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Abstract
This paper demonstrates the multifaceted nature of public euroscepticism, which hitherto
has been under researched. Through a theoretically - and empirically informed concept
analysis, the relevance of four independent types of euroscepticism is confirmed, namely
utilitarian, sovereignty-based, democratic and social euroscepticism. Applying this
typology, the paper demonstrates pronounced differences in euroscepticism across
member states and over time. A central argument is that euroscepticism assumes forms
that are contradictory, and that this has consequences for the success of pan-European
strategies and communication plans: What citizens want from the EU differs from
member state to member state, and insensitivity to the various types of scepticism may
result in counterproductive efforts.
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Love me, love me not
A typology of public euroscepticism

Catharina Sørensen,
Danish Institute for International Studies1

The European Commission stated in its Enlargement Report of November 2006 that
‘Democratic legitimacy also means a Europe which listens to the expectations of its
citizens and addresses their concerns through adequate policies. For any of its policies,
including enlargement, the EU has to win the support of its citizens’ (p. 23). This is a
notable statement from a Union, which has lost five out of the eight public referenda on
EU-issues that have been held during the present decade.2 Indeed, a seemingly growing
euroscepticism has come to characterise the political climate of co-operation, with little
clarity surrounding the questions of ‘why’, ‘when’, ‘how many’, and ‘for how long’
citizens are eurosceptical. With the aim of providing such clarity, this paper introduces a
typology of euroscepticism that explains its multifaceted nature before analysing the
dynamics of scepticism across EU member state over time.

Political efforts to accommodate citizens in the integration process have intensified in
recent years, and have not least gained prominence following the rejection by French and
Dutch voters of the EU’s Constitutional Treaty in 2005. For the first time in its history,
1
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Eight referenda on EU issues (not including accession referenda) were held in the 15 old member states
between 2000 and 2006. Five resulted in a ‘no’ vote (underlined): 2000: Denmark voted ‘no’ to the
introduction of the single currency; 2001: Ireland voted ‘no’ to the Nice Treaty; 2002: Ireland voted ‘yes’
to the Nice Treaty; 2003: Sweden voted ‘no’ to the introduction of the single currency; 2005: Spain voted
‘yes’ to the Constitutional Treaty; 2005: France voted ‘no’ to the Constitutional Treaty; 2005: The
Netherlands voted ‘no’ to the Constitutional Treaty; 2005: Luxembourg voted ‘yes’ to the Constitutional
Treaty. This is in contrast to the results of the eight referenda prior to 2000, where only one resulted in a
‘no’ vote (underlined). 1986: Danes accepted the Single European Act; 1987: the Act was endorsed by the
Irish; 1992: Danes rejected the Maastricht Treaty; 1992: the Irish voted ‘yes’ to the Maastricht Treaty;
1992: the French accept the Treaty; 1993: Denmark votes ‘yes’ to the Edinburgh compromise; 1998:
Denmark votes ‘yes’ to the Amsterdam Treaty; 1998: the Irish accept the Amsterdam Treaty. Source: the
Danish EU Information Office (www.euo.dk).
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the European Union decided, in response, to call for a period of reflection in order to be
able to decide on a way forward that is in line with the broad wishes of the public. The
reflection period, however, has not made us wiser about the nature of euroscepticism, and
it seems as if the EU’s heads of state or government are drawing the conclusion: Contrary
to three years ago, the battle is now centred on avoiding the need to call referenda on the
new Lisbon treaty. An unnerving feeling exists that perhaps there are as many reasons to
be eurosceptic as there are no-votes at the ill-fated referenda of the current decade. This
paper takes issue with this interpretation and attempts to demonstrate how careful
conceptualisation can in effect reduce public euroscepticism to relatively few types. This
endeavour is the task of the first part of the paper. In its second part, the developed
typology is applied to the discussion of some of the consequences of multifaceted
euroscepticism on the integration process.

Conceptualising euroscepticism

Deciphering a complex concept like euroscepticism involves three interdependent tasks
(for instance Goertz 2005): defining the meaning ascribed to the semantic label
(definition), deducing constitutive types from relevant literature (theory), and testing the
validity and relevance of these through empirical analyses (data). Starting with the task of
defining euroscepticism, we may note that the term euroscepticism consists of three
components: euro, sceptic and ism. Each poses definitional challenges; indeed, it is not
clear from most usages whether the term is taken to include scepticism towards the EU
(or Europe?) as a whole, whether ‘sceptic’ means being ‘open to persuasion’, as
Commissioner Peter Mandelson has suggested,3 or outright rejection, and to what extent
euroscepticism—given its ‘ism’-ending—can be seen as an ideology in its own right (see
Flood 2002; Flood and Usherwood 2005; Crum and Binnema 2006).4
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At this definitional level, the paper defines euroscepticism in a broad manner, as a
sentiment of disapproval—reaching a certain degree and durability—directed towards
the EU in its entirety or towards particular policy areas or developments. ‘Eurosceptic
public opinion’ refers to citizens perceiving faults or shortcomings with regard to the EUof-the-day, and thus not exclusively to citizens wishing the dissolution of the Union.5 In
line with most studies on defining euroscepticism, it is important to recognise that it may
assume a principled component as well as a contingent component. To apply the terms
developed for party-based euroscepticism by Aleks Szczerbiak and Paul Taggart to public
euroscepticism, hard euroscepticism is the principled rejection of co-operation—the
continuation of the EU itself is contested—while soft euroscepticism is the contingent
scepticism towards particular aspects within the co-operation (notably Szczerbiak and
Taggart 2003).

It is the task of the second step of the conceptualisation to deduce and develop
expectations as to the nature of various eurosceptic concerns. To this end, I have relied on
existing studies into public EU-attitudes and the European integration process. These
have increased in scope over recent years, but arguably remained scattered and
contradictory. Euroscepticism, as Christopher Flood points out, has remained an elusive
concept (Flood 2002: 2). We may think of the disagreements as to whether a favourable
domestic economic climate in fact breeds EU–support (Andersen and Kaltenthaler 1996)
or scepticism (Rohrschneider 2002); whether post-materialism is positively (Inglehart
1971) or negatively (Andersen and Reichert 1996) related to supportive EU attitudes; as
well as in what sense socio-demographic variables, such as gender and age, are related to
scepticism (Andersen and Reichert 1996, for instance, hold that these variables are not
related to scepticism; Siune 1993 and de Vreese 2004 hold that they are). Thus, no
coherent theory exists that details what euroscepticism is, or why, when and how it occurs
and develops. Recently, a consequence of this shortcoming was the failure of the
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This definition is in line with Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Mark’s brief conception that ‘Scepticism has
come to mean “an attitude of doubt or a disposition of disbelief”. Euroscepticism refers simply to
scepticism about some aspect of Europe or European integration’ (Hooghe and Marks forthcoming 2007:
2).

6

academic community to ‘predict the rise of euroscepticism’ (Hooghe and Marks
forthcoming 2007).

This paper finds that a main reason behind the inadequacy of much existent research
resides in the sheer number and diversity of conceptualisations of the dependent variable
of euroscepticism (or at the other end of the continuum of EU attitudes, citizen support).
This can be referred to as the ‘dependent variable problem.’ Its implications are
significant and explain many of the shortcomings of existing approaches. Indeed,
imprecise definitions of the dependent variable mean that most studies have inadvertently
surveyed different phenomena altogether; a fact which to a considerable degree explains
their sometimes contradictory findings. Conceptual disagreements, in other words, have
hindered the accumulation of knowledge (see Sartori 1984; Weyland 2001): if we do not
grasp the nature of the object of study, we are hardly ready or able to engage in
explanatory, causal analysis.

At the second task of the conceptualisation, I have therefore reviewed existing literature
with the aim of deducing a number of expectations not as to what may cause
euroscepticism, but as to what is euroscepticism (see Sørensen 2007). At the third and
final step in the conceptualisation, these theoretical expectations are concretised in such
detail that empirical data can be brought in to test their validity and prevalence. I have
relied on the European Commission’s public opinion polls, the Eurobarometer (published
biannually since 1974), to identify four indicators of each expectation of euroscepticism.
Statistical measures (gamma and alpha tests) are developed to test their coherence and
independence. The idea is that the indicators standing in for one type should be strongly
correlated internally, and that this correlation should be stronger than the correlation
across the types.6
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This overall endeavour has led me to establish that public euroscepticism can be boiled
down to four broad ideal types7:

•

Euroscepticism can assume an economic character. This means that central to
one’s evaluation of the Union is money-based calculations—whether or not one
perceives of benefit from cooperation.

•

Euroscepticism can be sovereignty-based. Citizens sharing this type of scepticism
may experience the EU as an economically successful undertaking, but remain
sceptical: what is decisive is that co-operation should not be experienced as a
challenge to national sovereignty. Sovereignty-based eurosceptics, for instance,
are thus likely to take issue with supranational elements of co-operation.

•

A third type of euroscepticism does not predominantly take issue with economic
calculations or sovereignty-based concerns, instead, scepticism centres on what is
perceived to be inadequate structures of the existent political ‘set-up’—perhaps as
the result of feelings that one’s voice is not being heard, or that the European
Parliament does not have sufficient weight. It may be labelled democratic
euroscepticism.

•

Finally, a fourth type of scepticism is more political. Here, the EU is evaluated
according to broadly the same cleavages that characterise national politics. In
other words, if one is a socialist, one may be sceptical towards initiatives launched
by a liberal Commission President, and reverse. Based on the existing literature, I
expect that the dominant form of ‘political euroscepticism’ today is ‘social’, that
is the critique that there is too little Social Europe. It is this variant of political
euroscepticism that I focus on in this paper.

I illustrate the behaviour of the types of euroscepticism in three member states, namely
Denmark, France and the United Kingdom. These are countries where we may
reasonably expect some presence of euroscepticism, but still countries that have clearly
7

The relationship between the types is one of family resemblance, meaning that the presence of one type
alone is sufficient for there to be euroscepticism. There may be overlap between types – they are ideal types
– but it goes for each type that internal coherence is strong, and stronger than inter-type coherence, and that
inter-type coherence is not above a certain level (for details on the statistical tests employed to check intratype and inter-type coherence, please see Sørensen 2007).
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had different approaches to the European integration process. The idea behind the
typology of euroscepticism is, however, that it should be applicable to all member states,
as well as to other levels of analysis than country populations. The below table presents a
simplified result of contemporary euroscepticism in Denmark, France and the United
Kingdom (relative to the EU-average).

Table 1. Overview of relative euroscepticism
Relative
euroscepticism?
Denmark
France

Economic

Sovereignty Democracy

Social

No
Mixed

Yes
No

Mixed
Mixed

No
Yes

United Kingdom

Mixed

Yes

No

No

Intensity level
(hard)
Mixed
Low
(Not
significant with
regard to social
euroscepticism)
High

Yes/No means that all four indicators show euroscepticism/not euroscepticism; Mixed
means that while one or two indicators show scepticism/not scepticism, the other are
neutral (latest year polled).
An immediate conclusion is that euroscepticism varies from country to country. All the
four types are prevalent in one of the three member states, but the picture is very
different.

The Danish population is characterised by a strong sovereignty-based euroscepticism,
combined with some degree of democratic euroscepticism. The French share a strong
social euroscepticism, and to some extent an economic and a democratic euroscepticism.
There is, however, no sovereignty-based euroscepticism in France. In the United
Kingdom there is, as in the Danish case, a strong sovereignty-based euroscepticism, but
here it is combined with some economic euroscepticism. We may note that the UK is not
amongst the most eurosceptical member states when it comes to democratic and social
euroscepticism.

The far right column of Table 1 denotes the intensity-level of public euroscepticism. It
refers to the aforementioned distinction between hard and soft euroscepticism. I
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determined this level in the same manner as I determined the prevalence of the types of
scepticism, namely through the identification of four poll questions surveying
dissatisfaction with EU-membership itself. Of the three case-countries, the UK shows a
relatively strong hard euroscepticism, followed by the Danes. In France, the level of hard
euroscepticism is low.

Below, a graph for each type of euroscepticism demonstrates the degree to which
euroscepticism differs across member states, as well as some dynamics of scepticism over
time.

I. Economic euroscepticism

Graph 1. The EU’s impact on specific economic areas (response: ‘bad effect’)
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This indicator of economic euroscepticism surveyed citizen attitudes towards the EU’s
impact on exports, industry, living standards and agriculture in 1983 as well as in 2005. It
shows clear differences between member states: the EU’s impact on the very same area is
experienced differently across countries. Generally, the Danes are not strongly
eurosceptical, and scepticism towards the EU’s impact on all four areas has dropped over
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time. In the United Kingdom, scepticism has also dropped on all four areas—albeit from
a considerably higher point of departure. Scepticism-levels in 2005 are still higher than in
Denmark, and relatively highest with regard to the EU’s impact on agriculture. This could
reflect ‘traditional’ British antipathy towards the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy,
which has been opposed as a policy predominantly favouring French needs.

Turning to French euroscepticism on this indicator, we may note that scepticism,
curiously, is also relatively highest with regard to agriculture. France moreover goes
against the Danish and British trend of decreasing euroscepticism—here scepticism rises
(with up to 28 percentage points) in all four areas. The EU average mirrors the French
increase in scepticism, albeit to a considerably lower degree. Thus, while scepticismlevels in France were largely similar to those in the EU as a whole, the French now differ
considerably from the average in a sceptical direction. This curious development of
decreasing Danish and British euroscepticism and increasing French scepticism, and on
average in the EU, recurs on numerous indicators—including the Eurobarometer
‘classic’: feeling of benefit from the EU (another indicator of economic euroscepticism,
omitted here for reasons of space). It could be mentioned that on this indicator,
scepticism has between 1983 and 2005 increased in France from 21 percent to 40 percent,
while it has decreased in Denmark and in the UK from, respectively, 31 percent to 15
percent, and 57 percent to 44 percent.

II. Sovereignty-based euroscepticism

We noted above that Danish economic euroscepticism has generally never been
particularly high, and that it seems to have decreased over time. However, to conclude
from this observation that Denmark is no longer particularly eurosceptical (and a safe
‘yes-voter’ at future EU-referenda) is not possible. What we can say is that it has hardly
been due to economic reasons that a majority of Danes rejected the Maastricht Treaty in
1992 and the third phase of EMU in 2000 (curiously, feelings of ‘no benefit’ from the EU
reached an all-time low in precisely 1992). As the below graph shows, a main reason
behind the Danish rejections may instead reside in sovereignty-based concerns.
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Graph 2. Against an EU-government
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This indicator surveys attitudes to an integrative step (a full-fledged EU government),
which would arguably contribute to increasing supranational cooperation in the EU and
potentially challenge national sovereignty. It was posed frequently by Eurobarometer
until the mid-1990s (though not consistently: note gaps in between the years in the above
graph), after which I have failed to spot it. The picture from the years illustrated above is
uniform: the Danes are strongly against the idea, followed by the United Kingdom. There
is no marked French scepticism, and even at its highest level, namely 24 percent,
scepticism was forty percentage points lower than Danish scepticism. The levels appear
largely stable. Other indicators of sovereignty-based euroscepticism show that Danish
and British scepticism is relatively strong with regard to most supranational cooperation.
An indicator from 2001 surveying attitudes to common decision-making in 17 policy
areas, for instance, showed that in virtually all the areas (which ranged from cultural
policy to protection of the environment), the Danes and the British were more reluctant
towards joint decisions than the EU average, while the French were less reluctant.
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III. Democratic euroscepticism

Turning to an indicator for democratic euroscepticism, a Eurobarometer poll question has
since the mid-1990s surveyed attitudes to the general level of democracy in the Union.

Graph 3. Democratic euroscepticism
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The Danes is the only case-population which has been distinguished from the EU average
by a relatively strong democratic euroscepticism. The United Kingdom is the only case to
have differed from the average in a less sceptical direction. Overall, we can note a
somewhat decrease in scepticism-levels between 1993 and 2005 (of up to 14 percentage
points). Another indicator of democratic euroscepticism, posed just prior to the referenda
on the EU’s Constitutional Treaty, was more specific in that it asked citizens intending to
vote ‘no’ if they were doing so because the Treaty was not perceived to be democratic
enough. In 2004, 18 percent of the Danes would have done so, compared to nine percent
on average in the EU, eight percent in the UK and six percent in France. It thus appears
that the reasons for the subsequent French ‘no’ in 2005 have to be found elsewhere.
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IV. Social euroscepticism

I argue that the perhaps main reason behind the French ‘no’ to the Constitutional Treaty
is found in France’s high level of social euroscepticism—the fourth and final type of the
conceptualisation. The below graphs from 2004 and 2005 show the percentage of citizens
who would vote ’no’ to the Constitution because it was perceived not to be ‘social
enough’, or because it was seen as being ‘too liberal’.

Graph 4. Reasons for wanting to vote ‘no’ to the Constitutional Treaty
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With 48 percent in France sharing this opinion in 2005, this was perhaps the most telling
reason behind the French ‘no’. At five percent, it is hardly relevant to speak of British
euroscepticism in this regard. The French ‘no’ has frequently been described as a protest
vote in reaction to domestic recession and an unpopular president and prime minister at
the time. However, other indicators of social euroscepticism show that this type of
concern has been strong in France at least since the 1990s (the first decade
Eurobarometer started inquiring about this type of concern). Although some degree of
protest voting can hardly be dismissed from the 2005-vote, it is important to bear in mind
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that social euroscepticism has been strong in France for a number of years (both in
absolute terms and in comparison to the EU-average): the fear that integration may have
negative effects on social welfare did not just arise in connection with the momentary
socio-economic situation.

Consequences of multifaceted euroscepticism

Having established that public euroscepticism differs considerably across countries, it is
timely to reflect on the potential consequences that the above dynamics have on the
integration process. First of all, it is important to note that not only is euroscepticism
multifaceted: it may also be counter productive. In other words, what one population
wants from integration may be what another population fears will happen. This depends
on the type(s) of scepticism characterising a country. A closer look at central EU-events
or initiatives assist the demonstration of how the conceptualisation of euroscepticism
outlined in this paper improves out understanding of citizens’ attitudes.

One example is Eastern Enlargement of 2004. It is well-known from various opinion
polls that the French were rather sceptical towards this Enlargement, while the Danes
were not and the British somewhere in between. A look back at Table 1 shows that this
positioning of the three populations could have been predicted from their general
euroscepticism situation. Indeed, if we think about what possible broad concerns the
‘average citizen’ could have had towards the Enlargement, one such concern could
certainly have been economic. It was arguably not unknown to EU-citizens that in
economic terms the ten new member states were all considerably poorer than the existing
member states. In consequence, structural funds, for instance, had to be re-allocated in
order to reach the now poorest member states. Most member states moreover faced an
increased in their overall contribution to the EU-budget.8
8

Eastern enlargement can certainly also be expected to make some citizens more content with the EU on
economic grounds—indeed, a central argument behind enlargement was the benefits obtainable from a big
single market. The focus of this paper, however, is exclusively on the possible characteristics of Eastern
Enlargement that can be thought to make some citizens sceptic.
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In addition, Eastern Enlargement could impact on social euroscepticism. Arguably, it was
also a well-known fact to many citizens that the welfare systems and level of social
protection of the new member states were less extensive than in most old member states.
The image of the ‘Polish plumber’, which recurred as a scarecrow in the French
referendum on the Constitutional Treaty illustrates such social concerns arising from the
Enlargement.

The impact of the Enlargement on democratic euroscepticism was

arguably less easily detectable, while it could even be argued to have accommodated
sovereignty-based concerns. Indeed, if Eastern Enlargement contributed to decreasing
some euroscepticism, it may in particular have done so with regard to sovereignty-based
euroscepticism. To citizens fearful of the EU’s impact on national sovereignty, widely
enlarging the size of the Union may represent a welcome development—it is a classic
example of the frequent dichotomy between deeper integration (including more policy
areas) and wider integration (including more members).9

This picture of Eastern Enlargement being a challenging event in countries with
economic and social euroscepticism (but no sovereignty-based euroscepticism) fits the
euroscepticism situation of France—while the opposite is characteristic of the Danish
case. The picture from the United Kingdom is more muddled, as the British on the one
hand share no relative social euroscepticism and a strong sovereignty-based

9

To some citizens and politicians, an important rationale for co-operation in the European Union may
surely be the perception that co-operation in fact strengthens national sovereignty. Indeed, particularly with
regard to France, it has been commonplace to state that European integration has been perceived as a means
of strengthening French influence in Europe. To such ambitions, Eastern Enlargement may certainly breed
fears about losing relative influence. In this sense, the 2004 enlargement could merely have been seen as
the latest step in a general process lessening French influence in the EU, which may, in fact, have already
started in connection with the EC’s first enlargement in 1973. The paper acknowledges that such concerns
are inadequately captured by the present conceptualisation of sovereignty-based euroscepticism, which, as
briefly noted above, is concerned with fears that supranational co-operation in the EU in itself is
compromising national sovereignty (the above-mentioned French concerns about sovereignty are likely not
to lie with supranational co-operation in itself—indeed, at least to the extent that the EU is seen as
reflecting French values, supranationalism does not appear to be a contested issue in France. Therefore, a
more refined causal analysis of reactions to Eastern Enlargement would do well in attempting to capture
varying bases for support for supranational co-operation in the EU. Staying with the relation between
sovereignty concerns and EU enlargement, it is noteworthy to consider claims that wider integration may in
fact contribute to strengthening the European Commission (and thus supranational elements in the EU), as
it is looked to for overview in the midst of a bigger, more dispersed Union (for instance EUobserver, 27th
February 2007).
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euroscepticism, but on the other hand also share a considerable economic euroscepticism.
It thus appears that at least in this case knowledge of the euroscepticism situation of a
population can assist predictions about its positioning towards central EU-developments.

Turning to examine how ideas to a way forth from the ratification crisis surrounding the
Constitutional Treaty are likely to have been met in the member states, at least four such
ideas were aired during the aforementioned period of reflection. One has been for a new
‘grand projet’ for the EU, which in its most specific version has been concretised in form
of a ‘social protocol’, which should further a ‘Social Europe’. This hypothetical addition
to the Treaty would indeed be likely to make the French more content; however, it is
likely not to appease many sceptical opinions in Denmark and in the United Kingdom,
where there is no marked social euroscepticism—and where such a protocol might rather
contribute to increasing concerns that national social policy would come under pressure.

Another recurrent idea during the reflection period has been aired through the European
Commission’s ‘Plan D’ (European Commission 2005), where ‘D’ stands for democracy,
debate and dialogue. The focus of Plan D has been on improving the existing structures
of the EU, with the explicit ambition to engage the public and ‘restore public confidence
in the European Union’ (ibid: 3). Its motivation seems to be the interpretation of the
French and the Dutch referenda results as largely protest-based: ‘What influenced the
choice of “no” voters in both countries the most were the concerns about the country’s
economic and social situation’.10 I will argue that Plan D’s relevance is in fact largely
restricted to democratic euroscepticism. Indeed, to citizens critical of the EU’s ability to
listen to their opinions and/or the set-up of its institutions, efforts by EU-politicians to
appear more listening, as well as democratisation initiatives, may well reduce the
prominence of this particular type of scepticism. However, more transparency and
democracy

are

unlikely

to

reduce

economic,

sovereignty-based

or

social

euroscepticism—and, could even contribute to the contrary (if, for example, the European
Parliament as a result of democratisation strategies had its powers increased, this might

10

European Commission (2006): ‘Communication from the Commission to the European Council’,
COM(2006)212, 10th May.
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be welcomed by citizens sceptical on democratic grounds, but opposed by citizens who
are sceptical on sovereignty-based grounds).

Third, there were widespread calls for skipping the more symbolic references in the
Constitutional Treaty to, for instance, a European flag and anthem, as well as the very
reference to a Constitution. These calls reflect the idea that scepticism towards the
document centred on the fear that the EU was coming to resemble a state or a federation,
or, in other words, sovereignty-based concerns. This can appear surprising given the
finding that this type of concern is largely absent in one of the countries that in fact
rejected the Constitutional Treaty. Indeed, sovereignty-based euroscepticism does not
appear to be among the dominant reasons why the French rejected the document.

Finally, a prominent call during the reflection period has been for a ‘Europe of Results’.
How is this project likely to be met in the member states? The idea to focus on the
creation of day-to-day tangible results may, indeed, initially appeal, and has been
advocated by for instance Commission President José Barroso, French coming President
Nicolas Sarkozy and Danish Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen. Indeed, Barroso’s
strategy, which has been dubbed the ‘Elvis Presley strategy’, calls for ‘A little less
conversation, a little more action’ (Financial Times: May 11, 2006). In Barroso’s words,
‘The way to strengthen public confidence in Europe is through results’.11 Not less
forcefully, Danish Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen argues that ‘We need to show
our citizens that the EU is first and foremost about creating results (…). Our citizens see
the sense of common institutions and common policies if they deliver results’.12

I shall certainly not argue against the likelihood that a Europe able to respond promptly
and efficiently to citizen concerns would meet with diminishing scepticism-levels—at
least with regard to the economic type of euroscepticism. However, an immediate
question that poses itself is where one should focus in order to address the concerns of
citizens and make the Union respond to their needs. Energy has been proclaimed an
11

European Commission 2006: IP/06/595, 10th May.
Prime Minister’s Office, Address by Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen at a Conference of
Speakers of EU Parliaments in Copenhagen, 20th June 2006.
12
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obvious focal area. However, a recent Eurobarometer poll showed that a majority of
citizens were in fact in favour of retaining decision-making power with regard to this area
at the national level. Moreover—not surprisingly in light of the above accounts—
Eurobarometer surveys indicate that member state populations may want EU action in
very diverse fields. In Germany in autumn 2005, for instance, 74 percent believed
unemployment to be one of the two major issues of today. A mere eight percent shared
that opinion in Ireland. 32 percent in Denmark mentioned terrorism. This figure was but
one percent in Lithuania.

The main message from this paper may seem to be that aspirations for a united EU,
enjoying the support of a majority of its citizens, are a chimera. This, however, would be
a too hasty conclusion. What may be a chimera is restricted to the two surprisingly
resistant ideas that one and the same message or campaign will (or should) appeal to all
populations, and that euroscepticism is a pathology that can be done away with. These
ideas, indeed, appear unrealistic in the absence of, say, a major external threat. Instead,
campaigns seeking to win support for a particular treaty—or for that matter an entirely
different type of co-operation in Europe—will have to focus on the particular
euroscepticism situation of their target groups, and the awareness that some types of
euroscepticism have existed as long as the EU itself, and are as unlikely to go away as it
is unlikely that all citizens in a democratic country will back a particular government. Not
all EU-policies are likely to enjoy popular backing in all the Union’s member states;
however, this is not a pathology, but ‘merely’ an inherent feature of democracy.
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