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The Prea m ble of the Treaty for European U nion (T E U) declares

that Resolved to continue the process of creating an ever closer union

a m ong the peoples of Europe,in w hich decisions are taken as closely as

possible to the citizen in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity .

Article A (now Article 1) of the T E U wrote that This Treaty m arks a

new stagein the process of creating an ever closer union a m ong the peo‑

ples of Europe,in w hich decisions are taken as closely as possible to the

citizen . These words have also being repeated in the Treaty of Lisbon.

It is very im portant that the founding fathers of the EEC/E U had not

thought of an ever closer union a m ong the states of Europe nor an alli‑

ance ofstatesin Europe.

However, European integration has been led by a sm all nu m bers of

political elites. M ax Haller wrote a book,
1）and Prof. Giando m enico M ajone

writes in his m ost recent work that A politically integrated Europe. A
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continent finally united in spite of its diversity and of the internecine

wars of the past, was ―and continues to be―an elitist project 2）． The

prim e aims ofthis article are to analyze the roles ofthe elites and the re‑

lations between elites and citizens in European integration in historical

perspectives.

The elitist character of European integration had been fro m its be‑

ginning. The originator and the planner of European integration was

Jean M onnet. With sm all group of people such as Pierre Uri, Etienne

Hirsch, Jacques Gascuel and Prof. Paul Reuter, he had secretly planned

theideain M onnet's office on rue de M artignacin Paris, w hich had been

m ade public by French Foreign Minister, Robert Schu m an on M ay 9

1950in Salon del'Horloge at Foreign Office atthe Quai d'Orsay. M onnet

believed that secrecy and speed were essential, that surprise would

permit an appeal over the heads of govern m ents to European citizens

anxious for so m e positive step towards integration. He was determined

that the plan would not be the result of co m pro mise between political

groups or sectarian interests, but would be presented in exactly the

form in w hich it had been conceived 3）. With a strong political support

of Robert Schu m an,the idea was putinto practice as the Schu m an Dec‑

laration'and later beca m e the European Coaland Steel Co m m unity (EC‑

SC)'.

M onnet explained the background of hisidea. He wrotein his M e m‑

oirs that I realized that neither this organization (O EEC), nor the par‑

lia m entary m eetings in Strasbourg (Council of Europe) that resulted

fro m the Hague Congress (M ay 1948) would ever give concrete expres‑

sion to European unity 4）. Nationalsovereignty would have to be tack‑

led m ore boldly and on a narrower front 5）. So, M onnet had chosen coal

and steelindustries and had begun with a sector integration' as Ernst

Haas and neo‐functionalists na m ed later.

In order to realize the Schu m an Declaration,the International Con‑
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ference was convened in Paris fro m June 20 1950 with the representa‑

tives fro m the Six countries, na m ely France, W est Germ any, Italy and

the Benelux. M onnet,representing France, acted as a chair, but it was

clear that the m ost of the participants were not yet prepared to give up

the guarantees they now enjoyed, even if the High A uthority were

hedged about with the m ost elaborate de m ocratic safeguards6）. Finally,

Treaty instituting the European Coal and Steel Co m m unity (Paris Trea‑

ty) was signed on 18 A pril 1951, with the High A uthority,the Co m m on

Asse m bly,the Special Council of Ministers,the Court of Justice and the

Consultative Co m mittee.

The m ost unique invention as far as institutions were concerned

was the High A uthority, with strong power over coal and steel, run by

nine Co m missionersincluding Jean M onnet as a Presidency. Prof. Fran‑

çois Duche^ne, M onnet's associate, later wrote that M onnet personal

prestige with the m en of power, fro m A denauer to Eisenhower and

Dulles, gave the High A uthority considerable political presence7）. M on‑

net's regim e had strong personality, and as usualin such cases, the ad‑

vantages were bought at a cost8）. M onnet had been criticized that he

was far too involved in the politics of Europe. and far too little in‑

volved in coal and steel 9）. Butfor M onnet,coaland steel had been only

instru m ents ratherthan the goalof European integration itself.

M onnet was a technocratic minim alist on the Asse m bly. But once

in Luxe m bourg, he realized the High A uthority and the Asse m bly were

natural allies 10）. Relations were m uch sticker with the Council of Min‑

isters representing the govern m ents and the Consultative Co m mittee,

only advisory but do minated by industry11）.

According to Prof. Duche^ne, M onnet's networks were an elites'

pheno m enon. It is hard to see how another would have worked. The

populist tactic had been tried in the Council of Europe. The result had

been virtually nil. U nfortunately, neither the m otor nor brake on Euro‑

pean integration was public opinion. In the founder countries of Co m‑

m unities,the popular attitude was then, and always tended to be, m ore

permissive than that of govern m ents. To pursue integration was not,
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therefore to go behind the back of public opinion 12）. The debate over

the Schu m an Plan hardly affected the French people. In Septe m ber

1952, 28% of the French population had not even heard of the pool (of

sovereignty over coal and steel). As late as January 1954, only 45% had

any definite idea w hether it was a good or bad institution, and 26% had

still not heard ofit 13）. Although there was a generalfeeling that clos‑

erintegration of Europe was desirable, public opinion was not m obilized

for or against specific features ofthe Plan. W hile the European Defense

Co m m unity was to stir nation‐wide debate, the Schu m an Plan was

treated by the general public with only a vague, uninform ed benevo‑

lence 14）.

European integration has never developed in liner way. There have

been m any ups and dow ns in these sixty years. Although the European

Coal and Steel Co m m unity successfully established non‐war co m m u‑

nity and m ade war between France and Germ any im possible as the

Schu m an Declaration had aim ed for15）, the Treaty establishing the Eu‑

ropean Defense Co m m unity was rejected by the French National As‑

se m bly on A ugust 30 1954. M onnet thought that although I was very

disappointed, I did not believe that the French National Asse m bly's re‑

jection of E D C m arked the end of Europe W e had underestim ated the

strength of the nationalist current. We now needed tim e to build m ore

solidly 16）.

Then, M onnet had announced to resign the Presidency of the High

A uthority and eventually established the Action Co m mittee for the

U nited States of Europe to preach the need for m oreintegration without

form al office butthrough dialogues with political and trades union lead‑

ers but not with industrialist. Prof. Duche^ne explained: M onnet never

held elected office and was never a ministerin any regular govern m ent.

No co m parable European leader has depended so heavily on his personal

qualities and so little on institutional backing. In these circu mstances,

he was bound on trade on private networks of contacts. He worked

m ainly behind the scenes with sm all groups of key decision‐makers 17）.
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As far as citizens are concerned, there had been no reference to

citizens in the Treaties of Paris nor Ro m e. Of course, the de facto citi‑

zens' rights have been determined and guaranteed by the provisions of

the European Treaties. However, the Treaties only deal with rights in

terms of general principles and in specific, m ainly econo mic areas. A

second source of citizens' rights, again in specific areas, has been the

rulings of the Court of Justice in the context ofits interpretation of the

Treaties. These cases have been concerned prim arily with the principle

of equality between citizens within one M e m ber States, especially for
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minority groups 18）. Persons' appearin the European Treaties, such as

free m ove m ent of goods, peoples (Articles 3‐c, 3‐d) were m eant

workers'. Europeans had to wait tillthe middle of 1980's to enlarge ap‑

plication of the free m ove m ents of persons in addition to workers and

theirfa milies.

Although it was only in 1973 that had beco m e the

source of public opinion polls regularly, general public had been sup‑

porting European integration. The first result of the survey had been

reproduced in No. 19. As the Figure 1 above indicated

that 56% of respondents thought that Co m m unity m e m bership was a

good thing for his/her countries and only 11% thoughtit was a bad thing

for his/her countries. Only in the U nited Kingdo m, m ore people thought

Co m m unity m e m bership was a bad thing for his/her countries in Sep‑

te m ber 1973. As the Figure‐1 shows, fourteen surveys had been con‑

ducted between 1974 and 1981 and 57% thoughtit was a good thing and

13% thought it was a bad thing on average except the U K w here 36%

thoughtit was a bad thing and 35% thoughtit was a good thing. Similar

tendency continued and in A pril 1983, 53% thoughtit was a good thing

and 13% thoughtit was a bad thing on average often M e m ber States ex‑

cept the U K w here still 36% thought it was a bad thing and only 28%

thoughtit was a good thing.

The word citizens' had first appeared in the Declaration of the EC

Su m mit at Paris in Dece m ber 1974. It agreed to establish a working

group to exa mine the conditions to confer social rights to the citizens'

ofthe M e m ber States as a m e m ber ofthe Co m m unity 19）.

Then,the European Parlia m ent adopted the Draft Treaty establish‑

ing the U nion on 14 February 1984 with strong initiative by Altiero

Spinelliand his Crocodile Group'. Article 3 (Citizenship ofthe U nion) of

the Draft Treaty suggested that The citizens of the M e m ber States

shall (by the factitself) be citizens ofthe U nion. Citizenship of
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the U nion shall be dependent upon citizenship of a M e m ber State; it

m ay not be independently acquired or forfeited. Citizens of the U nion

shalltake partin the politicallife ofthe U nion in the formslaid dow n by

this Treaty 20）.

But,this unique and im aginative Draft Treaty itself proved to be an

abortive atte m pt, because the European Parlia m ent did not have legal

power withoutthe support ofthe Council.It re m ained only as a declara‑

tion without legal binding force. However, it helped the French Presi‑

dency to take initiative to convene a Co m mittee for A People's Europe'

( A donnino Co m mittee', na m ed after its chairperson, Pietro A donnino)

in parallel with an A d Hoc Co m mittee for Institutional Affairs'( Dooge

Co m mittee', na m ed after its chairperson, Ja m es Dooge) at the Fontain‑

bleau European Councilin June 1984.

A donnino Co m mittee' had produced its Interim Report in M arch

1985 to Brussels Su m mit and a Full Report in June 1985 to Milan Su m‑

mit. A m ong m any reco m m endations oftwo reports were the sim plifica‑

tion of border crossing form alities, rights of residence, m utual

recognition of diplo m as and professional qualifications, m ore use to be

m ade of European Passport as well as the European Flag and the Euro‑

pean A nthe m 21）.

So m e of the reco m m endations were incorporated into the Single

European Act,signed on 17 February by 9 M e m ber States and 28 Febru‑

ary 1986 by 3 M e m ber States and the internal boarder controls had been

abolished by the Schengen A gree m ent, signed on 14 June 1985 by 5

M e m ber States and the Schengen Convention,signed in June 1990.

But the m ajor breakthrough has been the Treaty on European U n‑

ion (T E U: M aastricht Treaty,signed on 7 February 1992, by 12 M e m ber

States). The T E U Title Ⅱ Article G established the Citizenship of the

U nion' for the first tim e. Every person holding the nationality of a

M e m ber State shall be a citizen ofthe U nion22）.

(1) The rightto m ove and reside freely within the territory ofthe M e m‑

ber States(EC Article 8a, now Article 8).

(2) The rights to vote and to stand as a candidate at m unicipal elections
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and the EP elections in the M e m ber States (EC Article 8b, now Article

19).

(3) The protection by the diplo m atic or consular authorities of any M e m‑

ber States in the territory of a third country in w hich the M e m ber

States of w hich he is a nationalis not represented (EC Article 8c, now

Article 20).

(4) The rights to the petition the EP and apply to the O m budsm an (EC

Article 8d, now Articles 21).

A dditionalcondition had been added with the Treaty of A msterda m

(signed on 2 October 1997) stating that Citizenship of the U nion shall

co m ple m ent and not to replace national citizenship 23）. This was the

one of the co m pro mises to ta m e the Danes at Birmingha m and Edin‑

burgh European Councils after the Danes had rejected the T E U by the

referendu m in June 1992 as will be explained laterin details.

The European U nion has often been criticized recently as it has

de m ocratic deficits .

Originally, the Asse m bly' had been designed to deliver advisory

opinions. After changing its na m e to European Parlia m ent', the Euro‑

pean Parlia m ent has been increasing its powers with a series of the

a m end m ents ofthe Treaties asfollows:

(1) A m end and/or propose a m end m entsto the budget.

(2) A pprove the no mination of the President of the Co m mission, and

then the President and the other m e m bers ofthe Co m mission as a body.

(3) Give assent to the new M e m ber States and the appropriate provi‑

sions.

(4) A pprove or give a m end m ents to the act through consultation pro‑

cedure,cooperation procedure and co‐decisional procedure.

(5) A ppoint an O m budsm an and receive petitionsfro m any citizen.

(6) Requestthe European Co m mission to be heard and ask questions and

reply orally and in writing.
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(7) Discussthe A nnual Report by the Co m mission.

(8) Vote on the m otion of censure on the activities ofthe Co m mission.

Fro m the beginning (in EEC Treaty),the m e m bers ofthe European

Parlia m ent can be elected by direct universalsuffrage by the citizens of

the M e m ber States. But,the m e m bers had been sent fro m national par‑

lia m ents with so‐called dualseats'.

After long and reluctant attitudes of the M e m ber States,the intro‑

duction of the direct elections of the m e m bers of the European Parlia‑

m ent was finally accepted by Paris European Su m mitin Dece m ber 1974

and the first direct election wasintroduced in June 1979.

The fact that the m e m bers had been elected by universal suffrage

by the citizens offered the legitim acy to the European Parlia m ent to in‑

creaseits power and the European Parlia m ent has been thelargest gainer

of power and co m petence a m ong European institutions through the se‑

ries ofthe a m end m ents ofthe basic Treaties.

Itis however very ironicalto see the turnout of the European Par‑

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

  0
1979 1984 1989 1994 1999 2004 2009
EU9           EU10           EU12          EU12          EU15          EU25          EU27

61.99 58.98 58.41 56.67
49.51

45.47 43Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
s %

Source: T he turnout at European elections (1979‐2009), taken fro m http://w w w.europarl.
europa.eu/parlia m ent/archive/elections2009/en/turnout en.html

法学研究 83 巻 3 号（2010 : 3）

546(9)



lia m ent elections constantly declined fro m 61.99% in 1979 with nine

M e m ber States to 43% in 2009 with twenty seven M e m ber States as Fig‑

ure‐2 shows.

The following Figure‐3 shows how the citizens ofthe European U n‑

ion thought one's country m e m bership of the European U nion a good

thing or bad thing between 1995 to 2009. Although there had been ups

and dow ns of the support, the m ajority of the respondents had been in

favour of his/her countries being a m e m ber ofthe European U nion. The

latest survey in January/February 2009 shows that 52% of the respon‑

dents had answered thatit has been a good thing for his/her country be‑

ing a m e m ber ofthe European U nion and only 16% thoughtthatit was a

bad thing.

In co m parison with A utu m n 2008, the latest survey has not show

any sign of decline of supportto the European U nion in general even af‑

ter experiencing severe financial and econo mic crisis and blows after

the so‐called Leh m an‐shock'in Septe m ber 2008.

The Figure‐4 shows difference a m ong the M e m ber States. The

supportju m ped fourteen points up in Cyprus and five points up in Slova‑

kia and eight points dropped in Bulgaria and seven points in Poland.

Bulgaria and Poland are notthe m e m bers of Euro.

The following Figure‐5 shows that the m ajority of people thought

that their countries had on balance benefited fro m being a m e m ber of

the European U nion. By looking into each M e m ber States with Fig‑

ure‐6,it is very interesting to find that it is Irish, w ho had refused to

ratify the Treaty of Lisbon by its first referendu m in June 2008,ca m e to

the top of the table (80%) thought that they have benefited being a

m e m ber ofthe European U nion in January/February 2009.

Those M e m ber Sates severely hit by the Leh m an Shock (Bul‑

garia, Latvia, H ungary and the U K) have show n lower support, al‑

though the m ajority of people tend to feel benefits fro m being the

M e m ber States ofthe E U in the beginning of 2009.

Around two‐thirds of citizens in Estonia (67%), Slovakia (66%),

the Netherlands(65%), Cyprus(64%)expresstrustin the E U. A tendency
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QA6a General ly  speaking,  do you think that (OUR COUNTRY)’s

      membership of  the European Union is…? A good thing
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Source: N o. 308, July 2009, p. 91.

Elites and Citizens in European Integration

541(14)



Q
uestion:　

Q
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ould like to ask you a question about how
 m
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to distrust the E U is the m ajority sentim entin the U K (59%, 25% trust)

and Latvia (49%, 35% trust), with opinions divided in A ustria (45% each)

and Italy (41% trust and 42% distrust) 24）.

The evolution since autu m n 2008 shows a nu m bers of significant

shifts in opinion at nationallevel. Trustim proved in five countries (＋7

points in Luxe m bourg, ＋6 in Finland, ＋5 in Cyprus, ＋3 in Germ any

and A ustria. Significant falls in levels pf trust are recorded in Latvia

(‐9), Bulgaria (‐7),Ireland (‐6), Poland and M alta (‐5 each) and Slovakia

(‐4) 25）.

(1) The Referendu ms in Den m ark on the Treaty on the European

U nion.

The referendu m on Treaty on the European U nion (M aastricht

Treaty) in Den m ark was held on 2 June 1992. The turnout was 83.1%

and the result was Yes' 49.3% and No' 50.7% and the narrow m ajority

of voters in De m ark rejected the ratification of the M aastricht Treaty.

It was the first revolt by the citizens ofthe M e m ber States on European

issue and gave so‐called Ha mletshock'to w hole Europe.

With the special arrange m ents for opt‐outs for the Danes decided

at the European Councils in Birmingha m and Edinburgh, the Danish

Govern m ent wentfor the second referendu m on 18 M ay 1993. The turn‑

out was 86.5%,slightly higher than the first. The result was Yes'56.2%

and No' 43.8%. Thus Den m ark was able to ratify the M aastricht Trea‑

ty, and the Treaty ca m ein force on 1 Nove m ber 1993 and finally the Eu‑

ropean U nion was established.

(2) The Referendu msin Ireland on the Treaty of Nice

After the M aastricht Treaty had been a m ended by the Treaty of

A msterda m (signed on 2 October 1997 and ca m e into force on 1 M ay

1999),the Treaty of Nice was signed on 26 February 2001. This tim e the

citizens'revolt occurred in Ireland. The Irish Govern m ent putthe Trea‑
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ty of Nice on the referendu m on 7 June 2001. The turnout was 34.8%,

m uch lower co m pared with the Danes. The result was Yes' 46.1% and

No'53.9% and the Treaty of Nice was rejected. With similar kind of ar‑

range m ents by the European Councilto the Irish,the Irish Govern m ent

went for the second referendu m on 19 October 2003 after the m assive

publicities by the Govern m ent. The turnout was 48.5%, slightly better

than the first, and the result was Yes' 62.9% and No' 37.1%. Thus,the

Treaty of Nice ca m ein force on 1 February 2003.

Such revolts of citizens have occurred against the background that

the m ore the co m petence of the EC/E U extended, the issues of de m o‑

cratic controland popular participation beca m e m oreim portant.

There are m any reasonsin behind:

1) W eaker power ofthe European Parlia m ent.

2) Lessinvolve m ent ofthe national parlia m ents ofthe M e m ber States

in the E U decision‐making process. The national parlia m ents can only

able to influence the decisions of the European U nion in the following

ways and cases:

a) Controlthrough their national govern m ents,

b) The national parlia m ents only can actin the cases of Directives'

and usually by‐passed in the cases of Regulations'and Decisions',

c) A ble to give assent only to im portant decisions, w hich being

written in the Treaty with being ratified by all the M e m ber States in

accordance with their respective constitutional require m ents' such as

the a m end m ent ofthe Treaty and the accession of a new M e m ber State.

3) The citizens in the M e m ber States can not vote to elect leaders at

European levelincluding the President and the Co m missioners of Euro‑

pean Co m mission.

(3) The Referendu msin France and the Netherlands on the Treaty on

Constitution for Europe

But the largest blows to the elites by the citizens ca m e fro m the

M e m ber States ofthe Original Six',founding M e m bers.

The Treaty on Constitution for Europe (European Constitutional
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Treaty) was put on referendu m in France on 29 M ay 2005. The turnout

was 69.7% and the result was Yes'46.1% and No'54.9%.

According the survey of No. 17126）, the two

m ain reasons given for voting Yes' were based on the essential need to

pursue European construction. 39% of citizens w ho voted in favour of

the Constitution declared spontaneously that they did so because they

considerthatthe Constitution is essentialin orderto pursue the Europe‑

an construction and 16% voted Yes' because they had always been in fa‑

vour of the European integration. The next highest scores concerned

strengthening the role of France within the European U nion (12%) and

strengthening the European U nion vis‐a`‐vis the U nited States

(11%) 27）.

On the contrary, the social concerns were at the heart of the No'

votesin France. The reasons w hy people voted No'are m ore nu m erous

and were based chiefly on national and/or social the m es w hich took

precedence over European considerations. No' voters gave the reasons

for their vote the fact thatin their opinion the Constitution would have

negative effects on the e m ploy m ent situation in France/relocation of

French enterprises/loss of jobs (31%) and the econo mic situation in

France was too weak/there was too m uch une m ploy m ent in France

(26%). The other reasons such as the fact that econo mically speaking,

the draft was too liberal (19%), opposed the President of the Republic/

national Govern m ent/certain political parties (18%) as well as not

enough social Europe(16%)and wastoo co m plex (12%) 28）.

Three days later, on 1 June, the referendu m on the European Con‑

stitutional Treaty was held in the Netherlands. The turnout was 62.8%

and the result was Yes' 38.5% and No' 61.5%. It had been a landslide

victory for No'ca m p.

However, the prim ary m otivation of the Yes' voters'in the Neth‑

erlands was the fact that they consider that the Constitution was essen‑

tialin orderto pursue the European construction (24%).In addition,13%

m entioned that it strengthened the feeling of a European identity and

13% m entioned that it strengthened the role of the Netherlands within
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the U nion/in the W orld (13%). A m otivation that also received a signifi‑

cant citation rate wasthe factthatthe Constitution was essentialforthe

sm ooth running of European Institutions(12%) 29）.

On the other hand, the reasons for No' vote in the Netherlands

were very diverse. Nevertheless,it appeared that it was the lack of in‑

form ation, w hich could be considered as the m ain reason for voting

against the Constitution, with 32% of all No' voters indicating this rea‑

son. The second m ost m entioned reason was the loss of national sover‑

eignty (cited by 19% of the No' voters), followed by opposition to the

national govern m ent or certain political parties (14%) and by the refer‑

ence to the cost Europe' has for Dutch tax‐payers (13% indicated that

they were m otivated by the factthat Europe wastoo expensive) 30）.

In order to salvage the European Constitutional Treaty, the Brus‑

sels European Council on 16 and 17 June 2005 issued the Declaration on

the ratification of the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe as

follows: W e have noted the out co m e ofthe referendu msin France and

the Netherlands. W e considerthatthese results do not callforinto ques‑

tion citizens' attach m ent to the construction of Europe. Citizens have

nevertheless expressed concerns and worries w hich need to be taken

into account. Hence the need for us to reflect together on this situa‑

tion31） . This period of reflection' had been extended for nearly two

years and finally the Heads of States or Govern m ent of M e m ber States

ofthe European U nion decided to renounce and resetthe European Con‑

stitutional Treaty by the Berlin Declaration on the occasion of the 50th

anniversary of the signature of the Treaties of Ro m e on 25 M arch

200732）. Although eighteen M e m ber States out oftwenty seven M e m ber

States had already ratified the European Constitutional Treaty includ‑

ing with two referendu ms in Spain and Luxe m bourg and with another

two referendu ms in addition to the accession Treaties in Bulgaria and

Ro m ania, European leaders decided to renounce European Constitution‑

al Treaty and to adoptthe Reform Treaty' with strong leadership ofthe

Chancellor A ngela M erkel and Germ an Presidency. Then Portugal,

Presidency of the latter half of 2007, officially convened the Intergov‑
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ern m ental Conference on 22 July and successfully concluded the Treaty

of Lisbon on 13 Dece m ber 2007. All M e m ber States, except Ireland, de‑

cided to go through ratification procedures of Lisbon Treaty by national

parlia m ents ratherthan by referendu ms.

(4) The Referendu msin Ireland on the Treaty of Lisbon

Ireland was the only M e m ber State had put Lisbon Treaty on refer‑

endu m because she hasto go for a co m pulsory referendu m since she had

a m ended her Constitution after the Single European Act had been ruled

unconstitutional by the Supre m e Courtin Ireland in 1987.

The referendu m on Treaty of Lisbon in Ireland was held on 12 June

2008. The turnout was 53.1%, higher than the two previous referen‑

du ms on the Treaty of Nicein 2002 and 2003. The result was Yes'46.6%

and No'53.4%.

A m ajority of respondents w ho voted Yes' said they felt that this

wasin Ireland's bestinterest(32% ofreasons m entioned). The other rea‑

sons were so m e way behind, but m ost of the m were variations on the

the m e‐i.e. the advantages the E U has provided and had provided to

Ireland. A large group of respondents voted yes' because Ireland had

received a great deal of benefit fro m the E U (19%). Other grounds for

voting Yes'(each representing 9% of all answers), were thatthe Lisbon

Treaty would keep Ireland fully engaged in Europe and that it would

help the Irish econo m y 33）.

On the other hand, the No' voters'responses were diverse and nu‑

m erousin Ireland. A lack ofinform ation about Lisbon'(because I do not

know enough about the Treaty and would not want to vote for so m e‑

thing I a m not fa miliar with) was the m ain reason for voting against

Treaty (22% ofthe reasons m entioned),followed by the desire to protect

Irish identity (12%). Besides these two m ain rationales, no' voters gave

a nu m ber of other explanations:these include a generallack of trustin

politicians; a wish to safeguard Irish neutrality in security and defence

m atters;the desire to m aintain an Irish Co m missionerin every Co m mis‑

sion; the need to protect Irish tax syste m (in each case, 6 % of the rea‑
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sons m entioned) as well as interpreting their vote as a vote against a

unified Europe'(5%) 34）.

The Irish Departm ent of Foreign Affairs asked Millward Brow n

IM S to conduct research on the result of the Lisbon Treaty referendu m

on 12 June 2008. A national opinion poll of 2,101 adults aged 18＋(a ran‑

do mly selected 2,000 respondents, aged 18 and over, were interviewed

by telephone, in the case of Flash Eurobaro m eter cited above). All re‑

spondents were on the electoral register and all were Irish citizens i.e.

eligible to vote. The poll was conducted between 24th July and 31st July

200835）. The result showed that the m ain reason for abstaining in this

referendu m was lack of understanding/knowledge (46%) and the m ain

reason cited for voting No' was lack of knowledge/inform ation/

understanding' at 42% and there can be no doubt that this e m erged as

the prim e reason for people voting No'.

Based on their research, Millward Brow n IM S advised Irish Depart‑

m ent Foreign Affairs that Getting people m ore engaged in the affairs

will be challenging. Very sim ple, clear and easily accessible inform ation

will be required. Docu m ents with any dense, difficult text are unlikely

to generate m uch enthusiasm. A ny publication aim ed at co m m unicating

how the E U operates and how Ireland benefits fro m the E U m e m ber‑

ship,should focus on the following:

1) Very sim ple and plain language,jargon do be avoided e.g. quali‑

fied m ajority voting.

2) Use oflots visuals, m aps,im ages e.g.a visual history ofthe E U.

3) Sim plified explanation of how decisions are m ade in the E U and

how Ireland's voiceis represented in those decisions.

4) Highlight changes that have been im ple m ented that have specifi‑

cally benefited Irish people e.g. investm ent in roads, legislative

changes,education and work progra m m es.

5) Highlight clearly how Ireland's econo m y has benefited fro m E U

m e m bership to date e.g. destination ofIreland's exports pre and post E U

m e m bership.

6) Highlight E U advances m ade in the protection of hu m an rights
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and workers rights.

7) Highlight how the E U is working to protectthe e m viron m ent and

responding the challenge of clim ate changes.

8) Highlight how Irish people can have their say in Europe and in‑

fluence how the E U develops e.g. contracting local T Ds(E U policies are

part of national policies), M EPs, N G Os w ho advise the E U on policy

(e.g. consu m er associations, environ m ental groups) and contacting the

European Co m mission directly 36）.

On the political front, Brian Cowen, the Taoiseach (Irish Prim e

Minister), had been fighting hard to get concessionsforIreland to hold a

second referendu m by the end of 2009. Brussels European Council on 11

and 12 Dece m ber 2008 had already agreed that the Co m mission shall

continue to include one national of each M e m ber State37）and Brussels

European Council on 18 and 19 June 2009 agreed the concerns of the

Irish people, relating to taxation policy, the right to life, education and

fa mily, and Ireland's traditional policy of military neutrality, a nu m ber

of socialissuesincluding workers'rights with three A nnexes with legal

guarantee38）.In return, Cowen agreed to re‐run referendu m on the Lis‑

bon Treaty and eventually October 2 has been fixed to hold referendu m.

Taking the advices,the Irish Departm ent of Foreign Affairs has put

up softer ho m e page adverting inform ation with figuresin anim ation on

the Lisbon Treaty. How have Ireland's concerns been m et? : The

Govern m ent, after discussions with all E U M e m ber States, has ensued

that w hen the Irish people vote on the Lisbon Treaty later this year,it

will co m e with additional legal guarantees and assurances to address

their m ain concerns.It has now been confirm ed by the E U that:

Ireland,and allother M e m ber States, will keep a Co m missioner

Ireland willre m ain in controlofits ow n tax rates

Irish neutrality will not be affected―no conscription, no defence al‑

liances

Ireland retains controlofsensitive ethicalissues such as abortion

W orkers' rights and public services are valued and protected in

Ireland and acrossthe E U 39）
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Then the second referendu m on the Lisbon Treaty was held on 2

October 2009. By that tim e, all re m aining twenty six M e m ber States,

except Poland and Czech Republic, have co m pleted their ratification of

the Lisbon Treaty. The turnout of the second referendu m was 58.0%

and the result was Yes' 67.1% and No' 32.9%. The Irish voters have

overw helmingly approved the Lisbon Treaty and reversed a narrow No'

votein the first referendu m last year.Ireland had been called Celtic Ti‑

ger' with rapid growth in her econo m y since she had entered the Euro‑

pean Co m m unities in 1973. It had been a success story'for Ireland and

for the EC/E U. With the worst financial and econo mic crisis and the

bust of the bubbles in Ireland since Septe m ber 2008 and grim prospect

for her future econo m y, the Irish voters were un willing to risk further

turm oil with another No' vote and have changed their mind to support

Lisbon Treaty.

Thus the Lisbon Treaty could finally co m e into effect after eight

years since European leaders launched a process to m ake the European

U nion m ore de m ocratic, m ore transparent and m ore efficient'. The last

re m aining hurdles have been the signatures ofthe two Presidents of Po‑

land and Czech Republic holding ratification proceduresin each country

to see the result of the second referendu m in Ireland although the na‑

tional parlia m ents of both countries had already approved the ratifica‑

tion bills.

Then Polish President, Lech Kaczynski signed the ratification in‑

stru m ent on 10 October 2009 in the presence of the Presidents of Euro‑

pean Council, European Co m mission and European Parlia m ent40）. So it

isin hand of M r. Václav Klaus, President of Czech Republic,to co m plete

the ratification procedures.

But, this is not the end of the story. The European U nion has not

yet show n its final figure, finalité', both in terms of its geographical

boundary and her co m petence. The accession negotiations are still go‑
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ing on and severalcountriesincluding Iceland have applied forthe m e m‑

bership ofthe European U nion. M oreover,itis still difficultto think the

Treaty of Lisbon is the final destination. So further quest by the elites

will continue and citizens have to express their opinions through the

elections ofthe European Parlia m ent and referendu ms.

P. S.: President Klaus signed the ratification instru m ent on 3 Nove m ber

and Lisbon Treaty finally ca m ein force on 1 Dece m ber 2009.
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