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Europeanization, Public Debates and Contentious Politics in Britain and France: Two Different Paths?
Introduction
As the recent political conflicts over military intervention in Iraq demonstrated, Britain and France are two proud ‘old’ nation-states that consider themselves leading countries in international affairs. In light of their colonial histories, this is perhaps not surprising. In addition, linguistic and historical differences have seen them allying with different actors on the world stage, with the Anglo-American alliance and Commonwealth ties of Britain, being very different from the links of France to the Francophone regions and its strong post WWII alliance with Germany. In the post colonial world setting, both Britain and France have become drawn together, over time, into the regional project of European integration. However, as we shall shortly see, the ways that they have viewed this project, and the degrees of institutional participation which they have invested in it, have differed strongly.

As the stakes of European integration have risen over the past decade, not least with the advent of monetary union among a majority of member states (though so far without Britain), and the fledgling attempts to establish a European constitution, it becomes pertinent to examine to what degree Europeanization has proceeded in the two countries, what form it has taken, and to give some explanation for these developments. In short, to what extent are the two countries experiencing political globalisation as a result of European Union in the region, and what factors account for this?

In this paper, we address an important sub-set of this research question. We investigate original evidence on the transformation of political claims-making in the public spheres in the two countries. So far, much research has focussed on the processes of Europeanization at the institutional level. Here, we wish to examine to what extent such process have been replicated, or not, in the claims-making acts through which collective actors make their demands visible in public spheres. An important concern is to assess the degree and form of ‘globalisation’ that is apparent in the actors who made demands, the issue they raise and the institutions on whom they make demands. In addition, taking the evidence of the transformation of the two national public spheres, it becomes possible also to comment on the paths which Europeanization may be taking in the absence of a de facto supranational public sphere. Another focus of our analysis will be on Europeanization as a form of contentious politics, where collective actors challenge each other within the public sphere, in the attempt to get their political preferences with respect to European integration implemented.

In the first part, we cover some of the literature on the field of Europeanization, before going on to specify historical national differences between Britain and France with respect to Europe, and briefly outlining the framework for an opportunity structure approach
 on this topic. We then give some details on the application of the political claims-making method, before turning to the detailed empirical analysis. In the concluding remarks, we draw the threads of our findings together, and make some speculative remarks on the possible trajectories of the two countries with respect to Europeanization.

Explaining similar patterns and differences of Europeanization: ex ante expectations

Ever since the writings of the “founding fathers” of integration theory such as Karl Deutsch and Ernst Haas, a number of scholars have believed that the spill-over logic of the common market and the common regulation of problems among member states would eventually lead to a European consensus over ideas, passions, principles and interests (Haas 1958). Ernst Haas called this process political integration and defined it as “the process whereby political actors in several distinct national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations and political activities towards a new political centre” (1961, p. 196). Since then, some have dismissed this statement as outdated idealism (Schmitter 2000). Yet, a number of integration theory schools, including neo-institutionalism, neo-functionalism and multi-level governance, still believe that, over time, as the locus of power shifts to the EU, domestic actors will indeed adapt to this new playing field.

The new institutionalism school of integration theory, represented by scholars such as Alec Stone or Neil Fligstein, who contributed to The Institutionalization of Europe (2000), have stressed not so much a top-down logic as an interactive dynamic between the strategies of political actors and the development of EC/EU treaties and rules: “The new rules create legal rights and open new arenas for politics; in this fashion they structure political processes thereafter. Actors –including governments, private entities and EC bodies— adapt to the new rules and arenas. [They] adapt their preferences, strategies and behaviors to the new rules” (Sandholtz and Stone 1998, pp. 18-19).

The social movement scholars that have studied the Europeanization of contention also believe that claims-making will slowly shift its attention to the European level. For instance, Gary Marks and Doug McAdam have stated that "[T]o the extent that the European integration results in the replacement, or more likely, the decline in the importance of the nation-state as the exclusive seat of formal institutional power, we can expect attendant changes in the forms and dynamics of social movement activity" (1999, p. 98), although they also have pointed out that not all social actors could adapt, in particular trade unions (1996, pp. 273-276). Sidney Tarrow, for his part, has also argued that the existence of an unstable multi-levelled system of governance, whenever power is shared or the object of struggles among different levels, has historically constituted an opportunity for mobilization (2001, p. 241) – as is shown in Wayne Te Brake’s analysis of the composite polity of the 16th and 17th centuries (1998). The recent studies on European protest do show a small rise in the number of transnational mobilization as European integration picked up pace in the mid-1990s (Imig et Tarrow, 2001 ; della Porta, Kriesi et Rucht 1999). The cases of “domesticated contentious action against the EU” (Imig and Tarrow 2001) whereby domestic actors are the proximate targets of action over EU integration should be more numerous.

Here the general hypothesis is that the level of Europeanization of public debate correlates with the extent to which competence has been transferred to the European level in each policy domain. The expectation is that the greater the institutional power of the EU, the more public debate about the issue is Europeanized. In addition, the supranational or intergovernmental forms of EU policy would also affect the Europeanization of domestic debates, since, in the latter case, national governments remain the main policy brokers. This is why, in our research design, we have chosen to study debates in policy fields where competence has been shifted to the EU (EMU and the CAP), in domains where intergovernmental cooperation prevails (the so-called second and third pillar of the EU) and finally policy areas that remain within the realm of national or sub-national sovereignty (pensions and education). To be verified, we should observe a higher degree of Europeanization of debates on policies that are supranationalized, a lesser degree for intergovernmental policies and almost none for national policies, in both countries. Logically, there should also be more contention directed at EU institutions in supranationalized domains compared to the more intergovernmental ones where the role of EU institutions is circumscribed. In brief, Europeanization should vary by policy sector and follow the same pattern of variation across cases.

This seems straightforward, yet inter-governmentalists would amend this hypothesis in a significant way. Andrew Moravscik (1998) has underlined that national preferences in policy sectors are the key driving forces behind European integration, while geopolitical or ideology play a lesser role. In his framework, there are intense domestic debates over integration between interest groups which national governments “aggregate”. Yet he predicts that they vary “by both issue and country” (1998, p. 28). The national stakes in a particular economic sector (e. g. agriculture) vary cross-nationally. The higher the salience of an issue in national politics, the more Europeanization in this domain is likely to occur and also generate contention activity against the EU. Here, the Europeanization varies by country in a given sector. Across sectors, the determinant is not that the sector has been supranationalized but the endogenous preferences of member states.

After introducing these general themes relating to Europeanization, in the next section, we provide some historical information on the cross-national differences and similarities between the political relationships of Britain and France to Europe. This information provides a basis for introducing some of the explanatory hypotheses for cross-national similarities and differences, that are further developed in the theoretical framework, before being testing with our analysis of the claims-making data.

Britain and France: two different historical relationships to Europe?

France and Britain are generally thought to have very different attitudes towards the EU, reflecting a different historical commitment to European integration. France, a founding member of the ECSC and the EEC, hoping to regain lost prestige after the war and tame German power seemed at odds with Britain and its “special relationship” with the United States. After Britain finally joined the EEC in 1973, it became an “awkward partner.” During the same period, Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, who recently presided over the Convention on the Future of Europe in 2002-3, presided over the destiny of France. Backed by Christian-democratic forces that had originally promoted the postwar European project, he and Chancellor Helmut Schmidt contributed forcefully to the development of EU institutions and policies. At a time when Margaret Thatcher was “asking for her money back”, a Frenchman at the head of the Commission and with the support of the French President and the German Chancellor was “relaunching Europe.” In the end, Britain negotiated several opt-outs from the Social Protocol to the third pillar and the Euro. The Labour government that came to power in 1997 adopted a more cooperative stance, ratifying the Social Protocol for instance and considering a referendum on the Euro. None the less, Britain still defends an intergovernmental vision of the EU as the attitude of its representatives during the Convention on issues such as qualified majority voting demonstrated.

Of course, a very different story could be told on the French side, a story that would stress the De Gaulle years and the “empty chair crisis” and durably affected the dominant right-wing party inspired by Gaullism (the RPR now the UMP). The parties of the Left were also slow in adhering to the European project. The 1983 Socialist government turnabout and “choice of Europe” that prevented Keynesian macroeconomic policies was a painful one that split the Left. Yet, after 1983, none of the main democratic parties of the Left and the Right, the Socialist PS and the Gaullist RPR, that led government coalitions, questioned the French commitment to European integration. Furthermore, on three occasions, there was a “cohabitation” between a President and a Prime Minister from different parties that had to co-pilot French policy towards the EU, and, in the case of the 2000 French Presidency, oversee the preparation of the Nice treaty. This experience that forced consensus between the government and the presidency contributed to a blurring of positions over Europe.

This is not to say that euroscepticism is absent from the French party system. Au contraire. First, the extreme-right and the extreme-left (to which one can add the Communist party) have consistent anti-EU stances that range from withdrawing from the Union on the Right to denouncing the treaty of Maastricht and the “neo-liberal Europe” of mobile capital on the Left. The EU is not the only issue addressed by these parties, yet they have been classified by scholars as “hard sceptics” (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2002). The cumulative share of the votes of these parties is far from insignificant: 26.7% in the 1997 legislative elections and over a third of the vote in the first round of the 2002 presidential elections. To these parties, one must add the two right-populist breakaway parties—former RPR heavyweight Charles Pasqua’s Rassemblement pour la France (RPF), and Philippe de Villiers’ Mouvement pour la France (MPF), a coalition of Euro-sceptics from the RPR and the UDF. Although they only accounted for 2.7% of the vote in 1997, they have done well in secondary elections such as European elections. Taggart and Szczerbiak classify them as “soft sceptics” although their populist stance can be likened to that of the extreme right: The MPF proposes to abolish Schengen, and repatriate non-European immigrants. Finally, there is the break-away left-wing populist party of the Left led by Jean-Pierre Chevènement, the “Republican pole” that received 5% of the vote in the last presidential elections.

In Britain, with a different electoral system, “hard sceptics” did not fare well: using 2001 election data, Taggart and Szczerbiak note that the UK independence party only gathered 1.48 % of the vote and the Greens 0.63%). Yet they underline that the soft sceptics, the Conservative Party and the Democratic Unionist Party received 34.5% of the vote in 2001. This makes Britain the second most eurosceptic party system in the EU, just behind Denmark and just before France. The important contrast between the Britain and France thus appears to be in the nature of party political cleavages over Europe. In Britain, attitudes towards the EU are formed around the Left/Right cleavage, whereas, in France, it is radical left and right parties that are highly euro-sceptical which accounts for the inverted U-shape describing the attitudes of all parties on the left/right dimension towards the EU (even though the parties of the Right fare better than those on the Left). This makes for a strikingly different kind of contentious politics in France when compared to Britain, because French eurosceptics are not parties of government, and are in fact mostly anti-system parties, whereas all mainstream parties share a pro-EU stance.  
From Taggart and Szczerbiak (2002): Cumulative share of the vote of party-based euroscepticism in parliamentary elections by country and type of euroscepticism

	country
	Hard eurosceptics
	Soft eurosceptics
	Total

	France
	26.7
	3.7
	30.4

	UK
	2.1
	32.4
	34.5

	EU average
	5.62
	9.1
	15.37


One finds in France an equivalent to the British obsession with national sovereignty and fears about losing national identity in the debate about globalization or “mondialisation”. The nemesis of social movement organizations such as ATTAC, the farmers’ group Confédération paysanne of José Bové, and a string of French government leaders that speak in favour of French “cultural exception” in the Doha round is “globalization” loosely defined and the EU is often seen as a solution to this problem. This stands in sharp contrast with the British  position where the EU itself is perceived as the source of a loss of national sovereignty and trade liberalization as an opportunity and where anti-globalization movements are not as active.

However, the French pro-EU consensus among governing elites is not necessarily reflected among civil society actors. The persistence of Trotskyite ideology among new social movements implies that many of their claims will share the anti-EU positions of the Communist revolutionary league or Lutte ouvrière. Similarly, the main French union, the Communist CGT (Confédération générale du travail), only recently joined the European Trade Unions Confederation (ETUC) at a time when it was trying to seek autonomy from the Party. We should expect these actors to seek to make their claims known in the public sphere with an anti-EU bias. In Britain, there should not be a gap between political/government and civil society actors to the extent that those who most disagree with the lukewarm positions of the political establishment on the EU, such as business interests, have other means of influence than public claims-making.

It should be stressed that one difference between the two countries that should not be exaggerated is that of public opinion. The last Eurobarometer survey conducted in November 2002 (Eurobarometer 58, 2003) reveals that France is among the five countries whose respondents show less support for EU membership than the EU average: 10% in the EU think EU membership is a bad thing and 55% a good thing; in France, 13% of people polled think EU membership is a bad thing versus 52% who respond that it is a good thing; in Britain, 19% think EU membership is a bad thing and 31% a good thing. In France, 28% think they have not benefited from their country’s EU membership (versus 40% in UK), which shows a potential for eurosceptic parties. In sum, there is a gap between elite and public opinion over the EU in France compared to the UK, and the cross-national difference that should be stressed is the lack of elite consensus in Britain and the consensus among main parties of government in France.

In brief, differences between the French and British cases cannot be attributed to the fact that the French public is much more euro-enthusiastic about the EU or that few parties are euro-sceptic and have little electoral significance. The differences lie in the fact that the main parties of government in France have adopted a consensual pro-EU position while eurosceptic parties are left in the margins, whereas in Britain, there is no clear definitive consensus within the party of government, and the main party of the right contests the EU. We now elaborate further on some of these explanatory hypotheses for Europeanization and cross-national differences in more detail, in the next section.

Towards an Opportunity Structure Approach for Cross-National Comparison of the ‘Europeanization’ of Public Debates

Many of the debates about the degree and form of the Europeanization of public debates and political mobilisation in different European countries remain somewhat speculative. In this paper we compare some of the general features of political claims-making that we find in Britain and France, using an original data source.

Our first objective is descriptive, it attempts to arrive at an empirically informed understanding about processes of political globalisation and de-nationalisation that result from the advancing institutional process of European integration, at least to the extent that they have affected patterns of political debate and mobilisation in the public domains of the two countries. In short, to what extent has European integration at the institutional level led to the transformation of public debates and collective action in national public domains? In a broad sense, we aim to use our original data on political claims-making to assess whether ‘contentious politics’ (Tarrow 1994) in Britain and France has undergone a process of multi-levelling that has been shaped by European integration and the political emergence of the EU.

Building on these descriptions of trajectories of Europeanisation in national political debates, a second aim is to give an explanatory insight into what factors account for the differences that we find between Britain and France. The institutional emergence of the EU as a form of transnational governance is a process that has had to be politically negotiated within nation-states, as well as between nation-states. This is because joining in transnational activities has meant that nation-states have had to willingly de-limit their own sovereignty in certain policy fields where it has been perceived that extra benefits accrue to all through pooling activities with neighbouring countries. However, political arguments about the benefits of free trade across borders, and cross-border co-operation in certain policy fields, which have been largely pushed by elites in response to processes of globalisation, have not gone unchallenged by collective actors within nation-states. This demonstrates that the political process within different countries has produced a field of ‘contentious politics’ over the relationship between a nation-state and the emergent transnational European institutional entity, which has some state-like features and competences. However, it is unlikely that the nature of this contentious field of politics is going to follow similar trajectories across different countries, not least because different countries, and the different collective actors within them, have different objective interests in different policy domains. For example, agriculture makes up a significant sector of the French economy, which it does not in Britain.

In order to start to give some explanatory insight into the basis of such differences, we draw from the political opportunity structure approach (see e.g., Tarrow 1994, Kriesi et al 1994, Koopmans and Statham 2000), that sees the levels and forms of political mobilisation by collective actors as being shaped by the set of opportunities and constraints which are offered by the institutional structure and political culture of the political systems in which they operate. Of course, two highly centralised liberal democratic nation-states like Britain and France share many points of similarity. Broadly speaking, however, we would expect to be able to explain the general differences that we find in the political debates that refer to Europe in the two countries, by tracing them to cross-national differences in their national political institutions and discourses, and the relationship of the national polity to the supranational EU/EEC. 

Some of these differences are likely to be the outcomes of general differences in national political institutions, for example, their two electoral systems are likely to have some impact on the way that debates about Europe and the processes of European integration are dealt with in party politics, and the extent to which they become a contentious issue, or not. Thus the British ‘first past the post’ electoral system leads to strong single-party governments and a powerful executive, whereas the French ‘second preference’ system of  proportionality results in more party coalitions and alliance-based governments, which are more likely to have to negotiate some form of consensus than their British counterparts. These general factors are likely to influence the way in which the national question of Europe –globalisation and the de-nationalisation of the nation-state- becomes subjected to party political competition, and this in turn impacts upon the opportunities available to collective actors in the public domain for mobilising. Another important factor which accounts for the opportunities available for collective actors to mobilise is more issue-specific in relation to the European question. The position taken by political elites on European integration, historically, in the contemporary period, and in relation to specific issues in different policy fields, significantly shapes the opportunities available within the contested field for collective actors to mobilise claims that either challenge or support these positions. Thus the more Euro-sceptic tradition of British politicians, who have tended to view European integration as a neo-liberal market project, stands in stark contrast to the French, who carry the tradition of founding fathers, and in alliance with Germany have tended to view European integration as a political project, and see themselves as central to deepening this project. In general, one would expect the EU, and its forerunner the EEC, to be viewed as a more legitimate and less challenged authority in France, a central player in the deepening of European political integration, than in latecomer and opt-out Britain, which has been always been committed to the idea of free-trade and opposed to political federalism. Such differences will shape the axis around which the field contentious politics is constructed in the two countries, as well as determining the access to material and discursive resources of legitimacy that are available for collective actors in the public domain as incentives for adopting positions on Europe. 

Regarding the question of the multi-levelling of politics as a consequence of the emergence of the supranational political institutions at the European level, this can also be understood from an opportunity approach. In the absence of a transnational European public sphere which replicates the role of a national public sphere at the supranational level, the supranational institutions and legitimating discourses of the EU (and its forerunners) provide a set of opportunities for collective actors that cross-cuts and overlaps those which derive from national political institutions. In general, the deeper the influence of supranational European institutions and discourses in politics, the more one would expect similarities to be produced cross-nationally in the public debates and collective action about Europe in the two countries. Such processes of convergence between the ways that contentious politics views Europe across different countries may be an outcome of actors responding directly to incentives for claims-making derived from supranational institutions and discourses. Alternatively, it may also result indirectly, from actors responding to changes within national political institutions and discourses, which have been institutionally transformed at the elite level through interaction with supranational European institutions.     

A final point to make is that Europeanization at the institutional level has been uneven across policy fields and across time, which will also shape the degree, forms and contents of claims-making both within countries, and cross-nationally. Thus in general, one would expect a higher proportion of collective actors in both countries making reference to the European supranational political institutions and discourses, in those policy fields such as agriculture and monetary politics, which are in the EU’s ‘first pillar’ and where its competences have extended most relative to those of nation states. Likewise one would expect a higher proportion of collective actors in both countries to make reference to the European supranational political institutions and discourses or to European issues over time, as Europeanization has deepened as a political process over the last fifteen years. However, one can also expect still to find cross-national differences in both these respects that cross-cut the general similarities of the country cases. For example, the British government has so far opted to stay outside monetary union by retaining sterling, whereas the French have adopted the Euro and given over more aspects of monetary policy to European Central bank than their British counterparts. The unevenness of national trajectories of integration, both over time and across policy fields, also shapes the nature of the opportunity structure that is available to collective actors for making claims in a way that varies cross-nationally.  

Our data set on political claims-making provides important information on the collective actors who purposefully enter the national political domain by making public statements through their reports, interviews, and press conferences, by litigating, and by protesting in conventional and unconventional forms. There are of course limitations to a data-set on political claims-making collected from newspapers as sources, as not all acts of political communication and mobilisation are publicly visible. However, a significant proportion of political decisions that are taken in institutional settings closed from the public nonetheless still do reach the public domain, for example, as their findings and decisions are reported in newspapers, or alternatively leaked by participants.

Another point to bear in mind when interpreting this data is that the relationship between opportunities and claims-making is curvilinear. Those collective actors who do not make political demands are those with insufficient material and discursive resources to mobilise collectively, and those collective actors who do not need to mobilise political demands, because their position is already considered the legitimate orthodoxy in the public domain. Collective actors who do mobilise are those who have sufficient resources to enter the public domain, and who are attempting to make their political demands on an issue relating to Europe appear more convincing, reasonable and legitimate, when compared to the alternative competing views in the public domain.

The claims-making data-set captures information a specific subset of the political process, namely the field of contentious politics about Europe. By comparing the claims-making in Britain and France, we are in a position to answer questions about the degree and form of public debates and collective action and the extent to which these may be seen as evidence for manifestations of Europeanization that may be traced back to the nexus of institutional and discursive opportunity structures, that occur across different political levels (supra-, national, sun-national), across different policy fields, and across different times, and which vary cross-nationally. It is to this evidence that we now turn. First we look at evidence for the degrees of Europeanization in the two countries, and then we compare the nature of contentious field of politics about Europe and European integration.

Method: Political Claims-making

To investigate political claims-making in Britain and France, we use data drawn from content analyses of daily newspapers in the two countries. In contrast to many media content analyses, we are not primarily interested in the way in which the media frame events. On the contrary, our focus is on the news coverage of mobilization, public statements and other forms of claims-making by non-media actors. Taking a cue from ‘protest event’ analysis in the study of social movements (Tarrow 1989; Olzak 1989; Rucht, Koopmans, and Neidhardt 1998), our units of analysis are not articles, but individual instances of claims-making. Our data includes the whole spectrum of claims-making acts related to six selected policy fields (monetary politics, agriculture, immigration, troop deployment, retirement and pensions, and education) and the general field of European integration, irrespective of the actors involved. This includes civil society groups such as employers and trade unions, NGOs, and European campaign organisations, but also political parties and state actors, including the courts, legislatures, local and national governments and supranational institutions. Instances of claims-making have been included irrespective of their form, and range from protest actions and public demonstrations to legal action and public statements. Our selection of the six policy fields was strategic in that we took two where EU competences had extended furthest (monetary, agriculture), two intermediary (immigration, troop deployment) and two where nation-states retain autonomous control (retirement/pension, education). Our reasons for this selection are explained in the analysis.

Acts were included in the data if they involved demands, criticisms, or proposals related to the regulation or evaluation of events in our six selected policy fields and in the general field of European integration. Regarding territorial criteria, we included acts in Britain
 and France, respectively, and those in the European Union/EEC, even if they were made by foreign or supranational actors or addressed to foreign or supranational authorities, and also acts made outside Britain France and the EU/EEC, but addressed to actors in this European geographical region. 

For the comparative analysis here, we use data drawn from a sample of the same days of editions of The Guardian and The Times for Britain, and Le Monde and Le Figaro for France, for the years 1990, 1995, and 2000.
 These papers were chosen because they are of a comparable, moderately left-liberal and centre-right political affiliations, and because, compared to other national quality newspapers, they have an encompassing coverage of the specific issues of interest. Of course, when using newspapers as a source one has to deal with the problem of selection (not all events that occur receive coverage) and description bias (events may get covered in a distorted way) (McCarthy et al. 1996). We have tried to minimize the problem of description bias by explicitly basing the coding only on the factual coverage of statements and events in newspaper articles, and leaving out any comments and evaluations made by reporters or editors. In any case, quality newspapers have to protect their reputation and cannot afford to quote claims patently incorrectly. Since our interest here lies with public claims-making, the problem of selection bias is less aggravating here than in some other contexts, because acts of claims-making become relevant--and potentially controversial--only when they reach the public sphere. It could also be that our sources have specific biases that make the data drawn from them unrepresentative for the print-media landscape at large. For this reason we took two sources for each country of opposed political affiliation.

The ‘Europeanization’ of political debates within specific policy fields

A first step in assessing the degree of Europeanization of public debates and mobilisation in Britain and France, is to examine to what extent the claims that are made, the collective actors who make them, and the institutional addressees on whom the demands are made, have a scope of reference that is either national, or alternatively, occur beyond the nation-state, by being transnational or supranational.

Tables 1a and 1b show the scopes of issues that were mobilised by claims in our British and French samples, respectively, in six selected policy fields, monetary politics, agriculture, immigration, troop deployment, retirement and pensions, and education.
 Here national (and sub-national) issues are those which remain within the national framework of politics. European (EU) are those claims which refer to issues in some way that make reference to Europe, in the sense of the region of the EU/EEC. By transational (non-EU), we mean those claims which elaborate issues in a way that goes beyond the nation-state, by constructing them in relation to another foreign country or set of countries outside the EU/EEC. Lastly, supranational (non-EU) issues are those made in claims that draw on the legitimacy of supranational authorities beyond the EU, such as the United Nations or WTO.

-Tables 1a and 1b about here-

A first point to make from comparing Tables 1a and 1b is that the overall patterns are strikingly similar between the two countries. This points toward a general convergence in the fields of contentious politics between the two countries in these six policy fields, at least in the extent to which issues are mobilised, which are either contained within, or which extend beyond the nation-state. In addition, we have further evidence that the supranational EU/EEC is to a significant extent responsible for shaping claims-making beyond the nation-state in those policy fields where it has competences relative to national politics. Monetary politics and agriculture are the two policy fields where the European political institutions have exerted most power over the last two decades, with CAP accounting for more than 60% of EU/EEC expenditure, and ERM, the establishment of a European Central Bank and monetary union being strongly on the European agenda, if not yet adopted by Britain. Subsequently, we find that when actors make claims in these two policy fields, they do so more often within a European frame of reference, especially when compared to the policy field of retirement/pensions and education, which have remained under the control of national political institutions. Between these two poles, of EU/EEC influence and National domination, the fields of immigration and troops deployment have an intermediary position, where the EU/EEC has taken on some competences relative to the nation-state, for example, in the cross-border sharing of police intelligence and surveillance with respect to immigration, and to a lesser extent the first tentative steps to the creation of a European defence force in troop deployment. According to the issue scope of the claims made by collective actors in these policy fields, we find that the degree of Europeanization of immigration is intermediary, which is what we would broadly expect from the opportunity structure perspective. Troop deployment is also intermediary but in both cases is substantially less Europeanized in scope than immigration. It is also worth noting that political globalisation can also occur beyond the EU/EEC, with supranational organisations such as the UNHCR and NATO, as well as agreements and treaties on a bi- or multi-lateral basis between nation-states, providing alternative legitimating authorities for claims above the nation-state. Immigration and troop deployment are also by their nature transnational policy fields, and this is evident in the significant proportion of issues with a scope above the nation-state which are also non-EU/EEC in scope. In the case of immigration, claims that raise issues with nation-states bi-laterally and multi-laterally beyond the EU/EEC are evident, which is not surprising considering the post-colonial history of immigration to both countries. In the field of troop deployment, the scope of claims in both countries is significantly beyond the nation-state, to an extent that is greater than any of the other policy fields, but again not in a way that the Europe is the significant framework of reference. Indeed here we see a cross-national difference, in Britain the supranational authority of NATO, means that most claims are made within this non-EU supranational framework, whereas for France, its multi- and bi-lateral agreements with other nation-states, are the predominant form of transnationalisation.

In addition to when collective actors make claims that have a European scope, another potential source of Europeanization occurs when collective actors make demands on organisations or institutions that are part of the supranational European Union/EEC. Such examples include cases where NGOs use the opportunity of making demands at the supranational level, when they find national governments unresponsive to their demands. Other examples include cases of demands by collective actors, such as national governments, for the EU to either do something or desist from doing something. In Tables 2a and 2b, we show the scope of the organisational and institutional addressees on whom demands were made in the six policy fields for the two countries.

-Tables 2a and 2b here-

The overall patterns within the two countries are similar to those in tables 1a and 1b. Once more we see that in both countries the European Union is much more likely to be an addressee of claims in the policy fields that are most communitarianized, and which are now part of the EU’s ‘first pillar’, monetary politics and agriculture. In contrast, virtually no claims in the policy domains that remain the preserve of nation-states, education and retirement and pensions, are directed at the supranational EU/EEC. It is hardly surprising that there are fewer cases where European organisations and institutions serve as a recipient of demands than there are claims that in some way refer to Europe (compare tables 1a and b to 2a and b), as this is a methodologically more restrictive definition. However, what is striking in the comparison between Britain and France, is that collective actors in the French public domain are significantly more likely to address their political demands to supranational European institutions than those in Britain. This is particularly the case in the two most Europeanized policy fields, and is evidence for the deeper impact of the institutional and discursive emergence of the EU/EEC as an opportunity structure for collective actors in France. By contrast, in Britain actors are more likely to demand changes to be implemented by national institutions and organisations, even though -as we saw from Tables 1a and 1b- claims in Britain are just as likely to refer to Europe as those in France.

-Tables 3a and 3b here-

Turning to Tables 3a and 3b, another indicator for Europeanization is the extent to which the collective actors who make claims within the British and French public domains, are themselves institutions or organisations with an EU/EEC wide scope. It is not necessary to explain once more the cross-policy field differences that are common to both countries, and which are similar to those in the tables on issue and addressee scopes. What is most interesting is that in both countries, EU/EEC supranational institutions and organisations are much more likely to be the addressees of demands, than the initiators of demands in British and French public spheres (compare Tables 3a and b, to 2a and b). The EU enters politics much less than it is called on to enter politics, but in any case only enters in those fields where it has competences to do so. The rather limited penetration of European supranational institutions as actors into national public spheres could be part of its famous inability to communicate publicly, but a more likely explanation is that the EU restricts its political involvement to only those spheres where nation-states have given it competences. It reacts to national demands rather than initiates its own. In this view, the political globalisation that has produced the EU seems to be less of a challenge to the authority of nation-states, and more an outcome of the self-delimitations of sovereignty by nation-states, and their transnational pooling of activities in specific restricted policy domains. In cross-national comparison, however, the findings also show that in France, which has ceded more authority to action at the supranational European level, and is more involved at the European level, for example by joining monetary union and being a key player in the agricultural field (for which the Brits get their annual ‘Thatcher re-bate’), European actors have a more prominent presence in public debates than in Britain. Again this can be seen as part of the deeper institutionalisation of European integration in France in these policy fields when compared to Britain. As a more legitimate institution within French politics, the supranational EU is more likely to have something to say, than in Britain where its political efficacy and authority is less, and more likely to face challenges.

-Tables 4a and 4b here-

Another point to address is the extent to which the degree of Europeanization in the two countries has changed over time. Tables 4a and 4b show the proportion share of cases with an EU/EEC supranational scope, for issues, addressees, and actors, in our three sample years. Here we see a striking difference between France and Britain. In France, a central player in the European project during the increasing integration  over the period, the proportion of issues with an EU/EEC reference, the proportion of EU/EEC organisations and institutions addressed by claims, and the proportion of EU/EEC organisations and institutions making claims, all rise significantly from1990 to 2000. In opt-out Britain, the figures are less conclusive with only the issues referring to Europe rising, and the extent of EU involvement in the British public sphere remaining the same. In Britain, it appears that with advancing European integration, policy issues are increasingly understood within a European frame of reference, but the actors within the debate have remained constant over time in contrast to France. This is indicative that in Britain, Europe has become a debated issue within policy fields over time, but in contrast to France, there has been no parallel transformation of the actors in the public debate over time that has led to an increase in the prominence of European supranational institutions, either as initiators of claims or as addressees. This suggests that Europeanization in the British case is more likely to mean that European has become a more contested issue within the public debate, whereas in France, the greater degree of institutional involvement in aspects of European integration than Britain, is now reflected in a more prominent role for the EU in the French public sphere, both as a claims-maker and as an institutional addressee. In order to draw out these differences further, we now turn to look in more detail at the differences between the public debates and mobilisation about issues with a European scope in both countries.

Public debates and contentious politics about European integration  

In the remainder of this paper we investigate nature of European public debates and mobilisation in the two countries. The sample from the claims-making data set that we use here takes all those cases from the six policy fields where issues had a European scope, and in addition, we also included all claims that referred to general aspects of European integration in both countries. This is an important addition for our purposes as it adds those claims which refer to the process of European integration to those which refer to aspects of European integration within specific policy fields, and thereby produces a sample that enables us to analyse the different ways that paths of European integration are challenged and supported in the two countries. In short, we compare the contentious politics of European integration in Britain and France.

An important criterion of the public debates and mobilisation is the extent to which different types of collective actors enter into the field, and what position they take on the issue of European integration. In Table 5, the first column for each country shows that share in the public debate about Europe by different types of collective actors, and in the second column we shows a score for the average valence position for each collective actor on Europe. Valence position scores on Europe/European integration range from -1 to +1. A -1 score indicates that a claim is against a deepening of the integration process or implies restrictions in the rights and position of European institutions and regulations (or a rejection of improvements). Conversely, +1 stands for a claim in favour of deepening integration and for the extension of the rights and positions of European institutions and regulations (or a rejection of restrictions); a 0 score indicates claims that are neutral or ambivalent in this respect. In Table 5, the average valence position per actor is shown (ranging from -1 to +1), which is reached by aggregating the position scores of the claims of that type of collective actor. By aggregating the claims of different actors in this way, it is possible to determine which actors are closer together in their positions, and who are allies and opponents, in the contentious field of politics on European integration.

-Table five about here-

A first general point to make from Table 5 is that the overall field of contentious politics about Europe/European integration in Britain is structured around an axis that is less pro-European (+0.18) than that in France (+0.38). This indicates that although public debates and mobilisation in France are not pacified, in general they are more in favour of European integration than their British counterparts, which can be related back to the greater institutional involvement of France than Britain in the Europeanization project. Again this is also underlined by the higher involvement of EU actors in the French public sphere than the British (32.2% compared to 19.3%), which goes in the direction of our earlier findings on the policy fields.

Of course, it is not surprising to find that the EU accounts for virtually all claims-making by supra- and trans-national actors in the field of European politics, and that it does so in a way that is more in favour of European integration than national and sub-national actors in both countries. Among the European actors, however, it is worth noting that the EU state-like institutions of executive and legislative account for the vast proportion of demands. We find very little evidence for the emergence of a transnational European civil society, with EU civil society actors accounting for only 1.0% claims-making in Britain and 2.3% in France, although to the extent that they exist at all this is the field of politics where one would expect to find them. Our findings point to the very minor development of supra- and transnational civil society in general. There are a few examples of EU and Non-EU transnational civil society actors, e.g., in the British case, the President of the EU Migrants’ Forum, an expert from BNP Paribas, an expert from the European Commission’s veterinary commission are all claims-makers. However, even allowing for the fact that such organisations may operate away from the public domain, lobbying secretly with Brussels, we still find little evidence to support a thesis for the emergence of a transnational civil society or for transnational social movements that are pushing European integration from below. Instead our data shows that the impact of supra- and transnational arena on British and French debates about European integration is a ‘top-down’ EU-elite led affair. In general, these findings go against the thesis that the emergence of a European public sphere will simply replicate the historical process experienced by nation-states, with a transnational European civil society emerging around the supranational EU institutions. On the contrary, our findings indicate that processes of European integration are importantly negotiated by national actors acting within national public domains, and that the outcomes of these political debates will continue to be important for determining the trajectories of national relationships to the European Union.

Turning to the national (and subnational) actors, we find that nation state actors are the most prominent actors in the field of European integration politics accounting for more than half of all claims in both countries (Britain 58.8%; France 51.5%), whereas civil society actors account for about of fifth of claims in Britain (18.2%) and a sixth in France (14.2%).
 Behind these general similarities in the types of actors who make claims about Europe, there are also some important differences. Whereas the overall position on Europe is similar between state and civil society actors in Britain (state +0.13, civil society +0.14, compared to an average +0.18), in the French case civil society actors (+0.10) have a more anti-European position than state actors (+0.32, compared to and average +0.38). This implies that national and sub-national civil society actors in France generally enter the debates on the advancement of European integration in a way that attempts to put the brakes on the pro-European stances of their national political elites and the EU elites. In Britain, on the other hand, the less enthusiastic support for the European project shown by elites, appears to be shared on the aggregate level by civil society actors. However, in both cases there are important differences between the positions of different types of actors that merit further explanation.

Among the state actors, in both Britain and France, the government and executive actors have not only been more than twice as prominent, but have also been significantly more committed to European integration, than political actors in the legislative. This is especially the case in Britain, where there is a range of 0.38 between the positions of the government (+0.22) and the legislative (-0.16) on Europe, and where the legislative appears as the most anti-European actor of all actors. This is evidence that within the British political system, the topic of Europe is strongly contested within the institutional arena, with opposition political parties and politicians in Parliament challenging attempts by the government to promote Britain’s role within European integration. In contrast, the legislative (+0.26) in France, plays a critical role relative to the pro-European stance of their governments (+0.42), but their positions exist at a much smaller range of 0.16 from their governments, and so have less far to travel than their British counterparts to appear convincing or plausible criticisms to the government elite. Moreover, French legislative and party political actors remain considerably more pro-European than French civil society. In short, we see evidence here for oppositional politics about Europe within the British political system, in contrast to a more consensual form of institutional politics in France that debates about paths of European integration, instead of challenging the legitimacy of the project. We return to this point shortly.

From an opportunity structure perspective, one expects the way that political institutions deal with the issue to shape the potential for actors within civil society to mobilise demands. The most striking difference in the civil societies of the two countries is the existence of a social movement sector in Britain, which is formed around the issue of Europe, which has a larger share in the debate than other civil society actors (4.9%), and which takes a strong Anti-European position (-0.08). The following pro- and anti-Europe campaign organisations were claims-makers in our British sample: the British centre for European Reform, the Conservative Group for Europe, The Bruges Group, Euro 92 (based in Paris), the Conservative European Reform group, the European research Group, the European Foundation, the Positive Europe Group (Conservative), Business for Sterling, New Europe, Britain in Europe, the Action Centre for Europe, the Labour Common Market Safeguards Committee, and the European Movement (Danish). By contrast, there is no significant presence of a social movement sector on the issue of Europe in France. In Britain, the slower progress toward institutional Europeanization, plus the deep political divisions between elites on Europe, has provided opportunities for the emergence of campaign organisations in the public domain around the issue of Europe. In France a greater degree of institutionalization with the EU/EEC, for example, through joining monetary union, plus a greater degree of consensus among elites, provides few resources of legitimacy for blanket oppositions to the value of the European project. Instead civil society actors in France remain generally critical, and in some cases negative, about the paths toward Europeanization that have been taken, but there is no specific general anti-European campaign. Another point is that within the two countries there is also evidence for actor-specific tendencies related to specific sectors, for example, employers and private companies in both countries take a more pro-European stance than unions and employees, which of course relates to Europeanization in part being a neo-liberal market project that leaves unions and employees seeing themselves in part as the ‘losers of modernisation’.

Another way of demonstrating the way that Europe is a contested issue within the national institutional politics is by looking at the position of the major political parties on Europe.
 Tables 6a and 6b show the shares and positions of the three largest political parties, in each country and across the time period. To produce the sample for these tables each actor with a party political affiliation was coded.

-Tables 6a and 6b here-

The first important point to draw from tables 6a and 6b, is from the overall positions of political parties. In France there is an overall consensus between the major political parties RPR, Socialists, and UDF, that is strongly pitched in the pro-European camp (RPR +0.58, PS +0.53, UDF +0.68, compared to an overall average in field +0.38). Although the different parties have changed their positions over time dependent on whether they were in power or not, party political debates appear to have been about what are the best ways to paths to take within an overall consensus on the benefits of European integration. In stark contrast, we see that in Britain, Europe is an issue for party political competition between the two major parties of left and right. Labour have taken an overall more pro-European position in contrast to the conservative who have been strongly Anti-European (Labour +0.32, Conservative -0.20, compared to overall average in field +0.18). In part this party political conflict over Europe is a product of the British two party system, which produces single party governments with significant majorities and strong executive power, and which do not need to moderate their stance in order to gain the support of other parties. It is also noteworthy that both as the party of government (1990, 1995) and as the party of opposition (2000), the Conservatives have taken up a more resolute anti-European position. As a party of opposition (1990, 1995), Labour were rather and silent and negative towards Europe, but as a party of government (2000) have taken up a pro-European position (+0.40) that is a discursive gulf away from the Conservative opposition (-0.43). What this signifies is that in contrast to France, the institutional political scepticism towards Europe in Britain, has not only limited the degree of institutional Europeanization, but that this has allowed a political space to develop where Europe has become a highly contested issue within the party political system. Such party political competition over Europe appears to have become ‘path dependent’ within British politics, and these elite divisions and scepticism have prevented the further advancements of institutional participation within the European project, that in turn would have provided resources of legitimacy for positions that did not question the value of European integration per se. In short, Britain’s past elite scepticism over Europe has produced the current malaise of institutionalised elite divisions within British politics over Europe. In France, elite consensus over the general goals of European integration appears to have largely pre-empted conflict over Europe within mainstream politics. Indeed in France it is the small and marginalised parties at the extreme poles of the political spectrum such as the Front National or Marxists who oppose Europe, but such parties have other institutional barriers to their success, that are not related to the issue of Europe.

Another point to address with respect to Europeanization, is the extent to which claims-making by civil society actors with reference to Europe may be an emergent trend over time. This is important because it may be that there is a time lag between institutional processes of Europeanization and the transformation of political action in the public sphere, in response to such changes. 

-Tables 7a and 7b here-

In Tables 7a and 7b we show the share and average valence position of claims-making by civil society actors (both national and transnational) in the three years 1990, 1995, and 2000. What is striking here, is that in both Britain and France, there is an overall trend for the greater participation of civil society actors on issues with a European scope of reference. By 2000, civil society actors account for three tenths of claims (27.4%) in Britain and a fifth in France (21.2%). It also worth noting, however, that this emergence of a greater activity by civil society in European politics is not a force that is driving to further European integration. The average valence positions in both countries drops significantly from 1995 to 2000 (Britain from +0.33 to +0.11; France from +0.55 to +0.10), at a time when civil society activity in both cases roughly doubles. This indicates that European integration is becoming a more contested issue in both countries as the degree of institutional Europeanization advances. Indeed the overall higher level of civil society actors involved in European politics in Britain when compared to France is due to Europe being a more contested issue there. Lastly, it is worth making the point that according to our data, a resolution of the much discussed ‘democratic deficit’ of the European Union by the greater participation of civil society in European issues, is not necessarily going to bring the kind of pro-European consensus that the EU would like to promote. On the contrary, opening up the democratic process appears to lead to more sceptical publics with respect to the EU.

After looking at which actors enter the field of the contentious politics about Europe, another important indicator for the trajectories of Europeanization of the two countries, refers to the type of institutional and organisational addressees on whom demands are made, and the way in which such addressees are evaluated by the claims-maker. In Table 8, in the first column for each country, we show the shares of claims which are directed at different types of institutional addressee, and in the second we show how that addressee was evaluated by the claim. These evaluations of addressees range from -1 for negatively, to +1 for positively, and are calculated as an average for an aggregated addressed actor, in the same way as the average positions score were in Table 5 for collective actors.

-Table 8 here-

A first striking contrast in Table 8, that once more demonstrates the deeper level of Europeanization in France than in Britain, is that actors in the French public sphere make demands about Europe more on EU/EEC institutional actors (66.3%) than on national (and subnational) ones (30.1%), whereas the reverse holds for Britain (EU/EEC institutions 42.7%, national (and subnational) 56.4%). At least with respect to European issues, claims-makers in French public debates turn to the European Union to take action, whereas their British counterparts are more likely to push national institutions and organisations to do something about Europe, than address European institutions themselves. In both France and Britain claims-makers are less likely to evaluate European institutions negatively when compared to national ones with respect to European issues, which is evidence for blaming strategies about European integration being directed more to domestic governments than supranational European institutions. Looking at the subcategories of selected European institutions who have been addressed by claims, it is noteworthy that just as voters shun the European Parliament, then so do collective actors, with only a tiny proportion of claims made on it (Britain 0.7%, France 2.9%). This simply underlines that the lack of significance of this European institution in real power terms is accurately perceived by collective actors. It is also interesting to note that in France, which has undergone more Europeanization, a significant proportion of claims are directed to the European Council (18.3%), and then a further 6.3% at the Central European Bank and 5.5% at the Commission, which is indicative of where supranational European power lies. In Britain, there are similar levels of demands made on the Commission (6.6%), and not surprisingly considering the opt-out fewer on the Central European Bank (2.8%), but in both cases these actors are evaluated highly negatively (Commission -0.57, CEB -0.58, compared to an overall average of -0.37), which means that they are basically having their actions strongly criticised.        

A final point of comparison between the public debates in Britain and France, which we wish to highlight, concerns the contents of issues about European integration. Table 9 shows the share of specific sub-issues within the overall field of issues about the general process of European integration, and the position of claims-makers (-1 for against Europe, to +1 for in favour of Europe
) on each of the sub issues, for Britain and France. Once more, there are basic overall differences between the two countries that can be traced back to the different structural relationships between the countries’ paths toward Europeanization. In Britain a third (33.1%) of the public debate on EU/EEC integration politics is about the role of Britain in Europe, and relative to other member states, and another three tenths (29.4%) is on relationships between EU/EEC institutions and national and sub-national levels of politics. In France, the country’s own involvement within the EU/EEC, and relative to other countries accounts for less than a fifth (18.1%) of claims-making. In general, public debates in France are more around the actions of EU/EEC institutions and their consequences (32.2%). In addition, although the public debates in both countries favour EU enlargement (+0.48 in Britain; +0.52 in France), this important topic to the future of the EU is much more prominently discussed in France (15.9%) than in Britain (6.5%), which is another indication for France seeing itself as more central and more of a leader for the EU project.

-Table 9 here-

Looking more closely at the nature of the claims made about a country’s role in the EU, and relative to other member states, we gain information on the contentious politics about a country’s relationship to others in the construction of Europe from its own domestic public domain. In both countries at least half of the claims made in this issue field, were by collective actors from other countries or by the EU/EEC (56.8% in France and 50.9% in Britain). This shows that the public debates on these specific issues are significantly Europeanized to the extent that the domestic public spheres are open to claims from actors outside national boundaries. Of course, when we look at actual examples of claims, we can see once more that there are nonetheless cross-national differences in the substance of the debates and the axis of contention around which they are constructed. Taking the claims in this issue-field by collective actors from within domestic national boundaries, we are able to look at the self-referential way that a national society’s politics views its relationship to the EU/EEC. One striking difference in this respect is that British actors have a highly negative stance over Europe when compared to other actors in this issue field (+0.09 British actors compared to +0.21 for the issue field), whereas French actors do not (+0.26 French actors compared to +0.21 for the issue field). This once more underlines the overall presence of British domestic political scepticism toward its role in Europe when compared to France.

When reading through examples of the actual claims made in both countries, it becomes clear that the position of Britain in Europe is a highly contentious political issue, whereas in France many of the claims relate to how France can act within Europe, and in response to developments within other European countries that have regional implications, such as German unification, Franco-German relationships and the entrance of the right wing Freedom party in Austria. Britain is still having an internalised conflictual debate about Europe. For example, Pro-European Tony Blair claims after the Nice Summit, ‘It is possible to fight Britain’s corner, get the best out of Europe for Britain and exercise real authority and influence in Europe’. Against this type of justification, which just does not appear to be necessary in France, the following Anti-European examples are not atypical of the British debate. For example, the director of the European Foundation claims, ‘We believe in the government of Britons by Britons as an axiomatic good. We would not buy any argument which says foreigners can manage British affairs.’ In a more hostile vein, a Trade and Industry Secretary, states in an interview that handing over sovereignty to the EC is ‘tantamount to giving it to Adolf Hitler’, and that the moves towards European monetary union are a ‘German racket designed to take over the whole of Europe.’ This type of claims which again testify to the peculiar contentiousness of the issue of Europe in Britain, would be inconceivable in France, where institutional Europeanization backed by elite consensus has to a certain extent pre-empted the emergence of public debate about the value of being ‘in Europe’. In France the issues are more about the value ‘of Europe’, and whether this will be threatened by the democratic election of right wing extremists, or whether after unification, Germany may turn out to be more interested in co-operating with Eastern European countries than in investing its energies in the EU project. For example, in a not atypical example, Jacques Chirac declares on German television that his will was to deepen ‘the great European adventure’ thanks to Franco-German co-operation. To the extent that criticism of Europe is present at all it is usually benign and constructive, for example, a researcher saying that Europe must learn from the ‘Haider experience’ with respect to the EU position on the entrance of the Freedom Party into the Austrian Parliament, or alternatively, the French Foreign Minister opposing proposals to move the European Parliament permanently from Strasbourg to Brussels. Such oppositional claims –to the extent that they are oppositional at all- do not challenge the structural relationship of France to EU, in the way that the British ones do. 

Concluding Remarks 

In this paper we have used an empirical data-set on political claims-making to investigate to what extent public debates have Europeanized, and the nature of the contentious politics over European integration in two of the leading EU member states. Our research is still in a relatively early stage of development and constitutes the first comparative attempt by the authors, who have benefited from working within a wider comparative research framework laid out by the Europub.com project (Koopmans and Statham 2002). There is still much to be done, not least in the development of a theoretical framework for cross-national comparison, which specifies more precisely, what are the independent variables which shape the patterns of public debates and political mobilisation that are evident in our data. In addition, it will be interesting to use our claims-making data, in relation to other data sets on features of the public sphere, such as the Eurobarometer surveys, in order to see to what extent our findings on the ‘organised’ public sphere of collective actors, is replicated by findings on general public opinions from survey data. Third, we will soon have the opportunity to use our claims-making data in conjunction with our own cross-national semi-structured interview material, that is being collected on key institutional and public actors, using categories that are similar to those of our claims-making data, and which will give information on those patterns and networks of interaction and collective mobilisation that may be less visible in the public domain than acts of political claims-making.

Nonetheless, despite the relatively early stage of our research project, there are still several striking findings that arise from our analysis of political claims-making which give convincing information on the trajectories of Europeanization and the nature of contentious politics about European integration in the two countries.

Our first set of findings related to the degree to which Europeanization is evident across different policy fields, which have been communitarianized to differing degrees. In both countries we found that the policy fields where the EU/EEC has most competences are the ones which have experienced a higher degree of Europeanization in the public sphere. This held for whether issues were understood within a European framework of reference, for whether political demands were made on European institutions, and for the extent to which European institutions made demands within the national domestic public spheres. In general, this shows that the institutional emergence of the EU has had an impact in shaping the nature of contentious politics in specific policy fields, but that this development has been uneven and limited to those policy fields where nation-states have chosen to self-limit their sovereignty in exchange for the perceived benefits which result from transnational regional co-operation. However, within this overall finding of some evidence for the Europeanization of political claims-making, there were still some important cross-national differences, that are best explained by the different structural relationships of Britain and France to the EU/EEC. We found that public debates in the two countries are likely to refer to Europe to the same extent, but that those in France were twice as likely to be addressed at EU/EEC actors, and were twice as likely to be initiated by EU/EEC actors than those in Britain. This greater involvement of EU as an actor within public policy debates is best explained as an outcome of the higher degree of institutional engagement of France than Britain in the European project. This explanation is further underlined by changes from 1990 to 2000, over which time, as the pace of European integration has advanced, the EU became a more prominent initiator and target of claims in France, but not in Britain. British institutional opt-outs and elite scepticism appear to have made contentious politics in the affected policy fields about Europe, but not an active component of the European project. Of course, debates about whether the degree of Europeanization that is evident in France, is a lot or a little, are in the eye of the beholder, depending on whether one wishes to view the glass as ‘half empty’ or ‘half full’. What is clear, however, is that the emergence of the EU as a supranational political entity has had an impact on the transformation of public debates, and that the path that this has taken depends on the degree of institutional involvement of a country in institutional Europeanization, in specific policy fields and across time.

Our second set of empirical findings related to the nature of the contentious politics of European integration in the British and French public spheres. A first overall finding here was that the contentious field of politics relating to European integration in Britain is structured around an axis that is significantly less pro-European than that in France. Following on from earlier findings, again this difference in the public debates can be traced backed to the institutional stances of the countries over Europe. Likewise EU institutions were more prominent in French debates than in Britain. However, we found very little evidence for the development of EU transnational civil society actors emerging within the national public spheres in either country. Our findings suggest that the Europeanization of the public sphere is unlikely to follow a trajectory that produces a supra-or trans-national civil society, but is more likely to emerge through the claims-making of civil society actors in national public spheres. At present, public debates about European integration are an elite-dominated affair, which is perhaps not surprising when actors such as national governments have to make their bidding in competition with other national governments and the EU, in a way that they do not over domestic affairs where sovereignty is more clear-cut. However, in this respect, it is interesting to note that we found in both countries a trend over time for the increased participation of civil society actors in European politics, especially from 1995 to 2000. The impact of this potentially emergent civil society, however, tended –at least in that contingent period- to be relatively sceptical about the benefits of European integration. Rather than following the EU’s attempts to stimulate civil society participation as a way of underpinning and legitimating the European project, it seems that civil society actors are going to take matters into their own hands and take their own positions on whether to support or oppose European integration. Should this nascent civil society participation continue to emerge, then it would appear that future Europeanization is more likely to be driven by the dynamics of contestation than by the attempts of the EU to address its democratic deficit by stimulating a pro-European civil society.

Turning to contestation over Europe, we indicated that an important factor here has been the degree of consensus between political elites over the merits of institutional Europeanization. Our data on the three main political parties in both countries, showed that in France a pro-European consensus has held between the main political parties (of government and left/right) over the time period, whereas in Britain a period of consensual scepticism in the 1990s, between the Conservative and Labour, has been followed by clear party competition over Europe since the Labour party have been in power. These divisions in the British political elite over Europe have provided resources of legitimacy for the emergence of specific pro- and anti-European campaign movements, which have had a significant presence among civil society actors in Britain, which has not been replicated in France. Campaigns about Europe in Britain have had a largely anti-European impact on debates according to our data, but this may be contingent on their opposition to the generally pro-European stance of the Labour government. Of course, in general, this evidence points to the higher level of political contestation over Europe when compared to France. This thesis was confirmed when we compared the substance of some of the claims made by national actors in the issue-field of European integration politics about a country’s role in the EU/EEC, and the balance of power between member states. British demands were overridingly self-centred, internalised and focussed on the relationship of Britain to the European project, and whether to be in or out, in many cases using highly emotive nationalistic and polemical language. Such issues were rarely raised in France, where debates were centred on the potential impact of events within other countries, such as the election of Haider in Austria and German unification, for the European project, to which France was considered to be committed as a matter of course and in a non-contested way.     

It is clear from our findings that Britain and France find themselves on different trajectories of Europeanization and this is reflected in their political debates. As civil society actors start to pay more attention to issues within a European framework in both countries, it is worth noting that this greater participation of civil society is occurring at different stages in the process of institutional Europeanization. France has already integrated to a much greater extent than Britain in the European projects of the last decade, and civil society actors may be in a position to put the brakes on further ‘deepening’, but in any case, they seem to play a constructive role in attempting to influence questions about what Europeanization should consist in, rather than rejecting the legitimacy of the whole enterprise. In contrast, the British debates remain doggedly about the national value of European integration, and whether to be part of it. As the British political elite have already skipped many of the previous steps toward institutional Europeanization, the risk is that the emergence of civil society actors in this field of politics, and a higher level of contention, will contribute to making Britain’s ‘wait and see’ approach to Europe a path dependent trajectory, as Europe becomes nothing other than a battle-ground issue for the disputes of domestic national politics. Pro-European Prime Minister Tony Blair would willingly exchange the form of criticism over Europe that his French counterpart faces in the public domain, because it does not challenge the institutional basis of France’s position at the centre of Europe. In this respect, the British Labour government have the problem of trying to take a great leap forward by taking Britain to the institutional centre of Europe under the watch gaze of a sceptical public and openly hostile political opposition. Such institutional steps would have been easier to take, and would have been irreversible, before the British public became aware of Europe, a process that has been heightened in recent years by the government’s commitment to a referendum on the Euro. As public debates emerge around the issue of Europe, then these discourses are likely to make the existing structural relationship of a country to Europe even more path dependent than they already are. It is for this reason, that whether the Labour government manages to push Britain into the Euro, or not, is likely to determine the future trajectory of Britain in Europe. 
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Table 1a - Britain: Issues scope for selected policy fields, 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	Monetary Politics
	Agriculture
	Immigration
	Troops Deployment
	Retirement and Pensions
	Education

	Supra- national (Non-EU)
	1.2
	7.8
	1.6
	52.6
	0.0
	2.1

	Transnational

(multi- or bi-) (Non-EU)
	0.5
	7.8
	30.6
	42.6
	0.0
	1.1

	European (EU)
	78.0
	47.3
	22.6
	4.2
	6.1
	1.1

	National (and Subnational)
	20.2
	37.2
	45.2
	0.5
	93.9
	94.7

	Unclassifiable
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.1

	Total 
	99.9
	100.1
	100.0
	99.9
	100.0
	100.1

	N
	405
	129
	62
	190
	49
	281


Table 1b - France: Issues scope for selected policy fields, 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	Monetary Politics
	Agriculture
	Immigration
	Troops Deployment
	Retirement and Pensions
	Education

	Supra- national (Non-EU)
	1.1
	7.9
	1.0
	11.7
	0.0
	0.0

	Transnational

(multi- or bi-) (Non-EU)
	3.3
	6.1
	18.4
	69.0
	0.0
	0.0

	European (EU)
	74.2
	45.2
	19.4
	10.5
	0.0
	1.0

	National (and Subnational)
	21.4
	40.9
	61.2
	8.8
	100.0
	99.0

	Unclassifiable
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total 
	100.0
	100.1
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	271
	115
	103
	171
	36
	99


Note: The proportions given in these tables relate to those from our sampling for claims and should not therefore before taken as ‘actual’ proportions. Our sampling technique provided twice as many opportunities for claims to be present in the sample with a European issue scope than claims with a non-EU issue scope. See the footnote in the main text for further details on the samples. As the explanatory use of our data in this table is comparative, and the sampling technique applied was the same for both countries, we have not re-adjusted the figures to be actual levels of Europeanization. However, the reader should note that our sampling is biased toward issues with a European scope and to the most recent year (2000), which is a time when institutional Europeanization has advanced further than for the previous years.

Table 2a - Britain: Addressee scope for selected policy fields, 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	Monetary Politics
	Agriculture
	Immigration
	Troops Deployment
	Retirement and Pensions
	Education

	Supra- national (Non-EU)
	1.0
	0.0
	0.0
	12.5
	0.0
	1.2

	Transnational

(multi- or bi-) (Non-EU)
	0.0
	2.5
	9.8
	8.7
	0.0
	0.0

	European (EU)
	21.3
	24.7
	12.2
	3.8
	0.0
	0.6

	National (and Subnational)
	77.7
	72.8
	75.6
	75.0
	100.0
	98.2

	Unclassifiable
	0.0
	0.0
	2.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total 
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	202
	81
	41
	104
	32
	166


Note: 56.1% of claims with an addressee

Table 2b - France: Addressee scope for selected policy fields, 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	Monetary Politics
	Agriculture
	Immigration
	Troops Deployment
	Retirement and Pensions
	Education

	Supra- national (Non-EU)
	1.1
	3.6
	2.6
	18.5
	0.0
	0.0

	Transnational

(multi- or bi-) (Non-EU)
	2.8
	0.0
	1.3
	12.3
	0.0
	0.0

	European (EU)
	53.1
	50.6
	10.5
	6.2
	0.0
	0.0

	National (and Subnational)
	40.8
	45.8
	85.5
	63.1
	100.0
	98.7

	Unclassifiable
	2.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.4

	Total 
	100.0
	100.0
	99.9
	100.1
	100.0
	100.1

	N
	179
	83
	76
	130
	27
	74


Note: 71.6% of claims with an addressee

Note: The proportions given in these tables relate to those from our sampling for claims and should not therefore before taken as ‘actual’ proportions. Our sampling technique provided twice as many opportunities for claims to be present in the sample with a European issue scope than claims with a non-EU issue scope. See the footnote in the main text for further details on the samples. As the explanatory use of our data in this table is comparative, and the sampling technique applied was the same for both countries, we have not re-adjusted the figures to be actual levels of Europeanization. However, the reader should note that our sampling is biased toward issues with a European scope and to the most recent year (2000), which is a time when institutional Europeanization has advanced further than for the previous years.

Table 3a - Britain: Actor scope for selected policy fields, 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	Monetary Politics
	Agriculture
	Immigration
	Troops Deployment
	Retirement and Pensions
	Education

	Supra- national (Non-EU)
	2.2
	1.6
	9.7
	6.8
	0.0
	0.7

	Transnational

(multi- or bi-) (Non-EU)
	4.4
	0.8
	0.0
	2.1
	0.0
	1.8

	European (EU)
	10.6
	11.6
	8.1
	3.7
	0.0
	0.7

	National (and Subnational)
	81.0
	85.3
	82.3
	87.4
	100.0
	96.4

	Unclassifiable
	1.7
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.4

	Total 
	99.9
	100.1
	100.1
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	405
	129
	62
	190
	49
	281


Table 3b - France: Actor scope for selected policy fields, 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	Monetary Politics
	Agriculture
	Immigration
	Troops Deployment
	Retirement and Pensions
	Education

	Supra- national (Non-EU)
	3.0
	0.9
	4.9
	12.9
	0.0
	0.0

	Transnational

(multi- or bi-) (Non-EU)
	0.0
	0.9
	0.0
	2.3
	0.0
	0.0

	European (EU)
	23.6
	27.0
	3.9
	2.3
	0.0
	0.0

	National (and Subnational)
	71.2
	71.3
	91.3
	82.4
	100.0
	100.0

	Unclassifiable
	2.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total 
	100.0
	100.1
	100.1
	99.9
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	271
	115
	103
	171
	36
	99


Note: The proportions given in these tables relate to those from our sampling for claims and should not therefore before taken as ‘actual’ proportions. Our sampling technique provided twice as many opportunities for claims to be present in the sample with a European issue scope than claims with a non-EU issue scope. See the footnote in the main text for further details on the samples. As the explanatory use of our data in this table is comparative, and the sampling technique applied was the same for both countries, we have not re-adjusted the figures to be actual levels of Europeanization. However, the reader should note that our sampling is biased toward issues with a European scope and to the most recent year (2000), which is a time when institutional Europeanization has advanced further than for the previous years.

Table 4a - Britain: Share (%) of claims with EU scope (issues, addressees, actors) across time, from those made in six policy fields

	
	1990
	1995
	2000

	EU issue scope
	29.6
	28.0
	46.2

	EU addressee scope
	13.0
	6.7
	15.0

	EU actor scope
	6.5
	6.3
	6.5


Table 4b - France: Share (%) of claims with EU scope (issues, addressees, actors) across time, from those made in six policy fields

	
	1990
	1995
	2000

	EU issue scope
	18.3
	42.7
	43.1

	EU addressee scope
	11.4
	23.0
	37.7

	EU actor scope
	6.9
	12.3
	16.1


Note: The proportions given in these tables relate to those from our sampling for claims and should not therefore before taken as ‘actual’ proportions. Our sampling technique provided twice as many opportunities for claims to be present in the sample with a European issue scope than claims with a non-EU issue scope. See the footnote in the main text for further details on the samples. As the explanatory use of our data in this table is comparative, and the sampling technique applied was the same for both countries, we have not re-adjusted the figures to be actual levels of Europeanization. However, the reader should note that our sampling is biased toward issues with a European scope and to the most recent year (2000), which is a time when institutional Europeanization has advanced further than for the previous years.

Table 5: Share and position of collective actors in political claims-making with reference to Europe in British and French public spheres (includes specific policy fields and general references to EU integration) – sample 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	BRITAIN
	FRANCE

	
	Share of Public Claims-making (%)
	Average Valence Position on Issues with reference to Europe
	Share of Public Claims-making (%)
	Average Valence Position on Issues with reference to Europe

	All Supra- and Trans-national Collective Actors
	21.9
	+0.38
	33.2
	+0.50

	Supra- and transational state

actors (non-EU)
	1.0
	0.0
	0.7
	+0.2

	EU government and executive actors
	13.4
	+0.50
	18.4
	+0.59

	EU legislative, political parties and politicians
	2.7
	+0.30
	7.0
	+0.38

	EU central bank
	1.9
	+0.14
	4.3
	+0.22

	Other EU state
	0.3
	NA
	0.3
	NA

	EU level civil society organisations and groups
	1.0
	+0.14
	2.3
	+0.76

	Supra- and transational civil society organisations and groups (Non-EU)
	1.6
	+0.16
	0.3
	NA

	All National (and Sub-national) Collective Actors 
	77.1
	+0.13
	65.5
	+0.32

	All National (and Sub-national) State Actors
	58.8
	+0.13
	51.5
	+0.38

	National (and Sub-national) government and executive actors
	40.3
	+0.22
	34.1
	+0.42

	National (and Sub-national)  legislative, political parties and politicians
	14.8
	-0.16
	14.1
	+0.26

	National central bank
	2.9
	+0.24
	2.7
	+0.4

	Other National (and Sub-national)  state actors
	0.8
	+0.16
	0.7
	+0.6

	All National and (Sub-national) Civil Society Actors
	18.2
	+0.14
	14.2
	+0.10

	Employers and private companies
	3.6
	+0.35
	2.0
	+0.34

	Unions and employees
	1.1
	+0.13
	1.1
	-0.43

	Media 
	1.8
	+0.23
	1.5
	-0.09

	Economic experts 
	2.7
	+0.10
	4.1
	+0.24

	Other Scientific and research experts
	1.8
	+0.23
	2.4
	+0.39

	Other National (and Sub-national) civil society organisations and groups
	2.3
	+0.18
	2.6
	-0.05

	Pro/Anti European campaign organisations
	4.9
	-0.08
	0.5
	NA

	Other/Unclassifiable
	1.0
	0.00
	1.2
	+0.13

	All Claims-making 
	100.0
	+0.18
	100.0
	+0.38

	Number of Cases (N)
	729
	
	740
	


Note: Valence position on Europe/European integration ranges from -1 to +1. This is coded for issues in field of European integration, or for claims in the selected policy fields with a European scope. A -1 score indicates claims against a deepening of the integration process or implying restrictions in the rights and position of European institutions and regulations (or rejections of improvements). Conversely, +1 stands for claims in favour of deepening integration and for extension of the rights and positions of European Institutions and regulations (or rejections of restrictions); a 0 score indicates claims that are neutral or ambivalent in this respect. In this table, the average valence position per actor is shown (ranging from -1 to +1), which is reached by aggregating the position scores of the claims of that actor. To be included in the table with an average valence position score, there must be 5 or more cases, otherwise NA (not applicable) is entered.
Table 6a – Britain:  Share and Position of Three Major Political Parties in National Party Political Claims-making with Reference to Europe, 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	1990
	1995
	2000
	All*

	
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position

	Conservative 
	68.1
	+0.06
	95.6
	-0.26
	30.2
	-0.43
	58.1
	-0.20

	Labour
	24.6
	0.00
	4.4
	0.00
	66.4
	+0.40
	38.3
	+0.32

	Liberal Democratic
	5.8
	NA
	0.0
	NA
	1.7
	NA
	2.8
	+0.71

	N
	69
	
	68
	
	116
	
	253
	


Note: Share is of national political parties’ claims-making. To be included in the table with an average valence position score, there must be 5 or more cases, otherwise NA (not applicable) is entered. Sample for 2000 is twice the size of that for 1990, and 1995.
* All Claims not weighted by year (see earlier comments and main text on sampling)

Table 6b- France: Share and Position of Three Major Political Parties in National Party Political Claims-making with Reference to Europe, 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	1990
	1995
	2000
	All*

	
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position

	RPR
	27.7
	+0.23
	43.4
	+0.65
	22.4
	+0.69
	28.7
	+0.58

	Parti Socialiste
	44.7
	+0.43
	20.8
	+0.82
	53.4
	+0.52
	43.5
	+0.53

	UDF
	19.1
	+1.00
	9.4
	+0.80
	9.5
	+0.27
	11.6
	+0.64

	N
	47
	
	53
	
	116
	
	216
	


Note: Share is of national political parties’ claims-making. To be included in the table with an average valence position score, there must be 5 or more cases, otherwise NA (not applicable) is entered. Sample for 2000 is twice the size of that for 1990, and 1995.
* All Claims not weighted by year (see earlier comments and main text on sampling)

Table 7a – Britain: Share and position of civil society actors in claims-making with reference to Europe over time, 1990, 1995 and 2000.

	
	1990
	1995
	2000

	
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position

	Civil Society Actors 
	19.4%
	+0.06
	12.8%
	+0.33
	27.4%
	+0.11

	N = civil society actors
	31
	
	24
	
	104
	


Table 7b – France: Share and position of civil society actors in claims-making with reference to Europe over time, 1990, 1995 and 2000.

	
	1990
	1995
	2000

	
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position
	Share
	Position

	Civil Society Actors 
	10.4%
	+0.36
	12.4%
	+0.55
	21.2%
	+0.10

	N = civil society actors
	11
	
	20
	
	97
	


Note: See previous comments on over-sampling for 2000 relative to 1990, and 1995. 

Table 8: Share and Evaluation of Addressees by Claimants in Issues with European Scope,

Britain and France, 1990, 1995, 2000.

	
	BRITAIN
	FRANCE

	
	Share (%) of Addressees
	Evaluation of Addressee by Claimant
	Share (%) of Addressees
	Evaluation of Addressee by Claimant

	Supra- and trans-national Non-EU 
	0.9
	NA
	3.1
	+0.11

	European Union


	42.7
	-0.30
	66.3
	-0.04

	European Commission
	6.6
	-0.57
	5.5
	-0.16

	European Council


	4.3
	-0.39
	18.3
	-0.11

	Intergovernmental Co-operation (IGC) with EU
	0.0
	-
	3.6
	+0.14

	European Parliament
	0.7
	NA
	2.9
	+0.24

	European Court of Justice
	0.0


	-
	0.0
	-

	European Central Bank
	2.8
	-0.58
	6.3
	-0.19

	National (and Subnational) 
	56.4
	-0.44
	30.1
	-0.32

	Unclassifiable
	-
	-
	0.5
	NA

	All
	100.0
	-0.37
	100.0
	-0.12

	N
	422
	
	585
	

	% of claims with addressee
	57.9
	
	79.1
	


Table 9: Share and Position of Issues in Fields of EU Integration Politics, Britain and France, 1990, 1995, and 2000.

	
	BRITAIN
	FRANCE

	
	Share of Issue field (%)
	Position of Claim on Europe 

(+1 to -1)
	Share of Issue field (%)
	Position of Claim on Europe 

(+1 to -1)

	European Integration General
	5.3
	+0.35
	5.6
	+0.36

	National v. European (Identity and Values)
	0.6
	NA
	1.8
	+0.38

	A Country’s role in EU (incl. in process of integration) and balance of power between countries in EU 
	33.1
	+0.21
	18.1
	+0.21

	Relationships between EU and national (and regional) levels and Future of EU
	29.4
	+0.22
	32.2
	+0.38

	Power relationships (internal) between EU institutions
	4.0
	+0.38
	8.5
	+0.45

	Shaping EU’s core policy tasks and agenda
	6.5
	+0.33
	5.1
	+0.65

	EU institutions and the citizenry
	1.9
	0.00
	0.9
	NA

	EU Enlargement


	6.5
	+0.48
	15.9
	+0.52

	EU Budget Expenditure and Costs
	3.7
	-0.17
	0.9
	NA

	Other Specific EU integration issues 
	6.2
	+0.20
	2.0
	+0.11

	Agreements between EU and non-EU countries
	1.5
	+0.20
	5.8
	+0.69

	Non-EU forms of integration 
	0.6
	NA
	2.5
	+0.36

	Other 
	0.6
	NA
	0.7
	NA

	All
	100.0
	+0.24
	100.0
	+0.40

	N
	323
	
	447
	


� This is the main theoretical approach that has been developed within the Europub.com project, and which is elaborated in Koopmans and Statham (2002), available at http://europub.wz-berlin.de/project_design.en.htm, to which this paper and this conference is a contributor.


� This basic outline of an approach for applying an opportunity structure perspective for Europeanization is drawn from Koopmans and Statham (2002), the main theoretical underpinning for the European framework Five ‘Europub.com’ project, within the framework of which this paper is written.  


� For a more detailed exposition on this method, see Koopmans and Statham 1999, 2002. 


� Britain here does not refer to the whole of the United Kingdom, but to the main island; events in Northern Ireland were excluded. Moreover, because Scotland has its own press, our data include few Scottish events. If we talk about Britain, therefore, we are in fact mainly implying England and Wales--which is where more than ninety percent of the total population in the UK live. 


� Details on the actual samples, and reasons for oversampling are given later inexplication of the data. Data were coded from microfilm and CD-ROM/lexus nexus versions of the newspapers by trained coding assistants on the basis of a standardized codebook (Koopmans 2002). All articles in the home news section of the newspapers were checked for relevant acts, i.e. the search was not limited to articles containing certain key words.  For some of the main variables in the analysis (actors, addressees, aims, etc.) open category lists were used, which allow us to retain the detail of the original reports in the analysis. In addition, hard copies of the original articles were kept to allow us to go back to the original reports if information was needed that had not been captured by the variables and categories included in the codebook. Conventional inter-coder reliability tests were undertaken both on selection of articles and coding, both nationally and cross-nationally, and in addition, coders participated in regular online discussions about difficult cases.             


� It should be noted that our samples were collected on the same days for both countries, for the years, 1990, 1995, and 2000, and were drawn from one centre-right and one centre-left broadsheet newspaper in each country, and so are comparable. However, our sample selection has been biased toward the retrieval of issues with a European scope, as this is our major research focus, and to the most recent sample year (2000), and so the overall shares in claims-making shown in Tables 1a, 1b, and subsequently in 2a, 2b and 3a, 3c, and 4a, 4b, are not actual proportional shares in claims-making but those derived from our samples. In total we selected a sample of 26 days when all claims were coded for 1990 and 1995, and a further 26 days where only claims with an EU scope were coded. For the year 2000, we selected a sample of 52 days when all claims were coded, and an additional 52 when only claims with an EU scope were coded. This means that the opportunities for claims with a European dimension were overrepresented in the whole of our data set relative to claims with a non-EU scope by a ratio of 2:1. In addition, the opportunities for claims (both with a European scope and with a non-European scope) were overrepresented in the most recent year of our data-set by a ration of 2:1. Since the samples for both countries were collected on the same days, however, our comparative findings hold cross-nationally, and across policy fields within a country. It is also possible on the basis of the above information to adjust the tables to give ‘real’ figures for the degree of Europeanization. However, as our main form of explanation for this paper is comparative, such adjustment is not required here, but should nonetheless be borne in mind when reading the tables.        


� It should be noted that very few cases of claims-making in our sample here were made by sub-national actors in Britain (9 cases) and France (5 cases). Of course, this relates in part to our data sources which are national newspapers, and regional or local newspapers would be more likely to refer to sub-national actors. A second point to make is that by national actors here we include also national actors from other countries who are reported as claims-makers in the British and French public spheres respectively. However, overall 65.5% of the national actors in the British public sphere were British, and 56.6% of those in France. 


� In contrast to the discussion in relation to Table 5, where national actors included those from abroad, it is clear here that in Tables 6a and 6b, we are dealing with political organisations that are ‘purely’ national in the domestic sense, and so give a clear indication of the stances of national domestic politics on Europe. 


� The criteria are the same as for valence scores in Table 5.
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