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• DEMOCRACY: What is the EU's problem with democracy?

• I. News

• II. European elections

• III. Citizens' attitudes towards the EU

• IV. European identity

• V. From the mock exam to the final exam 



I. News







Calendar 

• Gentle reminder

• Session 10: Tuesday, November 30, 10:45-12:45 

• Session 11: Thursday, December 2, 11-13 

• Final exam: Wednesday, December 15, 15:15-16:45





II. European elections



Outline

• 1) Declining participation rates 

• 2) Explanation

• 3) How to fix it? 



Three sources of political legitimacy 

Legitimacy by the 
inputs 

Legitimacy
by the 

throughput

Legitimacy
by the 

outputs 



1) Historical trends in voter turnout in 
European elections

https://election-results.eu/
https://www.politico.eu/interactive/voters-turnout-in-the-european-elections/

https://election-results.eu/
https://www.politico.eu/interactive/voters-turnout-in-the-european-elections/


1) Voter turnout in the 2019 European 
elections 



2) European elections as ‘second-class 
elections’… 
• Voters consider EU elections less important than national 

elections

• Election campaigns are dominated by national political issues

• Small political parties and protest parties tend to achieve good 
electoral results

• Participation in EU elections is generally lower than in national 
elections



2) … but

• At the European level
• Beyond national political parties/issues, transnational issues are 

emerging

• The parliamentarisation of the EU is increasing: The EP is more and more 
powerful

• At the national level
• Decline in participation in EU elections (19% from 1979 to 2009)… and in 

national elections:
• Germany: 20.3% from 1972 to 2009 
• France: 25.3% from 1973 to 2012 
• US: 19.2% from 1982 to 2010 



2) … but 



2) To sum up 

• « There is a form of indifference
to the EU, at least in France, but 
this is not specific to the EU ; all 
the political field is more and 
more abandoned » (Schmidt) 

• « Democratic deficit » at the EU 
level… and the national one 



3) How to fix it? 

• Redefining
representative
democracy? Through
the European
Parliament? 

• No, look at the 
‘independant’… and the 
national Parliaments



3) How to fix it? 

• Strengthening participatory democracy? 





III. Citizens' attitudes 
towards the EU



Outline
• Two arguments 

• 1) Mainstream argument (L. Hooghe and G. Marks)
• The level of Euroscepticism/opposition has became higher

• 2) Alternative argument (V. Van Ingelgom)
• Less rejection than indifference of citizens towards the EU



1) Mainstream argument

• Transition from ‘permissive consensus’ (1950-1980) to ‘constrained 
dissensus’ (1990-2010) (L. Hooghe and G. Marks)

• i) ‘Permissive consensus’ (1950-1980): soft consensus of citizens 

• The European Communities are the result of a technocratic process led 
by political and economic, national and European elites

• Citizens are not involved in this regional integration project and do not 
express an interest in participating à ‘Whoever says nothing, agrees’



1) Mainstream argument

• ii) ‘Constrained dissensus’ (1990-2020): polarization of attitudes 

• Institutionalisation of the EU: 

• Maastricht, Amsterdam, Nice, Lisbon treaties 

• Citizens: 

• Polarisation of public opinion towards the EU 

• Increased mistrust towards national and European political elites (Euroscepticism) 

• à Rejection of the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe by the French and 
Dutch (2005), rejection by the Irish of the Treaty of Lisbon (2008) 



1) Mainstream argument

• To sum up

• The more visible European integration is, the more polarized the 
politicization of citizens and so the Euroscepticism 

• The level of Euroscepticism/opposition has became higher



2) Alternative argument 

• Yes to the decline in opinions in favour of the EU (V. Van Ingelgom)…

• ... but no to the thesis of ’constrained disensus’ according to which 
there is a polarisation of citizens' attitudes (politicisation) or even an 
increase in Euroscepticism 

• à Less rejection than indifference of citizens towards the EU



2) Alternative argument 

• The correlation is stronger: 

• between the decline in opinions in favour of the integration process 
and the increase in the number of undecided and indifferent citizens 

• than between the decline in opinions in favour of the integration 
process and the proportion of citizens who reject the EU 
(Euroscepticism) 



2) Alternative argument 

• ‘The proportion of the population included in the category of opponents 
(strong and moderate opposition combined) for the eight countries considered 
increased from 16% in 1992 to 17% in 2002, 

• while the proportion of citizens with a neutral position, falling into indecision 
and indifference, increased from 17% to 25% for all eight countries 
considered during the same period. 

• It is clear that the decline in the category of strong support has mainly been in 
favour of the category composed of indifferent and undecided citizens, which 
has risen most sharply in the post-Maastricht period’ (p. 17).





IV. European identity



1) Mobility of European citizens

• Maastricht Treaty (1992): free movement of persons (not only workers, 
Treaty of Rome, 1957) 
• So, legally, a European citizen can move and work anywhere in the EU 

• Europeans are very little mobile (see Favell, Recchi 2011 who cite Ester, 
Krieger 2008; Herm 2008)
• 0.3% of European workers move from one state to another... compared to 3% in the United 

States 

• 1% of European workers move within their country of origin



1) Mobility of European citizens

• How can these low mobility rates be explained? 
• Cultural, social and institutional barriers including language, family ties, 

recognition of diplomas and years of experience
• Convergence of economies reduces incentives to leave one's home 

country 
• Institutional obstacles remain to the implementation of the rights opened

by European citizenship, such as the recognition of diplomas or the 
various pension schemes

• The sense of national identity has not diminished since the early 1990s: it
remains constant

• Linguistic issue: 44% of Europeans (1% of Luxembourgers but 62% of 
Britons) do not speak any foreign language



2) What effect does the Erasmus programme have on the 
creation of a European identity? 



2) Erasmus programme

• Erasmus... is inspired by Erasmus, a Dutch humanist monk (1465-1536) 

• Erasmus..... means ‘European Region Action Scheme for the Mobility 
of University Students’

• Erasmus... was created in 1987 

• Erasmus... aims to promote exchanges between students and 
professors in 34 countries (e. g. MS + Iceland, Norway, Turkey)



2) Erasmus programme

• For the period 2014-2020, Erasmus+ represents €14.7 billion or 1.5% of 
the EU's budget

• Erasmus... has benefited more than 4.4 million students from spending 
part of their university studies abroad

• Less than 5% of students participate in a university exchange program 



2) Mitchell (2015): An Erasmus effect

• Data: 
• Panel of 1729 students from 28 universities in six MS (GE, FR, IR, IT, SP, UK) 

• Three main results: 
• Studying abroad reinforces students' European identity... except for British 

students
• A better knowledge of Europe and attention to European information as 

another driver 
• Being in contact with Europeans (transnational interactions) strengthens 

European identity





V. Feedback/Tips:
The parliamentarization of the EU



Introduction 

• Hook

• Definition

• Context

• Puzzle

• Outline



Hook

• Principle
• Not too long 

• Example
• Many researchers observe a parliamentarization of the European Union 

(EU) (Mérand, Weisbein, 2011) 



Definition & Context

• Principle
• Definition: what does it mean? 
• Context: always useful to remind it (no need to go back to the 

1950s) 

• Example
• The notion of parliamentarization means that the European

Parliament has steadily increased its political powers and legislative
prerogatives since the Maastricht Treaty (1992) and even more so
with the Lisbon Treaty (2007) (Costa, 2011) 



Puzzle  

• Principe: 
• « how » or « why »… otherwise it will be too broad and descriptive 

• Example 1: causes 
• How did the European Parliament manage to obtain a legislative power of 

co-decision with the Council when the deputies were not elected by direct 
universal suffrage until 1979, just 40 years ago? 

• Example 2: effects
• How is the parliamentarization of the EU transforming public policy-

making inside the EU?



Outline

• Principle
• Two or three parts 

• Example
• Part 1. The EU « permanent » staff (Courty, Michel, 2011) as a 

political entrepreneur in favor of parliamentarization

• Part 2. The « democratic deficit » (Schmidt, 2011): political use of 
an institutional issue to strengthen the position of the European
Parliament



And do not forget to… 
• Reference your development with social science sources (compulsory reading)

• Answer the question you have formulated: if you are asking about causes, don't propose a 
development on effects

• Avoid too broad a statement as you risk at best being descriptive, at worst reproducing a common
sense far from the political-institutional reality: "important", "real", "the EU has decided that", etc. 

• Write clearly so that I can read you easily: skip a line with the introduction, a line between your
parts 

• Proofread to avoid spelling mistakes and typos 

• In French, adjectives are not written with a capital letter: Union européenne





Session 10 (30 
Nov) – POST-

BREXIT EUROPE: 
Disintegration 
of the EU or 

differentiated 
integration?  


