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When you break 1t you own 1t'

On lst June 2005 61 6% of the Dutch electorate reJected the draﬁ European Constl- ,
tution, It was for the ﬁrst time'in Dutch parhamentary history that a referendum was
orgamzed Together w1th the French, who had also torpedoed the Constltutlon, the
~In Aprrl 2006, the Italian Prime. Mlmster Prod1 pleaded for a core group of -
‘Pro-European nations’ that would take the lead in the further integration of Europe®.
This group would. include alt EU’s founder-countries, : .except the Netherlands. By
itself, Prodi’s remark had no dll‘CCt pohtlcal 1mpllcatlons, and within a few days the
. Italian Prime Minister tried to calm down the agitated Dutch politicians by claiming

[ he had been mlsquoted But stxll the i image remamed that the Dutch were obstructing

| - further European integration and should not be regarded anymore as one. of the mo-
tors behmd _European mtegratlon o
* This’ February it was‘Barroso, Chalrman of the European Commrssron, who

S subtly urged the Dutch Government to move towards a more proactive approach to
'~ the problems caused by the Dutch ‘no’. Barroso emphaslzed the fact that in 2004, the

Dutch’ govemment ‘'signed the Constltutlon Treaty This means that the govemment
~hasa responsrbxllty to have the treaty ratlﬁed """ et ‘

' Rob Vedloﬁstad M.Sc., Lecturer in Polmcal Scxence Radboud Umversrty Nr_;megen, the Netherlands Managerc

. : of the lnternatlonal Office, Nijmegen School of Management, Radboud University Nijmegen, the Netherlands
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: Many commentators and polrtrcrans from other European countries expressed :
their concem over the- reluctant attitude the Dutch displayed to solve the problems e

they had caused. As in the Pottery Barn rule: “When you break 1t you own it!”;

Dutch Amblvalent attltude towards Europe. the electorate '

R

"DThe Dutch populatlon seems-to be confused about Europe Now, after the referen- o

dum, we know that the majority of the electorate is against the European Constitu-

tion, but how exactly should we interpret this ‘no’ vote? In many newspapers the

outcome is interpreted as a proof of an emerging ‘Euro skepticism in the Netherlands,
but the results of several surveys studymg the Dutch attitude towards Europe point at -

-another conclusion.

‘ _'The Eurobarometer measures the public oprnron of the European populatron\ :
on various topics. In these surveys, the Dutch respondents continuously have shown
a clear support for the European Union over the years. An-indicator for support can -

‘be found in the answers to the- questron -whether.the respondent thinks that the EU £

membership is a good thing or not’. Wlthout exceptron the Dutch respondents were
far more pos1t1ve than the European average (Table 1).

Table 1. EU Membershrp 1sa good thmg

i

1986 spring .

1996 spring .

+2006 autumn : ..o

RRUEEIN PR IRy 19765prmg, 1
Netherlands X 15 83 . . T18. 2
o EurOJeanaverage 53”“ T “62"‘ e 53" = "53 I

The same can be said about the response to the questlon 1f the EU membershrp :

| 1s beneﬁmal for the country or not (T able 2)

.., There séems to be a constant level of support for the European Unlon as such
No drop in support was measured in the perrod after the referendum on the constrtu-

tron On the contrary, _there 1s a slrght 1ncrease in. the trust Dutch people have in

: (European) democracy. The- explanatron for ‘this is that the. electorate notrced ‘that
" their voting behavrour mattered and made a drﬁ'erence Lookmg at these outcomes

"3 The Qucsnon in the Eurobarometer survey was; ‘Generally speakmg, do you thmk that (our country %)
membership of the European Union is a good thing?”, .
"4 The Questron in the Eurobarometer survey was: ‘Takmg everythmg into eonsrderanon, would you say
that (our country) has on balance benefited from bemg a member of the European Union or not?’ vt
Forum Verktezmgstyd goed moment voor visie op Europa, “Volkskrant" 1 June 2006

R TR 1586 spring” 1996spring‘~' 2006autumn
“ ‘| 'Netherlands+ 1%+ Ve 168 IPENERY T W R I
‘ Europeanaverage = Dk ‘46‘ e e e 42 544
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~we cannot come to the concluswn that the ‘no’ vote c01nc1des w1th or 1s 1nd1cat1ng
. an 1ncrease in Euro Skeptlclsm : ' : :

- ;’ : Dutch Ambrvalent attrtude towards Europe. the polrtrcal ehte

b ‘Before 2005 ‘Europe was never. really an nnportant pohtlcal lssue in the Nether-
" lands. The issue of. Europe was more or less depoliticised, hidden under a blanket of
~consensus.- Ever since elections to the European Parliament are held; the voter turn-

“out-has been lower then in national, local and.even district elections’. Europe has

" never played a major role in: parhamentary election campaigns.: Even major devel-

s opments, like the 2004 enlargement of the union, the treaty of Maastrlcht the mtro- »

e ductlon of the Euro occurred without much political struggle or debate. -

» Over the:years, the gap. between' the pohtlcal elite and the electorate ”over

: Europe grew. If the parliament would have decided over the European Constitution it -
" would have been ratified without-anydoubt: (127, members .of Parliament were in.

* favour, 22 were against, one member could not make up hIS mmd) However 1t was '

ik declded that a referendum was to be organised. -

- The parties represented in the government coalltlon at that t1me (CDA VVD
: D66) as well as the largest opposrtlon party (PvdA) and a smaller opposition party

. (GroenLinks) tried to, explain to the electorate why. they should support the Constitu- g

 tion. They did not find.the right tone, nor the convincing arguments, contrary to the

o B fpartres that attacked the Constitution (SP, CU, LPF, SGP and Group Wilders). -

= - Among the parties that supported the Constitution, a gap emerged between .
o party elites and their electorate (Table 3).-The electorate of PvdA and VVD dlsagreed

- ; ‘with the pro-Constltutron campaign of their leaders and there was only a slight major-

oty of ‘pro’ voters in the electorate of the other three partles that were m favour for the
Constltutlon Lo R 0 U G

ST Sl

‘ Questlon How d1d you vote in the referendum"8 B

TOTAL CDA PvdA VVD Groeanks D66

YES" 38 - |53 |37 49 54 ST

4

*6 This conclusion is supported by the outcomc of a large scale survey performed by the Dutch govemment
asa reactxon to the reférendum; According to this survey no less than 65 per cent of the respondents support the
& EU-membershlp (source: Nederlandineuropa.nl. Executive summary, July 2006, The Hague). - :

. 7 The lowest voter tumout for the European Parhament so far was 30 0% in. 1999 (source CBS statrstrcs
g Netherlands www.cbs.nl). :
S =3 European Commrssxon, T} he European Consntunon post-referendum survey in the Netherlands Brussels
: 72005p12 S R ey R
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, Why dld people vote no"

o nght aﬂer the Referendum, commentators and analysts tned to explaln the re_]ectlon ;
_of the Constltutron The European Commission ordered a post-referendum survey to o
find answers’. The many articles and - surveys published after the referendum gave -
insight into the: arguments the electorate: had used o vote- against the .Constitution.
~ Interestingly, most of these arguments were only indirectly related to the Constrtutron_- ;
itself: a) lack of information, b) the introduction of the Euro in 2002, c) the net contri- - -
bution to the European Union, d) the diminishing influence within the EU as. a result of L
the enlargement e) future enlargement, and f) domestic disenchantment. - L
 There is a’ logical explanation for the fact that most of the. arguments men-.°.
tloned above are not directly related to the European Constitution, since this was the:
first occasion for the Dutch electorate to directly express its opinion on a European -
issue. It seems that the Dutch electorate took this opportumty to broaden the questron ?
_and mclude many other European elements and issues as well RS

a) Lackofmformatzon = : S e A
- The EU: post-referendum survey ' 1nd1cates that lack of 1nformatron was the main :
cause for the ‘no’ vote. No-less then:32%of the participants’in this survey names -
lack of information the reason to vote ‘no’!% The‘NederlandinEuropa.nl’ -survey
: 1nd1cates that only 21% of the respondents felt ‘well informed’. about Europe'". :

. It'is remarkable that lack of information proves to be the top rankmg argument e

to vote agarnst the Constrtutlon, since information was available in all the feasible
forms. The text of the constitution was available in Dutch in printed versions as well

as on the internet, and-every eligible voter was sent a brochure with a summary of

the text to their homes. Furthermore, all the media: ‘paid plenty- of. attentron to: the 2
. Constitution and covered arguments both for and against. : gy o
Nevertheless, the question whether all this information ellmrnated the drstrust

‘'to what this Constitution would really mean for the:Dutch remains. When the re- :
spondents label: “lack of information’ one of the main reasons to-vote against the =
Constitution, they mrght mean that they were not convrnced why they should vote in .

favour of the Constitution. The EU- post-referendum survey shows that 5% of the -
respondents explicitly give this reason for their ‘no’ vote'2, Besides this, 50% of the
Dutch thrnk that a European Constltutron is not essentlal to pursue European Con-
structron B : ,

. ’bedem bE o~ T T X . TN - . ? v 2 )
e 9 European Commnssnon, 77|e European Consmutzan post-referendum survey in the Netherlands, Brus-
) sels 2005 p-15.. b :

T Nederlandmeuropa nl. Executlve summary, July 2006 The Hague S s i
12 European Commlssnon, The Eumpean Constztunon post-referendum survey m the Netherlands Brus-

sels 2005, p.:15. T L e R R B e S LR RAS S PN
. . "bedem,p 21. SRR, e et e . :: St




. zone. Since’ 2003, prrces in the Netherlands have increased by 4.8%; while the aver-
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b) The introduction of the Euro in' 2002 Topeenillat g SISt o L,
There is no link whatsoever between the 1ntroductron of the Euro in 2002 and the :
 draft Constitution. But still, the disenchantment over the Euro echoed in the referen-
dum. The Dutch population has an overall negative feelmg towards the adoption. of
the Euro. A Eurobarometer survey * shows that the Dutch are more negative about
the Euro then the European average Only 38% of the respondents thrnk there has :
been an overall advantage, 43% perceive an overall disadvantage. " 5

< According to 90.5% of Dutch respondents, the introduction of the Euro caused
pr1ce increase. The European average for the belief that prices increased as a result of
introduction of the Euro is 81.0%" Objectlve]y, however, there is less reason for the
- Dutch to complain then for the average European citizen. For the last three years, the
Dutch inflation rate has been much lower then the average inflationrate in the Euro- '

age price increase inthe countries. of the Eurozone was 6. 9% . These. ﬁgures do not
take away the bellef deeply rooted in the Netherlands that we are worse off with the
Euro than we were with the Guilder before 2002. The respondents seem to underes-
* timate the-positive consequences of the srng]e currency for the Netherlands: an open
. economy wrth 1ntemat10na1 trade as one of the most unportant economrcal sectors

c) Net contrzbutlon to the E U G e o

Until' 1993, the Netherlands had oﬁen been a net benefactor of the EU Mamly be-

“cause of the massive agricultural:subsidies the Netherlands received:more money -

than' they paid into EU’s’ budget: But since that time the contribution of the Nether-

lands is greater than its returns. The Dutch government disagrees with the European

Commission about what definition should be used to determine the net contrrbutron

Contrary to the European Commission, the Dutch government believes that the cus-

tom-tax from the Rotterdam harbour should be included i in the calculations'”. Inthe

- light of this definition; the Dutch paid € 194 per capita in 2004 (which is 0.68% of

the GDP),-the highest ‘amount per:capita in Europe. Accordmg to the calculation

made by the EU, the Dutch have a net contribution of € 125 per capita. (whlch is

- 0.44%'GDP). Even if the EU :definition is taken into -account, the Dutch pay the =

hlghest net contribution per capita'®. Since 2007, the Nether]ands has benefited from

-~ a'reduction in their- contribution of € 1 billion. This was the result of the negotratrons

i among European government leaders in December 2005. . EEEy P

- Prime Minister Balkenende pleaded for this- reductron using the ‘no’ vote on
the referendum as an argument In 2007 the Dutch are str]l maklng the hrghest net

3

" European Commnssron, The Eurozone, 5 years after the mtroducnon of Euro coins and banlmotes ana-

Iytzcal report, Brussels 2006, : e : :
"Ibzdem pp. 30,91, o HRER R i
e 16 1. Walsehots, G van. Stee g Inﬂane Nederland aI a'rze Jaar lager dan eurozone, webmagazme
o Centraal Bureau voor de Statisticken, 2006. ' ,
o G Gelauff) He Stolwuk, P.: Veenendaal CPB—a’ocument -Europek - fi fnancxal perspecttves in
perspectrve, The Hague 2005.
s mestery of Finance, websxte press release, De Nederlandse nettoposme enhet: ‘Rotterdam-eﬁ"ect 2005




S 'd) Dtmzmshmg mﬂuence wzthm the E U ‘ ’ e
* . The'Dutch are one of the six ‘foundmg fathers of European mtegratlon In 1951 the' -
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,contrrbutron accordmg to their deﬁmtlon but accordmg to. the EU-deﬁmtlon the
o '_Dutch pay aboutthe average net contnbutron: PR I L R BT LTI S U

Dutch, together w1th France, Germany; Italy, Belgium and Luxembourg,’ signed the:
treaty of the European Coa] and Steel Community, norma]ly regarded as the first step :
towards European integration. Even when the group of cooperating countries. ex- -

'panded the Dutch managed to retain a greater influence in Europe than the country’s -
~ size would justify. More. than ever, the Dutch lost their political influence after. the
- enlargement of 2004, when noless than 10 countries accessed the Earopean.Union. * 1
After 2004, the Dutch were only one of 25 members, and not even a big one. Fur-“ L

thermore, the: bonus of bemg one of the ‘founding fathers’ -gradually  faded, espe-

‘ cially since many of the new members have a different background. Until only afew B
- years ago, many of the new. members were still ‘part of the Warsaw Pact”’, For. thlS '

reason, they do not share. the same. European history as: the ‘old’smembers experi- -

enced, and tend not to reward the Dutch for the 1mportant role they played in estab-" S B

hshmg the common European project: - S ik

: Besrdes, being afraid that the Nether]ands loses mﬂuence to other member L

: states, the respondents of the post referendum survey, also-mention. that they feara
vloss of national soverelgnty ‘Following ‘lack of mformatlon thls fear ranks second”
in the list of reasons why people voted ‘no” at the referendum ‘Another complaint
. was. that all these: changes happened far too fast. At least every other respondent be- s

11eves that the speed of change wrthm the EU has been too hlgh el g

RN

e) F uture enlargement

.Before ‘the enlargement of the EU in 2004 the Dutch were more posrtlve about ac- o
cession of new member states than the average European. Over the years, the: Dutch = -

have become less enthusrastlc about further enlargement. In 2006; a minority of 45%

~was in favour of further en]argement a figure slightly lower than the European aver- -
age: (46%) %2 The Dutch fear .a further decrease. of political influence -within the ~©
European Union as well as an inerease of their net contnbutlon ‘The:possible future i
entry of Turkey p]ayed an important role i in the referendum’ campaign. Peaple oppos- = =

ing the Constitution pomted at the enormous size of the country and warned for the

' extra costs its accession would incur. Besides the economical and political arguments

against t the accession of Turkey, other issues were raised -as well. Turkey with its '

Muslim background might disturb the Christian—Judaic culture of Europe For some :

segments of the Dutch populatron this wou]d be undeslrable The 1ssue of multlcu]-

/,, i

o With the entrance of Romama and Bulgana on l January 2007 now all former Warsaw Pact countnes f i
; outsrde the Soviet Union are member of the EU. o :

% Eyropean Commxssxon The Eurapean Com'ututzon posl-referendum survey in lhe Nelherlands, Brus-
sels 2005 p-15. .

i Nederlandmeuropa nl 53% of the respondents find the rate of change in the European Umon too raprd ‘ o

3% too slow. -
European Commission, Eumbarometer 66, public opmwn inthe Eumpean Umon, Brussels Autumn 2006




'THE NETHERLANDS AND EUROPEAN INTEGRATION... i 213 |

- turalism has’ for a few years domlnated the pohtlcal agenda in the Netherlands Espe- -
cially after the murder of the polltrcal leader Fortuyn and the cmeaste van Gogh, the ‘
v rellglous and cultural tensions increased. - L
2 Within the conservative party . VVD the questron whether Turkey could _]om'
the European Union in the near. future or. not led to a clash, when MP Wllders re-
fused to abide by the ofﬁclal party’s: position to support it. As a result, Wilders left
‘his party. but kept the seat in the Parliament to become one of the most pronounced .
critics of the- European Constltutlon, employmg the p0551ble accession of Turkey to
f_the EU as the *horror scenario’. According to.the survey organrsed by Nederlandr- -
-nEuropa.nl, a ‘majority of 52% do not want. Turkey to bea member of the EU even if
the country met all the condltlons for the entry : : :

- j) Domestlc dlsenchantment : ' Syl
At the time of the referendum the govemment coa11t10n led by Prlme Mlnlster Bal- o
- kenende faced a very low: approval rate. In opinion polls the govemment coalition
lost 20 seats of the 78 they had in the Parhament All three partres of the coalition -
" lost seats in the polls . The government was unpopular because of its- palnful politi-
“cal reforms in order to improve the economic situation. According to the EU post
" referendum survey,. 14% of the voters named domestrc d1senchantment as a reason to'

vote. MO e

ai )

‘After the Constrtutlon 1

After the referendum the Dutch govemment 1ntroduced a perrod of reﬂectlon Just as
o the European | Commlssron did after the ‘no’ votes:in France and the. Netherlands B
" -The Dutch. government: orgamsed pubhc debates to drscuss the future of the Dutch- o
i rolein the EU, and carr1ed out a large-scale survey 1n order to understand the pubhc
e (oplmon .
' The Dutch government tr1ed to conclhate the cntlcal populatlon by playmg
L hard ball in Brussels over financial issues concerning contribution and subsidies. In-
2008, they were very successful in reducmg the contnbutlon but at the same tlme i
o “-fed the skeptical attitude of the populatlon towards the EU. - . > L
~+.-> - ~The Dutch govemment interpreted the ‘no’ given in the referendum as a srgnal
'that the Dutch ‘population felt estranged from the process of European mtegratlon
" Europe, for that reason, must have benefits that are more clearly v151ble to the Dutch,
.~ - and there should bea clearer dlstlnctlon between issues that can be dealt w1th at the
“."_national level and issues that require a European approach Furthermore, the Nether- el
e lands asked for a cautious approach to further enlargement el b :

e B Websxte Polmeke barometer. nl; last poll before the referendum on lst June 2005 27th May 2005 CDA :
33 seats (44 in parliament),; VVD: 21 (28 in parliament), D66: 4 (6 in parlxament) ‘-
S European Commrssxon The European Con:lzlunon posl-re/e‘:rendum survey in lhe Nelherlands, Brus-
w‘sels2005 p.15. .
D ¥ B.Bot, mester of forexgn aﬂ‘alrs Staat van de Europese Ume 2006—2007 Letter to the Parlxament 19 R
“September2006 P R S T P o o I

1
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nght aﬁer the referendum not only the coahtlon parties but most other pohtl-

\ cal partles as well quickly’ changed their opinion on the EU towards : a more skeptlcal
‘ and cntlcal approach because they were afraid to alienate the electorate further. -

Contrary ‘to what one mlght expect after the political turmoil ‘of the' referen-‘

- dum, Europe did not play an important role in the parhamentary election campaign in

November 2006. For. most- pohtlcal parties it was" difficult to explam their sudden
change on the European issue. For those’ part1es that mamtamed their pro-Europe atti- -
tude it was risky to face the electorate that had so clearly said ‘no’ to the Constitution. -

Apparently, contrary’ to the pohtlcal estabhshment the electorate did not forget

‘the question ‘of Europe. ‘All five parties that had supported the Constitution (CDA,
, 'PvdA, VVD, D66, GroenLinks) lost seats in the election of 2006.. It goes without
_.saying that there may have been other explanations for thlS loss as well, but most

analyses of the electlon results suggested a correlation’®; The parties that: took the :

lead in the ‘no’ campalgn won multlple seats (the Socialist Party increased its posi-

tion from 8 to 25’ seats the Chrlstlan Umon from 3 to 6 seats and PVV (Wllders)‘ ‘

The Dutch govemment claxms that the gap between the EU and 1ts people is not _]ust |

. aDutch phenomenon but a.Union-wide problem. Bot, the Dutch Minister of Foreign
. Affairs in the previous government, strongly disagreed with the label of ‘Euroskep-
tics’, claiming that ‘Eurocritical’ would be a.better term to describe the attitude of
'both the Dutch’ people and govemment ‘Still there is cntlcxsm of other member
states about the somewhat passive approach of the Dutch govemnment after the 2005
jreferendum Ever since the French and Dutch voters rejected the Constitution in their .
“referenda, Europe has been’ stymied. Most member states have already ratlfied the
treaty, but re_]ectlon of the Treaty by ‘only one member state, blocks the Constltutlon :
~'The Dutch govemment felt the pressure to break the stalemate, but there were several e
’ ?problems preventmg an’ easy way out: S - T
: -First;'a new cabinet was formed in February 2007 As usual the cabmet was |
‘formed by a coahtlon of different political’ parties. The current govemment mcludes :
‘two part1es that were in favour of the. Constltutlon (CDA and PvdA), but also one.
Jjunior member (Chnstlan Union)  that' ‘was prommently against the’ Constitution.
‘Maybe it is ‘because of this political’ dlsagreement that there 'was no clear’comment .
. about the future of the European Constitution in'the govemment’s pollcy statement. -

* Another problem is that Europe, or more spec1ﬁcally the European Constitu- -

-tlon, played hardly any role in the election campalgn . Most’ polmcal partles did not

% W Munchau, 7] he Dutch are Ieadmg a popular nebelhon, “The Fmancxal 'l'imes" 27 November 2006.
21 B, Bot, Niet eurosceptisch, maar eurokrmsch Nea'erlandse regermg dooIt niet zonder kompas rond in -

_ het Iaagland “NRC Handelsblad”, 31 May 2006.

s 0 Rudmg, Urgenle onderdelen’ EU gmndwet behoeven alsnog wtvoermg, “Volkskrant" 28 November
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~ express clearly what they thought should happen with the European. Constitution.
The cabinet struggled with two alternative options, neither of them very attractive. . .
© 2 The- first option, to.hold another referendum about the altered version of the
- Constitution, was favoured by PvdA and Christian Union, as well as by most of the
opposition parties. From the democratic point of view this seemed a logical thmg to, ‘
do. The people rejected the first version, so let them decrde if the second version'is
acceptable or not. But only if the proposal were much different from the or1gma1 one -

from 2005, a ma_]onty of the people might support it. However, there is absolutely no . -

guarantee for a ‘yes’. As mentioned earlier, there are many, other arguments and sen-
trments deterrmnmg voting behaviour in a referendum like this. . L :
~~~~~ . The other option, supported strongly by CDA; was to have enough changes in
, ‘the second proposal to make another. referendum unnecessary. . “Therefore the pro- -
~ posal of the Constitution had to be tuned down to a normal European treaty similarto
the many we had in the; past.. ‘There was a lot of.pressure exerted by other member ‘
states on the Netherlands to avoid another referendum with all the risks. ofa second
rejection. Its. brunt was felt most strongly by Prime Mmlster Balkenende and the
Mrmster of Foreign Affairs Verhagen (both from CDA) PRIEE '
. The Netherlands was not the only country who serlously hesrtated about the, o
: Constltutxon as proposed in-2005. More countries wanted changes, and behind closed
‘doors a new proposal was being prepared. The semantic: changes might have been
the most important ones. "The word :*Constitution’ was surrendered, as well as the

‘ European anthem and flag.' Instead of a new Constitution replacmg former treaties,
- thenew proposal was called a treaty, addmg seVeral elements to the existing ones. To

some- there is hardly ‘any real:political difference between the first-and second pro-

- posal. One difference is that the new proposal is totally unreadable: compared to the -
* draft for the Constitution because it refers to numerous former treaties rather. than
~ replacmg them by a' new text. 'Countries that already ratified the Constrtutron tend to :
- minimise the differences. between the two proposals In the Netherlands however -
‘ ]the Cabmet emphasises the changes. ,

*On 21st September 2007, the Dutch cabmet decrded that there wrll be no refer- '

o endum about the new treaty®. The cabmet follows the advisory opinion 1ssued by the

Council of State®’. The formal argument is that the new. EU treaty will have no im- »
pact on the-national: constitution, contrary to the’ first proposal Besrdes this. formal

- argument, the cabinet suggested that a referendum was not needed, since the second

proposal :awarded the objectxons put forward by the:people in the referendum m
~+°2005. This second argument is disputable, since we can only guess why' exactly peo-
- ple rejected the Constitution. Studies to find out what the ‘no’ meant, and how it
* needs to be interpreted result in a very complex set of objections. It is 1mposs1ble to -
- conﬁrm that this second proposal takes away all or most of these ob_]ectlons o 4
: - Now, after the Treaty of Lisbon was srgned on 27 October, its is the Dutch -
g f Parlxament that W111 decxde about the ratrﬁcatron Many w111 surely see thls a blow to

<Ll b B Traynor, Dutch PM, faces defeat over E U treaty vote: Referendum issue sphts country and coaImon, :
“Guardlan” 22 September 2007."
European Report, Treaty of Lxsban Raig/‘ catmns could start in December alreaay 23 October 2007
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. democracy It 1nd1cates that the Dutch govemment is: wrllrng to ask the’ people s %

. 'oplmon, but will only respect the decision as long as it finds it convenient. It will not - s
- be very helpful for the somewhat problematrc relation’ betwieen the political elite and -
the people. This gap is not umque for.the Netherlands. A recent’ survey showed that

" in the five large member states there is'a'vast majority in favour of organizing a ref-
‘ 'erendum about-the Lisbon treaty, varying from 63% in France to 76% in Germany’'.

. The polrtrcal leaders however will do- anythmg to prevent any more referenda..In '
~ Lisbon, the political leaders of the 27 member states finally agreed on:a new treaty e
- But the disagreement between them and their people is certainly not dlmrmshrng

" One way or another, there will be a treaty. This is not the first time that Europe‘-‘:"’

- has ‘faced: problems concerning further integration' or ‘enlargement.” So- far: Europe - ::{ -
always survived these problems, even the far more trying ones. However, ‘the under-~

s lying problems cannot be denied. The Netherlands is not the only- European country =

where people’ complam about the problem of legrtlmacy ‘Not all the arguments the

Dutch electorate used- to- vote against the Constrtutlon ‘were dlrectly linked:to'the -

Constitution itself, but most of them displayed a distrust or cynicism towards Europe R

There are no indicators that this problem will just fade away by being lgnored

One way of dealing with this growing’ -discontent about Europe is counterbal- : "

o ancrng 1t by focusmg on the undenlably posrtrve aspects of European Integratron

5 Posmve effects of European Integratlon for the Netherlands 5 o i

_ Lookrng at the publrc debate in the Netherlands before and aﬁer the referendum 1t .‘;
may seem that Europe brmgs hardly any advantages Yet actually, there are many. .
Most: 1mportantly, the European Union has several economic advantages. The Neth-

“erlands is an’ extremely open ecoriomy; As no other country, the Dutch have profited

fromthe integration of the European market 'and the dismantling of trade barriers.

Looking at the cumulative growth of trade within the: European Community, in the
period 1960—2000 the Dutch export grew by 1485 0% (average for the European
Communrty for the period was 1292, 0%) If you compare this with the growth of the
export to ‘the rest of the world in the same period (862.0% for the Netherlands, with-

- the: European Communrty s average of 734.0%), it becomes clear that the export-to | s

‘countries  within- Europe’ grew “much faster. then' the “export’ to" countrles ‘outside

S Europe European integration is a crucial deterrmnant for this growth The figures

* also show that the Netherlands proﬁted even more from European 1ntegrat10n than
the European average. - s i

' The same can be clarmed about enlargement of the Umon The expansron from ‘
6 to 27 member. states- determined the économic growth, as-described earlier. It is

: M. Kranenburg, EU wil in Ltssabon nu een punt zetten achter verdrag Ltssabon, “NRC-Ha.n-
delsblad”, 18 October 2007."

cody Badmger F. Breuss, Whathasa’etermmed the Rapm’ Pos!-War Gmwth of thelntra EU ﬁade’ Feb—
ruary 2003 RO G : : -

B hidem, il e e
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interesting therefore that. the more recent enlargements were CI‘IthlSCd so heavily by

the Dutch, who focused merely on the effect it might have on the net contribution to -* ‘

the EU and left aside the bigger plcture of further economiic. growth resultmg from

these enlargements Furthermore, it is because of the enlargements, that the EU is ~ B

now the world’s largest economic and trade bloc.
v Another challenge is to dlssolve the myth about the Euro.’ As mentloned be—
fore, -there seems to be a consensus in the Netherlands about the fact that the Euro

i has had a negatlve influence on the Dutch economy. However, facts about. the lower
. inflation rates since the introduction - of the ‘Euro_suggest a different conclusxon

Shortly after the introduction, the Euro is now, the world’s second default currency. -
~Besides the economic - advantages ‘there"are "other reasons why. the Dutch

should cherish the EU. Jeremy Rifkin® points at the extraordxnary accomphshment -

of the European integration. It is unprecedented that w1th1n three generations a politi-
cal, economic and cultural cooperation of such a size ‘and form has been established.
The EU has ﬁllﬁlled every ambition it had at its estabhshment It preserved peace
and built a strong economy: Robert Kagan describes Europe as “[...] a post historical
paradlse of peace and relative prosperity, the: realization of. Kant’s . ‘Perpetual
Peace’’, It is interesting to see that the admiration for Europe seems to come from

outside Europe rather then from within. For a small member state as the Netherlands
‘the advantages mentioned before are especially important. Never in the hrstory, has
' the Netherlands experienced such a long time of peace and military stability as in'the
period following the establishment  of -the European Community.:Furthermore, the
Netherlands still plays a larger pohtlcal role w1thm Europe than could be expected on
the sheer basis of its size.:

- More focus on the beneﬁts and accomphshments of the EU mlght counterbal- o

, ance the complamts “Also the urgency of a strong’ Europe could: be’ more strongly -
& emphasrsed "After the end of the Cold War, with the implosion of the Soviet Union, -

* Europe’s role and posrtron changed and still continues to change. 'The United States -

and Europe are no longer default allies against the- Communist enemy. The United

* . States uses its unipolar‘'moment to act more umlaterally than it used to during the -

- Cold War. On the other.hand, Europe has developed a more assertive attitude to-
~ wards, and sometimes against, the United States. The pohtlcal tensions between parts
of Europe (especlally France and Germany) and the: United States were fairly visible

e during the first part of the Second War in Iraq. Because neither the United States nor.

- - the European countries thought it in their own interest to have this’ political conflict
~escalated; it ‘faded away, and it seemingly'did not harm" fundamentally the long-
- standing frlendly relationship. Yet the incident indicates:that Europe should prepare
for a changing balance of power in global politics. A strong and more strongly united
Europe would be a better starting point than a Europe that is’ too preoccupled w1th :
' : mtemal dlscuss1ons about future mtegratlon R PR ; .

o u 1. le kin, The European Dream Haw Europes V’smn of the F uture is QuretIy Echpsmg the Amerrcan‘
Dream, “Tarcher/Pengum” August 2004; Europeanen mogen wel een feestje weren, “Volkskrant” l7 maart 2007

33 R, K agan, Power and weakness, "Policy Review”, June-July 2002, -+ | A ¢
(¥p, Chappatte, SeIf cemered Europe, “The International Herald Tnbune” 20 June 2005
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There 1s also another reason for an 1ncreasrng sense of urgency in an efﬁcrent ;

.and strong EU. The most trying problems European countries are facing today are of
 transnational - nature. . Therefore, they require; international cooperation to be. dealt

- with. Threats of international terrorism, ‘environmental issues and ‘migration are all

examples of problems that need a European approach rather then an attempt at solv-_ ‘
' 1ng at the national level. . [y

-So far, the Dutch pohtrcal establlshment has been part of the problem and not
part of the: solution. Leaders of polrtrcal parties are so afraid of losing the. popular :

support- that they: hardly dare to face the people with unpopular ideas or proposals. =

The recent governments have almost. blindly - adopted the criticism of the people-
(Europe is too- expenswe, we_have not enough 1nﬂuence in Brussels, the (future)
.enlargement alienates us from Europe etc.). In an attempt-not to’ drstance them from -
the popular vote, the Dutch government transformed from a supportlve member state

_into a very critical and demandmg member state..In the meantime, the. popular dis- |

content about Europe in the Netherlands only 1ncreased The more assertlve posrtron '
of the- Dutch: Govemment only. assured the people that they were nght in the1r criti-
cism. It became very. unfashlonable 1n the Netherlands to focus on the pos1t1ve srdes
of the EU and further i 1ntegrat10n o ‘

-The current and future govemments could mvest m Europe by takrng a posr-
tron that is not drctated by the fear. of losmg popular support but rather by what is
strategically best for the Netherlands, pomtlng at-the advantages that the EU gives
‘the Netherlands. The outcome of public opinion polls shows that there is st111 sufﬁ-
crent support for the EU in the Netherlands to back up this strategy. - '

Besides showmg courage in takmg a more ‘constructive pro-EU pos1t10n, the
p011t1ca1 estabhshment should also place the EU and the future of the EU ona proml- ,

TP
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nent posrtlon in the pohtlcal agenda So far, the political elite got away with paylng -
* only marginal attention to-this topic. But the discontent displayed at the referen--

- dum and the growing 1mportance of the EU demand a more promlnent place for ST

Europe in Dutch pohtlcs '
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