it may be subsumed into existing cleavages. Still, the 

European Conflict Model is most visible in these countries. However, the overall 

picture is still that even if European integration becomes a distinct conflict, political 

life is still overwhelmingly dominated by other conflicts, even in these countries. The 

emergence of a new conflict does not necessarily mean that other conflicts 

automatically become less important. This is especially the case if there is a clearer 

separation of behavior in different electoral arenas, that is, if party and electoral 

behavior remain unchanged in the first-order arena.    

 

To some extent it is harder to place the countries where the level of party-based 

Euroscepticism is growing into the models. The growth of party-based Euroscepticism 

in Austria, Belgium and the Netherlands is intimately related to the growth of radical 

right populist parties. Previously I have argued that the electoral strength of parties 

with Eurosceptic platforms can be accounted for as general strength of party-based 

Euroscepticism. However, the low level of salience of European integration in certain 

countries is a factor to account for. This is especially true in Belgium and the 

Netherlands. Still, as I will argue in the section below, European integration is a 

dimension of conflict that most likely will be linked to other dimensions of 

contestation. Therefore, one could argue that the countries in which there is growing 

support for Eurosceptic parties are gradually moving from fitting the Existing 

Cleavage Model towards fitting the European Conflict Model, even though the parties 

which are behind the increase in support do not necessarily have European integration 

as their main ideological asset.    
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6.1.5 Other dimensions, issues and party strategies 

 
One weakness of the cleavage approach has been to explain party system dynamics or 

change
531

, something raised as the ‘agency problem’ of the approach.
532

 In fact, Lipset 

and Rokkan devoted relatively little attention to explaining the structure of cleavages 

in contemporary politics, but rather focused on the historical roots of the cleavages.
533

 

In their application of the cleavage approach, Kriesi, et al. do focus on the actors 

which mobilize the ‘losers of globalization’, namely the new populist right-wing 

parties, but they remain within a perspective of political sociology and argue that the 

root of this new conflict is the changing social structure. This new cleavage consists of 

issues relating to immigration and European integration. When testing the proposition 

of a globalization cleavage, Van der Brug and Van Spanje use a different empirical 

material than Kriesi, et al. While the latter studies rely heavily on media material, the 

former use expert surveys. Van den Brug and Van Spanje argue that the globalization 

cleavage has not emerged at the party level (while being present at voter level), but 

that the conflict is subsumed into the left-right continuum. They argue that coalition-

building efforts and party competition favor one-dimensionality of the party system, 

something which tends to continued dominance of the left-right conflict. They find 

that European integration is less integrated into the left-right conflict. One reason can 

be associated with the coalition incentives.
534

  

 

Green-Pedersen argues in favor of an approach geared towards issues and agenda-

setting rather than based on cleavages as this perspective places too much emphasis on 

dimensions. When considering the incentives for the politicization of issues, one 

should place special attention on the incentives of the main opposition parties of an 

increased salience of a new issue.
535

 The opposition party may find it advantageous to 

attract more attention to a new issue in competitive terms – if they can manage to 

exercise ownership over the issue. It may also be attractive in terms of future 
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government formation as the politicization of a new issue may weaken the incumbent 

government’s chances of securing a majority. When comparing the different ‘new’ 

issues that have arisen in Western Europe, Green-Pedersen argues that it is relatively 

clear that the rise of green parties (and environmental issues) have strengthened the 

chances of forming left-wing governments, the politicization of the environment has 

been attractive for mainstream left-wing parties both from an electoral and coalition 

perspective. In a similar fashion, the politicization of immigration has been attractive 

for mainstream right-wing parties as it has been beneficial both in electoral terms and 

when it comes to coalition-formation. With European integration, it is more difficult to 

see the extent to which the mainstream right or the mainstream left would benefit in 

terms of coalition formation. This is associated with the general pattern that 

Eurosceptic parties are found in the fringes of the party system – both to the left and to 

the right. In this way one could both understand the limited politicization of the EU as 

well as the finding of Van der Brug and Van Spanje that the EU-dimension is not 

being integrated in the left-right conflict.
536

  

 

All of the arguments advanced here would point to the importance of party strategies 

both in the electoral market and in the process of government formation. I have 

deliberately not explicitly discussed party strategies in this study, even though the 

changing political opportunity structures do create incentives for political parties 

which may influence their strategic calculations. To some extent, the juxtaposition of 

party strategy and ideology is exaggerated: they tend to be simultaneously present and 

not easily separated from one another. However, I think that an alternative approach, 

focusing more on strategies of mainstream parties, could be promising for future 

research – especially if it would be comparative between different issues or 

dimensions. In relation to the three trajectories presented above, a model which places 

emphasis on party strategies could challenge or complement the three models. If 

parties are strictly guided by strategies it is of less importance if European integration 

is a critical juncture. Instead, Europe would then be a division that is possible to 

exploit. The salience of European integration will depend on the incentives that 
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political parties have. A political party which has identified an electorate, or part of the 

electorate, which has a strongly held position with regards to the EU that is not 

represented within the party system, may try to increase the salience in elections in 

order to gain votes. The outcome of this model is dependent on the party strategies 

adapted. However, there may be emergence of new parties and/or splinters from 

existing parties if established fail to exploit and/or mute this dimension.  

 

A number of interesting areas for future research come from this discussion. First, the 

distinction between issues and dimensions would be interesting to dissect further. 

Second, we could also imagine a more systematic test of the extent to which 

parliamentary or electoral strategies have a stronger impact on party behaviour in 

relation to European integration (and the extent to which parties are primarily guided 

by strategic considerations). Third, a research project which i) compares all new 

dimensions in politics and the extent to which they have an increasing role and ii) tries 

to specify these conditions. To some extent, there is an overlap between the way that 

my study has been set up and several studies on the emergence of anti-political 

establishment parties
537

 and/or the rise of the extreme right in party politics.
538

 There is 

also a substantive overlap, as will be addressed below, in that many of the parties that 

are included in my sample belong to this emerging famille spirituelle. Even though the 

concern of this study has been on explaining the emergence of party-based 

Euroscepticism, some of the findings can also be applied to the emergence of new 

populism. There is a future research agenda to be further explored on the relationship 

between populism and Euroscepticism.
539

  

 

6.1.5.1 Other cases 

 
This study has focussed on what is known as the ‘old’ member states of the EU, some 

of which joined during the period of investigation. The selection of cases was made so 

to maximize the number of cases while at the same time managing to conduct a study 
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over time. The reasons for the non-inclusion of the new member states of Central and 

Eastern Europe were primarily related to the time aspect and the lack of data. 

Furthermore, in some central aspects it was also a selection on the basis of a most 

similar design-logic. In the analysis of political opportunity structures, the deeply 

institutionalized party systems were scrutinized. This was primarily related to the 

persistence of the left-right divide in West European politics, but also in relation to the 

party system mechanics (which to varying extent show the predictability of the 

interactions among the parties). The party systems of the new member-states never 

experienced the ‘freezing down’ of the 20
th

 century as the countries have been non-

democracies for most of the century. Some of the results of the explanatory analysis of 

this study could therefore not be expected to hold in the new member-states. Change 

over time in level of electoral volatility or the changing polarization of the left-right 

axis are changes which require observations over longer time span. There have thus far 

not been any post-accession referenda organized in the new member states. On the 

other hand, the role of party system mechanics and the openness of the government 

arena as well as the electoral system and the role of public opinion could be addressed 

in the new member states. In that respect, the results found in this study might be 

generalized throughout the EU member states. Thus, one could still argue that 

comparisons between the deeply institutionalized party systems of Western Europe 

and the newly democratized new member states could be fruitful, especially as they 

differ on central dimensions. If one extended the study to the new member states, it 

could perhaps also shed some light on how the conflict over European integration 

varies if the setting is a less institutionalized and predictable party system. Henderson 

points to the difficulty in applying the concepts from the literature on party-based 

Euroscepticism in the new member states in the period leading up to accession, partly 

due to the difficulty in how to interpret the communist legacy and the conditional 

impact of the accession negotiations. The problems were also related to the volatility 

of the party systems and that new parties often overlapped with older ones.
540

 

However, Henderson argues that there is a possible convergence between the old and 
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new member states’ party systems as regards Euroscepticism.
541

 If there is 

convergence in where hard Euroscepticism is located in old and new member states 

(on the fringes of the party systems), then this should also better allow for 

comparisons. One particularly interesting aspect in relation to the European dimension 

would be to compare the role of individual parties (and of party organizations) and the 

extent to which they are responsive to public demand. One hypothesis could be that as 

the parties in the new member states are more modern creations and lack the 

experience of the mass-party, they may perhaps be more responsive to popular 

demands than their western equivalents. Another interesting type of comparison could 

be to thoroughly dissect the content of Eurosceptic ideas and the extent to which they 

vary between old and new member-states.    

 

6.2 Wider implications and reflections 
 

In the remaining part of this chapter I will discuss a number of implications of the 

study and make some reflections. One central finding in this study is that popular 

opposition to the EU is greater than the vote share that parties in opposition to the EU 

receive. Therefore I will discuss the functions of political parties as responsive and 

responsible. A second finding is that opposition to the EU is voiced in the fringes of 

the party system. Therefore I will discuss the conditions for opposition in relation to 

the EU by highlighting different modes or types of opposition. A third finding is the 

tension between different arenas of conflict (national elections, European elections and 

referendum). Therefore, I will discuss the relation between politicization and 

depoliticization and the choice of conflict arena. However, before discussing these 

issues, I will address what kind of dimensions and conflicts will interact with the 

conflict over Europe.   

6.2.1 Boundaries and the structure of conflicts 

 

The section will be devoted to a discussion about what kind of conflict dimension 

European integration is and how it interacts with other lines of conflict. In this study 
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the ideological content of Euroscepticism has not been central. The study has devoted 

little attention to what Euroscepticism is but has rather been an attempt to explain the 

conditions under which it surfaces in party-political terms. The main thrust of my 

argument here is that the conflict may interact with other conflicts and that there is a 

potential overlap (and re-emergence of) conflicts over territoriality. This takes place on 

two levels: first, as the core of resistance towards delegation of power to supranational 

decision-making lies in the defence of sovereignty, the relationship between the 

nation-state and the EU is one line of contention. Second, as European integration 

changes the territorial structure of the nation-states internally, there is a possible link 

between latent centre-periphery cleavages within the nation-states and conflicts over 

European integration (or globalization). European integration can be seen as a process 

of territorial de-differentiation and boundary transcendence.
542

 The boundaries are not 

symmetrically lowered and the effects in terms of exit-options vary between areas and 

individuals.
543

 Therefore, one can see a potential social basis for a material conflict 

over European integration (or globalization) as one which separates standing or rooted 

groups or individuals from moving groups or individuals.
544

 In the 20
th

 century, 

political behavior became increasingly ‘nationalized’.
545

 There is a potential overlap 

between conflicts of centre-periphery and over European integration since the potential 

gains of European integration are more apparent in urban areas than rural. Hence, 

political behavior may – again – be more based on centre-periphery conflicts.
546

 

 

I would also argue that on the cultural front it is likely that the conflict over European 

integration most likely will be linked to other attitudes and opinion structures 

concerning globalization and immigration. What these issues have in common is an 

opposition to the boundary transcendence and the quest for keeping levels of exit/entry 

control and political sovereignty. In political terms, it is arguably the case that 

Euroscepticism is increasingly found among extreme right populist parties, as seen in 
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this study.
547

 The common ground on which these parties rely is an ethno-pluralist 

perspective, combined with anti-political establishment populism.
548

 In many of the 

countries included in this study there are growing parties belonging to this famille 

spirituelle. The European project with its emphasis on lowering boundaries and the 

asymmetric distribution of costs of exit/entry provides a theme for an anti-system 

critique. In sum, I would argue that European integration as conflict may activate 

latent conflicts and combine with other issues. According to Mény this “populism 

reflects part of the growing malaise that has resulted from the myriad of tensions 

between older, national styles of politics, and the steady accretion of supranational 

authority to govern within national orders”.
549

 However, the structure of the conflicts 

over European integration is not easy to disentangle. This is partly due to the 

constitutional structure of the EU. Organizing conflicts around functional lines (or 

isomorphic issues) is relatively harder in the EU as the constitutional foundations do 

not make clear separations between the form for political decision-making and the 

substance of the decision-making.
550

 Due to the treaty-based provisions on what the 

EU can or cannot do, most debates about political conflict also entail a discussion on 

the vertical dimension which concerns the question of where decisions should be made 

and implemented.
551

 These tensions are visible in many societies, and more 

significantly so in federal systems. The political parties play an important role in 

maintaining coherence in such conflicts and act as gate-keepers. The weak partisan 

structures in the European Union would need to be developed further in order to have 

the capacity to orchestrate and resolve tensions. Advocates of a politicization of the 

EU-level along the left-right axis have, in my view, underestimated these 

difficulties.
552
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6.2.2 Responsive and responsible political parties  

 

In this section I will discuss the difference between political parties as responsive and 

representative channels and parties as responsible and governing. I will argue that 

there is a tendency for mainstream parties to be responsible to the extent that they 

distance themselves from their representative functions. On the other hand, there is an 

observable tendency for emergence of parties (often labeled populist parties) that 

deliberately distance themselves from responsibility.
553

 This tension will potentially 

change previously stable party systems and will change patterns of cooperation and 

conflict. I will argue that European integration increases the difference between the 

core and the fringes of the party systems in Europe. I will also advance a couple of 

reasons to why European integration can be depoliticized.  

 

Political parties are thought to have played two crucial roles: representative and 

governing. Political parties function as linkages between the voters and public decision 

making. In the representative roles parties respond to public demands and articulate 

policies and interests, they mobilize and socialize citizens as members. In their 

representative roles parties are linked to civil society.
554

 Representation is a complex 

concept. It means more than the social mirroring of public opinion. Representatives are 

expected to act in a responsive manner. According to Sartori, representation is 

associated with three quite different meanings: i) the idea of mandate or instructions; 

ii) the idea of representativeness, that is, resemblance and similarity; and iii) the idea 

of responsibility, or accountability. He argues that: “The electoral theory of 

representation actually is the theory of responsible and responsive representation; it is 

not concerned with satisfying the requirement of similarity but with securing the 

obligation to respond.”
555

 According to Pitkin representation entails a substantive 

acting for others.
556

 Representing means acting in the interest of the represented, in a 

manner responsive to them. Representatives are therefore not condemned to follow the 
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demands of the people at all moments, but they can also lead public opinion moods. 

However, if the discrepancies between public opinion and party opinions are enduring, 

it may provoke tensions between representatives and the represented. In the governing 

roles, parties perform a number of institutional functions within the system of 

government; they recruit candidates and structure parliamentary life. The combination 

of these functions was central to the party-model of democracy.  

 

According to the cartel-party thesis, the representative and governing functions have 

gradually grown apart.
557

 Parties have gradually come to shift their attention to their 

governing role and moved from civil society to the state. Governments solve problems 

and parties in government are occupied with problem-solving, but this can come at the 

expense of the interaction with public opinion.
558

 If there is a diminishing scope for 

political competition in terms of policy content, the party as representative loses some 

of its meaning. The incapacity of political parties to act responsively can also be 

related to the difficulty in reading public opinion.
559

 When parties were embedded 

within wider cleavages and voters were loyal and strong identifiers, parties could 

interpret demands more easily. With the emergence of the catch-all party, the 

destabilization of the electorates, and the diminishing role and number of party 

members, the party leadership will need to rely on public opinion polls, focus groups, 

etc. However, one could argue that the weakening social roots of political parties and 

the development of catch-all-partyism
560

 would increase the chances of voter-party 

congruence. Kay Lawson argues that when parties prosper and succeed by remaining 

in their positions they employ a number of techniques which include strengthening of 

the party leaders, policy centrism, self-protection by hindering meaningful opposition 

and – in the worst case – corruption.
561

 According to this, perspective parties can read 

public opinion and accommodate concerns. Lawson argues that all these measures 

weaken the tie between the voters and the parties which will eventually lead to a 

growing autonomy of rulers from the ruled and which, in turn, lead to a weakening of 
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democracy. A similar interpretation is offered in Wlezien’s ‘thermostatic model’ of 

representation in which growing public salience about an issue in which the policies 

are of the ‘wrong temperature’ leads the public to send a signal to policy makers about 

changing the policy. This could increase the electoral success of Eurosceptic parties 

and policy activity by other parties on the European integration dimension, but after 

the policies were adjusted the ‘signal’ would stop.562 I will return to this complex issue 

in a discussion on the relationship between politicization and de-politicization. 

 

In the context of European integration there are a number of reasons why 

establishment parties emphasize responsibility more than responsiveness. There is an 

almost permanent tension between demands for – and a balance to uphold – efficient 

government and democratic government,
563

 or, phrased differently, between 

responsibility and responsiveness.  In relation to the idea of ‘responsible government’ 

there are different interpretations of what this entails. In the interpretation of Sartori, it 

essentially boils down to an idea of accountability: if parties and governments give 

account to electorates and parliaments they are responsible. However, in a more 

narrow sense responsible government entails that “leaders and governments are 

expected to act prudently and consistently and follow accepted procedural norms and 

practices. This also means living up to the commitments that have been entered into by 

their predecessors in office and abiding by agreements that these predecessors have 

made with other governments and institutions.”
564

 When the scope of commitments to 

the European Union has been expanded, and if parties are staying loyal to those 

commitments, the scope for responsiveness to the electorate and of making ex-ante 

electoral promises becomes more difficult. In that setting, parties aspiring to 

government have a joint interest in deemphasizing these concerns in political 

competition. During the Eurocrisis, leaders of opposition parties in indebted countries 

have faced international representatives forcing them to give promises of loyalty to 

agreed austerity measures ahead of elections. If not, emergency loans could not be 

issued. In a paper based on the Irish experience during the crisis, Mair calls for a 
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revision of the principal-agent relation in representation, as it is doubtful whether the 

real principal is the people or international institutions.
565

  

 

Related to this concern is also the prevailing mode of debates concerning European 

politics in national parliaments: there is often a foreign-policy logic that prevails over 

the coordination of national positions. The opposition parties at the core of the party 

systems tend to be loyal to the government in order to assert the influence at the 

European level.
566

 Secondly, drawing on the discussion of a conflict of conflicts
567

, 

established parties have a joint interest in keeping voter alignment stable and 

maintaining established lines of divisions more salient than new ones. Hence, they 

have an incentive in depoliticizing issues relating to the EU. 

 

Taken together, there is currently a “growing divide between parties which claim to 

represent, but don’t deliver, and those which deliver, but that are no longer seen to 

represent.”
568

 In my view, this development may lead to a competitive structure of 

party systems which can be understood as tri-polar. There has been an observable 

trend towards bipolarism in Western Europe.
569

 If the strength and presence of parties 

who do not sincerely strive for government office is increasing, we might move to a 

situation with more tri-polar competition in which two mainstream parties (or blocs of 

parties) compete over government office while other parties exclusively campaign on 

issues. Assuming that the anti-establishment parties are i) growing over time and ii) 

excluded from the government arena, then the remaining share of seats in parliament 

for the mainstream parties to the left and right are diminishing which, in turn, may 

constrain government formation further. I will therefore now turn to the issue of the 

role of opposition in democratic systems. 
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6.2.3 The politics of opposition 

 

In 1957 Otto Kirchheimer wrote an article in which he referred to the trend of ‘waning 

of opposition’.
570

 He distinguished between three different modes in which opposition 

can be understood. The ‘classical opposition’ is essentially modulated after the British 

system with an opposition which offers an alternative to the government while 

acknowledging the right for the incumbent to govern. The ‘opposition in principle’ 

refers to a situation where the opposition not only objects to the policies pursued by 

the government, but also questions the whole system of government and criticizes its 

legitimacy. The third alternative is the possible ‘waning’ or ‘elimination’ of 

opposition. This happens when there is a cartel that governs and there are no 

meaningful differences between the political alternatives. Kirchheimer argued that 

there had been a strong trend of waning of opposition during the years after WWII. In 

his seminal volume on political oppositions Robert Dahl noted the same trend and 

referred to it as a ‘surplus of consensus’.
571

 In Dahl’s scheme the classical opposition 

is a form of opposition geared towards the policies pursued by the government. The 

opposition in principle is an opposition against the polity. The waning of opposition 

happens when the patterns of critique are focused on the personnel of the government 

only. Dahl stressed that opposition in principle is undermined when there is strong 

presence of classical opposition and vice versa. If there are few available options for 

the development of classical opposition, actors are left with the choice of submitting 

and thereby eliminating opposition or they revolt. Schapiro puts the same logic in a 

dramatic formulation: “revolutions become necessary because the polity has failed to 

integrate opposition within government, and to provide it with an outlet”.
572

 Peter Mair 

argues that within the EU the lack of structures for the establishment of politics of 

opposition is a serious shortcoming. He argues that once “we cannot organize 
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opposition in the EU, we are then almost forced to organize opposition to the EU. To 

be critical of the policies promulgated by Brussels is therefore to be critical of the 

polity; to object to the process is therefore to object to the product.”
573

 The reason for 

this is that the EU has been depoliticized and effective opposition relies on the 

presence of a political debate. As the EU’s legal and judicial integration is much more 

far-reaching than the political integration, the lack of a common political arena and 

public disputes over public policy makes the EU into, as Vivien Schmidt puts it, a 

polity without politics.
574

 In a sense, what Mair suggests is that it may not be the 

effects of European integration in substantive terms (as suggested from the cleavage 

perspective of Kriesi, et al., for example) which drives polity-scepticism, but the 

construction of the EU’s political system. The effect of Europeanization is, from this 

reading, a hollowing out of political competition domestically, which can lead to a 

reduced role of the conflict between left and right in politics. This may, in turn, lead to 

an increased conflict over the European polity, especially as it is difficult to distinguish 

political forms from political substance in the EU.
575

 In that sense, Mair’s proposition 

can be seen as an alternative reason for the version of politicization of the EU that this 

study deals with. In Mair’s scheme it is the depoliticizing effect of the EU that may 

lead to increased polity-scepticism (and which can be embodied as hard 

Euroscepticism). Specifying the mechanisms of de-politicization and establishing the 

link between this indirect effect of Europeanization and the workings of democracy in 

the member states is an interesting direction for future research. If Dahl and others are 

right in how lacking classical (or mainstream) opposition may spur more polity-

oppositions this may destabilize the system.
 
If responsible parties in government no 

longer can neither foster loyalty and/or mobilize support among the voters nor manage 

to de-emphasize issues relating to European integration, the kind of opposition that can 

emerge will be geared towards polity-scepticism rather than policy-scepticism.
576
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6.2.4 How to structure conflicts over European integration?  

 

As seen above, the collusive pushes in the party systems – together with the 

unpredictable nature of intergovernmental bargaining – can lead to muting of 

competition around themes of European integration. Furthermore, the internal tensions 

within parties combined with a systematic incongruence between parties and voters 

over European integration gives establishment parties good reasons to try to lower the 

salience of European integration as an electoral theme. The establishment parties have 

a common interest in keeping control over the electorate and strive for stability. They 

will try to keep lines of conflict along recognizable dimensions, such as the left-right 

axis. As seen in this study, the use of referenda as arenas for decision-making over 

matters relating to the EU has increased over time. This choice of conflict arena can be 

understood in several ways: first, it can be argued that referendum increases the 

legitimacy of the decision. Second, it can be argued that politicians have an incentive 

to insulate the (first-order) electoral arena from any dispute over the EU and try to 

compartmentalize the issue by holding referendum. Third, it can be seen as parties 

trying to resolve problems of internal cohesion. I have demonstrated that it is in 

countries where there has been a contested referendum that we see the highest levels of 

party-based Euroscepticism and where there has been the successful creation of new 

anti-EU parties. So, the conflict in the electoral arena has been increased rather than 

reduced after a contested referendum.  

 

Another way of insulating the political arena from conflicts is to externalize conflicts. 

In the European Union this is done through delegation to independent bureaucracies 

and by the process of judicalisation of politics. The role of the legal system and the 

European Court of Justice are fundamental in the EU. Not only has the role of the 

common legal system developed substantially in terms of legal mass, it has also gained 

hierarchal superiority. The court arena becomes an arena for settling disputes which 

would have been resolved politically in many other settings. Furthermore, the role of 

the independent agencies also serves to depoliticize and mute conflicts. Mény 

illustrates this trend with the striking example during the financial and economic crisis 
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when a “case brought by the plaintiffs before the German constitutional court, in 

relation to the decisions taken by the European Central Bank (ECB) during the 

financial crisis. One of the most crucial issues that the EU has had to face since its 

creation – involving the rescue of a Member State – will be decided outside the world 

of politics, through a case where a national court will review the legality of acts taken 

by an independent agency, the ECB, to guarantee the very survival of the EU!”
577

 

From this illustrative example, one could be tempted to return to the concept of the 

‘semisovereign people’. When Schattschneider came up with this concept it had to do 

with the dominant role of representatives and parties, at the expense of the will of the 

people. Today, it seems that the also the representatives and political elites suffer from 

restrictions in their sovereignty to formulate the agenda. These restrictions concerns 

both what can be decided (control of agenda), but also where decisions can be made.    

  

In order to be legitimate in the longer run, political systems need to have some kind of 

feedback loops. The quality of the feedback in the political system of the EU is 

questioned. While the European parliament elections tend to deal more, but still to a 

limited extent, with European affairs (of a constitutive character), the national 

elections are fought on predominantly national themes. As there is no strong 

parliamentary chain of delegation at the European level, there are limited opportunities 

to hold parliament and executive accountable. Instead, it is on the national level where 

the evaluation of the incumbent government’s policies at the European level and the 

effects of Europeanization can be addressed. The logic behind this argument is that, 

first, any future changes of the EU’s constitutional character is in the hands of the 

national governments (as long as the EU has no komptetenz-kompetenz)  and second, 

the absence of a European demos and a European public sphere means that there is no 

true European electorate. The electorates of the respective member states can only 

hold their representatives accountable.  

 

There is a potential problem with electoral accountability in a system with divided 

sovereignty. At the European level there is no real sovereignty as the supranational 
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level cannot expand its own competences. Therefore, even a cohesive pan-European 

political party federation would find it immensely difficult to materialize a political 

programme of reform, even if backed by stable majorities. At the national level, 

governments are constrained not only by the legal system of the EU but also by the 

fact that the political outcomes at the European level are the results of 

intergovernmental and inter-institutional bargaining. Therefore, it is difficult to ask for 

a well-specified mandate ex-ante.
578

 Hence, parties aspiring to government 

participation share incentives to downplay commitments to specified policy positions 

towards the EU. Again, the tendency of party systems that are divided between the 

establishment and the anti-establishment is a likely consequence of this structural 

locking-in through restraining political alternatives for those parties aspiring for 

government. If it is impossible to employ politics of opposition to the EU while being 

loyal to the system itself, we are left with an opposition that is neither system-loyal nor 

responsible. The potential cost for anti-establishment parties to advance a principled 

critique of the EU is limited as their governing aspirations are equally limited. The 

loyalty towards the system and the logic of the national interest often pushes 

mainstream parties to team up behind the government to secure a stable majority in 

favor of more integration.  

6.2.5 From technocracy to politics  

 

The European integration process has always been characterized by high levels of 

expert governance. Majone advocates a regulatory Europe in which technocrats govern 

well-defined policy domains independent from political constraints in the form of 

parties or electorates.
579

 Scharpf argues that the output efficiency is a more likely base 

for legitimacy in the European Union than input-legitimacy based on elections and 

representation. Due to the lack of common identities, Scharpf argues that it is harder to 

solve issues that require majority voting, since the minorities will find decisions harder 

to accept. This is the reason why European integration has been more successful in 
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areas of market-making than in market-correcting.
580

 Majone argues that the EU 

should not deal with issues of redistributive character, but to focus on issues that are 

increasing efficiency. Today, with the experience of the economic crisis and the crisis 

of the common currency, the scope and depth of European integration and its impact 

on the member states exceeds the kind of polity that Majone advocates. The expansion 

of EU competencies into areas which are more prone for contestation and polarization 

has undoubtedly increased the likely politicization of Europe; even if political leaders 

still may be reluctant to alter the formula for political competition as a battle fought 

over domestic issues.  

 

The evermore interlinked economic system in the EU and the common problems and 

solutions will push (sometimes slightly reluctant) elites to give reasons and 

justifications of their actions. In the absence of a proper political arena at the European 

level, European integration is currently being politicized at the level of the member 

states. In the absence of a debate of a political character between the mainstream 

actors, opposition to the current development in the EU will most likely be voiced 

from those parties or actors that challenge the mainstream. If voters support these 

parties to a greater extent, the breakdown of the permissive consensus will continue. 

The systemic consequence of the absence of structures for channeling (system-loyal) 

opposition of policies is that only opposition in principle flourishes. As Peter Mair puts 

is: “Political opposition gives voice. By losing opposition, we lose voice, and by losing 

voice we lose control of our own political systems”.
581

 As long as there are limited 

ways of channeling oppositions, few ways to allocate responsibilities and hold leaders 

accountable, blurred division of competences, there is a risk that the depoliticization of 

European integration (and as a consequence of the national systems) will work to tame 

a silent opposition that might rebel in a maligned form of politicization. The weakness 

of the system lies, in that sense, in its incapacity to offer political alternatives and 

shape representative structures. Political leaders have changed course after the fall of 

the Constitutional Treaty in the Dutch and French referenda in 2005. I have argued 
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that referendum over European integration has had a politicizing effect, which 

arguably has been contained more recently. However, the underlying cause of the 

politicization of European integration is the growing accumulation of authority to the 

European level. De Wilde and Zürn conclude that the “deeper cause of politicization 

remains intact” and that the “problem of increasing EU authority and the ensuing 

concerns about its legitimacy cannot simply be put away by not talking about them”.
582

 

As the integration process continues, there are no reasons to think that the process of 

politicization of European integration can be reversed. Still, those wishing to limit the 

process of politicization of European integration have some means at their disposal. 

However, as I have argued above, the strategies of containment may be – in the longer 

run – counterproductive.        
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8 Appendices 
 

Appendix A  
List of ‘irrelevant parties’ 
 
Austria:  

Communist Party, Green Alliance (time) 

Belgium:  

Belgian Labour Party, Communist Party 

Denmark: 

Danish Communist party, Justice Party, Left Socialist Party, Common Course 

Finland: 

Christian League (time), Democratic Alternative (time), Communist Party/Left Wing Alliance, Forces for 

Change in Finland 

France: 

Revolutionary Communist League 

Ireland: 

Socialist Party, Socialist Worker’s Party 

Italy: 

Tricolour Flame Social Movement 

Germany: 

German People’s Union, Bund freier Bürger, National Democratic Party 

Netherlands: 

Center Democrats, Pacifist Socialist Party, Communist Party 

Portugal: 

Communist Party, Revolutionary Socialist Party, Popular Democratic Union, Unified Democratic Coalition 

(time) 

Spain: 

Alliance for National Unity, Basque independence left 

UK: 

Socialist Labour Party 

 

AppendixB 
List of establishment and anti-establishment parties 
  

Establishment parties: 

 

Austria:  

Austrian People’s Party (ÖVP), Freedom Party of Austria (FPÖ) (1971–1985), Liberal Forum (LF), 

Socialist/Social Democratic Party of Austria (SPÖ), United Greens of Austria (VGÖ). 

Belgium:  

Christian Democrats (PSC-CVP), Communist Party (KPB-PCB), Democratic Union, Flemish People’s Union 

(VU), Greens (ECOLO-AGALEV) (since 1993), Liberals (PRL-FDF/PVV-VLD), Socialist Party (PS-SP), 

Walloon Rally (RW). 

Denmark:  

Centre Democrats (CD), Christian People’s Party (KRF), Conservative People’s Party (KF), Justice Party, 

Liberals (V), Radical Party (RV), 

Social Democrats (SD), Socialist People’s Party (SF). 

Finland: 

Centre Party (KESK), Finnish People’s Democratic Union/Left-Wing Alliance (SKDL/VAS), Finnish Rural 

Party (SMP) (1984–1989), National Progressive Party/Finnish People’s Party/Liberal People’s Party (LKP), 

National Coalition (KOK), Social Democratic Party (SDP), Swedish People’s Party (SFP). 

France:  
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Centre Democracy and Progress (CDP), Communist Party (PCF), Conservatives, Democratic Centre/Social 

Democratic Centre (CDS), Ecologist Generation (GE), Independent Republicans/Republican Party (FNRI/PR), 

Left Radicals (MRG), Popular Republican Movement (MRP), Radical Socialist Party, Rally for the Republic 

(RPR), Reformers’ Movement, Republican Party (PR), Socialist Party (PS), Unified Socialist Party (PSU), 

Union for French Democracy (UDF). 

Germany:  

Alliance 90/The Greens (since 1991), Christian Democratic Union (CDU), Christian Social Union (CSU), Free 

Democratic Party (FDP), 

German Party (DP), Refugee Party (GB/BHE), Social Democratic Party of Germany (SPD). 

Ireland:  

Fianna Fáil (FF), Fine Gael (FG), Irish Labour Party (LAB), Progressive Democrats (PDP). 

Italy:  

Christian Democracy (DC), Christian Democratic Centre/United Christian Democrats, Communist 

Party/Democratic Party of the Left (PCI/PDS), Democratic Alliance, Dini List-Italian Renewal, Liberal Party 

(PLI), Popular Party (PPI), Republican Party (PRI), Segni Pact, Socialist Party (PSI), Social Democratic Party 

(PSDI). 

Netherlands:  

Anti-Revolutionary Party (ARP), Catholic People’s Party (KVP), Christian Democratic Appeal (CDA), Christian 

Historical Union 

(CHU), Labour Party (PvdA), People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy (VVD), Democrats 66 (D66). 

Sweden:  

Centre Party, Christian Democrats (KDS), Communist Party/Left Party (VPK), Conservative Party (MSP), 

Ecology Party- 

Greens (MP) (since 1993), People’s Party-The Liberals (FP), Social Democratic Workers’ Party (SAP). 

United Kingdom:  

Conservative Party (CON), Labour Party (LAB), Liberal Party/Liberal Democrats (LD), Social Democratic 

Party, The Alliance, 

Ulster Unionist Party (UUP). 

 

Anti-political-establishment parties: 

 

Austria:  

Alternative List/Green Alternative (ALÖ/GA), Communist Party of Austria (KPÖ), League of 

Independents/Freedom Party of 

Austria (VdU/FPÖ) (1949–1970 and since 1986), NO-Citizens’ Initiative (NEIN), The Independents (DU). 

Belgium:  

All-Power-To-The-Workers (AMADA-TPO), Communist Party (PCB-KPB) (1948–1978), Democratic Union 

For The Respect Of Labour 

(UDRT-RAD), Flemish Block (VB), Flemish Christian Peoples’ Union (CVV), Flemish Concentration (VC), 

Greens (ECOLO-AGALEV) (until1992), Growing Old in Dignity (WOW), Labour Party (PTB-PvdA),National 

Front (FN), Radical Reformers Fighting For An Upright Society, Revolutionary Workers’ League/Socialist 

Workers Party(LRT-RAT/POS-SAP), VIVANT,Walloon Front, NVA, Groen 

Denmark:  

Communist Party (DKP), Common Course (FK), Danish People’s Party (DF), Danish Union (DS) (until 1948), 

Greens, Independents’ Party, 

Left Socialist Party (VS), Progress Party (FRP), Red-Green Unity List (ELRG), Danish People’s Party (DFP) 

Finland:  

Alliance for Free Finland (VSL), Christian League (SKL), Communist Party of Finland (SKP) (since 1997), 

Democratic Alternative, Finnish Smallholders’Party/Finnish Rural Party (SPP/SMP) (1962–1983 and since 

1990), Green League (VL/VIHR) (1987–1995), Progressive Finnish Party (NUORS),Reform Group (REM). 

France:  
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French Communist Party (PCF) (1947–1981), Greens/Green Coalition (EE) (until 1993), National Front (FN), 

Poujadists-Union for the Defence of Traders and Artisans (UDCA), Republican Communist Front (LCR), 

Unified Socialist Party (PSU), 

Workers’ Front (LO). 

Germany:  

Bavarian Party (BP), Communist Party (KPD/DKP), Economic Reconstruction League (WAV), German 

People’s Union (DVU), German 

Reich Party (DRP), Greens (until 1990), Greys, National Democratic Party (NPD), Party of Democratic 

Socialism (PDS), Republicans (REP), Die Linke (Li) 

Ireland:  

Green Party, Republican Sinn Féin, Sinn Féin (SF),Workers Party (WP),Progressive Democrats 

Italy: 

Common Man Front, Communist Party/Democratic Party of the Left (PCI/PDS) (1947–1995), Communist 

Refoundation (RC), Continuous 

Struggle, Greens (Liste Verdi), Green Federation (until 1996), Italian Social Movement/National Right/National 

Alliance (MSI/DN/AN) (until 1995), Lombard League, Monarchist Party (BNL/PNM/PDIUM), MS-Fiamma, 

Northern League (LN), Popular Monarchist Party (PMP), Proletarian Democracy (DP), Radical Party/Panella 

List (PR), Referendum List, Sicilian Independence Movement, Socialist Party of Proletarian Unity (PSIUP), The 

Network/Movement for Democracy (La Rete/MPD) (until 1994),Venetian League. 

Netherlands:  

Centre Democrats (CD), Centre Party (CP’86), Communist Party (CPN), Evangelical People’s Party (EVP), 
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