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Abstract

For the pre-Maastricht era liberal intergovernmentalists find that the most powerful national pro-

ducer  interests  explain  governmental  preferences  on  European  integration  remarkably  well. 

Voters, parties and national parliaments disappear in the shadow of the overarching national 

economic interest. However, the post-Maastricht agenda has increasingly replaced economic co-

ordination with institutional reforms and aspects of political integration. At the same time re-

searchers observe an increasing politicization of European integration at the domestic level.

Against this background the present paper analyses the impact of voters, parties and parliaments 

on the governmental positions revealed at three post-Maastricht IGCs. Theoretically it argues 

that actors compare the benefits they receive under the status quo to the potential merits of fur-

ther integration. However, these cost-benefit calculations wildly differ across actors within the 

same country and are by no means restricted to short-term economic interests. Empirically it de-

ploys encompassing survey data on the positions of governments, voters and parties as well as 

macro-economic indicators. The findings suggests that the impact of domestic actors is mediated 

by institutional  constraints  which limit  governments'  discretion when formulating their  posi-

tions. These constraints are either higher ratification hurdles or parliamentary scrutiny proced-

ures.
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Introduction

Nowadays it appears to be common sense that domestic actors become increasingly important 

for our understanding of the European integration project (e.g. Moravcsik and Nicolaidis1999; 

Hug and König 2006; Marks and Steenbergen 2004). However, theories disagree with regard to 

the set of relevant actors and the origins of their interest in the integration issue. In his seminal 

analysis of European treaty reforms from Messina to Maastricht Moravcsik (1998) finds that the 

economic interests of producers explain the positions revealed by governments at Intergovern-

mental Conferences (IGCs). This liberal intergovernmentalist perspective grants little relevance 

to domestic political actors other than the most powerfully organized producer interests. Impli-

citly it assumes that voters, parties and parliaments disappear in the shadow of the overarching 

national economic interest. 

During the last decade the agenda of European treaty reforms has significantly changed. 

Whereas previous IGCs focused on economic coordination, the agenda shifted towards “ques-

tions of constitutional design and institutional balance”--not least to prepare for the approaching 

Eastern enlargement and to meet external challenges such as globalisation, structural economic 

changes, global warming,  and energy shortages (Laffan 1997: 289; Majone 2006; De Vuyst 

2003). Yet this new agenda reduces the potential for grant economic bargains which could ex-

plain  earlier  progress  of  European  integration  remarkably  well.  Against  this  background  it 

comes as no surprise that the classic liberal intergovernmentalist perspective concludes that the 

present state of European integration is more or less settled (Moravcsik 2006: 236). Neverthe-

less, the European governments agreed on substantial reforms at Amsterdam and Nice as well as 

in the Lisbon-treaty which yet has to be ratified. 

Against this background the present paper attempts to adapt liberal intergovernmentalism 

to the novel post-Maastricht agenda. It suggests an explanation of the governmental reform pref-

erences which steps beyond the exclusive focus on economic coordination. In particular, it in-

quires into the domestic origins and formation of governmental preferences. Theoretically it fol-

lows the ideas of Buchanan and Tullock (1962) which in no case contradicts, but rather supple-

ments the liberal intergovernmentalist perspective on European treaty reforms. Empirically I test 

my hypothesis  using encompassing survey data on the positions of governments,  voters and 

parties as well as macro-economic indicators.
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The Concept of Governmental Positions

Presently researchers with diverse background stress the importance of governmental positions 

for our understanding of European integrations, in general, and European treaty reforms, in par-

ticular (Moravcsik 1998; König and Hug 2006; Dimitrakopoulos and Kassim 2004, Aspinwall 

2007). Yet we know little about the social, political and economic factors which explain govern-

mental preferences over integration (Carruba 2001: 56; Aspinwall 2007). The reason for this in-

determinacy can be found in both, theory and empirics. From a theoretical perspective intergov-

ernmentalists willingness to break open the concept of a single identifiable national interest ap-

peared to be limited. Member states are assumed to be unitary actors. Only recently researchers 

in the intergovernmentalist tradition began to inquire the domestic roots of the national interests 

(Thurner et al. 2002; König and Hug 2006). By contrast constructivists perceive preferences to 

be in flux and endogenous to the decision making process (Dimitrakopoulos and Kassim 2004). 

From this perspective it appears impossible (and unnecessary) to identify the partial effects of 

voters, parties and parliaments on the formation of the governmental position. 

From an empirical perspective existing studies suffer from an insufficient comparability 

of governmental positions across either member states or across time, i.e. different IGCs. As a 

consequence the studies on Amsterdam, Nice and the Constitutional IGC are plentiful (for an 

overview see Finke 2008: 57 ff.), but most of them are limited to particular aspects of the reform 

treaty such as the advancements in policy areas such as common foreign and security politics 

(e.g.  König-Archibugi  2007;  Mahncke  1997),  social  and  employment  politics  (e.g.  Padoan 

1997) or justice and home affairs (e.g. Monar 1997). Still others analyse the negotiations over 

the institutional reforms, in particular the design of council voting rules (e.g. Bräuninger et al. 

2001;  Moravcsik  and  Nicolaidis  1999;  Laursen  2002,  2006)  and  the  empowerment  of  the 

European parliament (Rittberger 2005; König 2008). 

Although the majority of studies follow a qualitative approach member states'  prefer-

ences at each of the three IGCs have been systematically measured by expert interviews and 

document analysis enabling a quantitative analysis. Besides the survey data published by Thurn-

er et al. (2002), König and Hug (2000) analyse data on member states' preferences which has 

been compiled by a task force of the European Parliament in the preparation of Amsterdam. 

König and Luetgert (2003) present data for Nice, which was, like the Thurner et al. data, collec-

ted  by  an  expert  survey  among  top-level  bureaucrats  and  local  scholars  conducted  during 

November and December 2000. For the Constitutional IGC extensive information on govern-
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mental preferences has been collected by the researchers of the DOSEI1 project (König and Hug 

2006). Table 1 provides an overview of these data sets.

Table 1 about here

However, the available data on governmental positions has rarely been used as a dependent vari-

able. Exceptions are Stoiber's (2003) and Thurner et al.'s (2002) analyses of the intra-ministerial 

coordination processes in the run-up to and during the Amsterdam IGC. Their results are de-

pendent on the specific institutions in each single member state (ibid.: 265 ff.). But while these 

studies provide a detailed cross-country comparison of preference constellations and formation 

processes, they do not explain either inter-ministerial or international variation of preferences by 

means of exogenous economic, social or political variables. In contrast, Aspinwall (2002, 2007) 

argues that the socio-economic ideology of governmental parties explains whether or not a par-

ticular government preferred more or less European competences in some policy areas at Ams-

terdam. For his empirical test he resorts to the Amsterdam data processed by König and Hug 

(2000). While he finds empirical support for this claim, he provides limited theoretical explana-

tion with regard to the selection of policy areas and the domestic preference formation process. 

Finally, the volume edited by König and Hug (2006) unifies 25 country studies within a single 

analytical framework which combines information on the process, the conflict constellations and 

the  possible  exogenous  factors  which  might  explain  domestic  preference  heterogeneity. 

However, neither of these studies explains the variation of governmental preference on the en-

tire set of issues across all member states, let alone across time. Using the same same data a re-

cent working paper by Hösli and Arnold (2006) shows that some economic variables are correl-

ated to governmental positions on single institutional reform issues.

On their part constructivist scholars argue that most rationalist studies lack complexity 

and analytical depth. They criticise the fact that there is “no detailed account on the process how 

interests are communicated and governments are bound” (Kassim and Dimitrakopoulos 2004: 

247). In addition, they reject the existence of a separate preceding stage of preference formation 

(Kassim 2004: 264). Instead, preferences are assumed to be in flux and endogenous. Policy out-

comes are explained as a process in which actors convince each other of what the most appropri-

ate choice would look like (e.g. Checkel 2003; Dimitrakopoulos and Kassim 2004). At the level 

of  empirical  operationalization,  constructivists  usually  conduct  descriptive  case  studies. 

1 The project Domestic Structures and European Integration (DOSEI) has been funded under the 5th framework 
programme of the European Commission (for more information please consult: http://www.sowi.uni-
mannheim.de/lehrstuehle/lspol2/dosei/).
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However, intergovernmentalists and constructivist differ with regard to their theoretical and em-

pirical conceptualization of national positions. Whereas intergovernmentalists equate the nation-

al position with the official  governmental  position, constructivists  suggest a broader concept 

which includes a diverse set of actors. For example, Bursens (2004) argues that transnational co-

operations and the Belgian vice-president of the Convention (Jean-Luc Dehaene) in order to de-

pict all ‘Belgian’ impact on the negotiation outcome and to operationalized the British positions 

Kassim (2004: 267 ff.) presents diverse statements of British politicians and journalists during 

the convention.

The present study sticks to the liberal-intergovernmentalist tradition. It assumes that in 

the short run governmental preferences are relatively stable because they result from a structured 

process of preference formation at the domestic level (Moravcsik 1998: 24 ff.). This assumption 

is justified by Stoiber's (2003) analysis of the inter-ministerial coordination in the run-up to the 

Amsterdam IGC. Furthermore, the volume edited by König and Hug (2006) on the domestic 

preference formation processes before the Constitutional IGC illustrates that national positions 

emerge from a highly structured negotiation and coordination process. As a result Moravcsik 

and Nicolaidis (1999) find that at the Amsterdam IGC short term changes occurred in only 5% 

of all issues. In a long-term perspective they find that most changes were connected to “salient, 

predictable, structural changes in domestic politics” (ibid.: 24), for example, the inauguration of 

New Labour government in Britain in 1997, the 2002 elections in France which brought an end 

to cohabitation or the end of the Kohl era in Germany in 1998.

In short, empirical explanations for governmental positions on EU treaty reforms in more 

than one member state are rare. However, it appears almost common sense that a mere focus on 

the national interests defined by powerful economic producers interests does not suffice to un-

derstand governments positions revealed at the post-Maastricht IGCs.

The Domestic Preference Formation Process

The issues of the post-Maastricht intergovernmental agenda can be separated along the frame-

work of Lijphart (1998) (Hix and Crombez 2006). According to this framework a first group of 

reform issues affects the horizontal balance of power among member states, for example the 

composition of the European Commission; the extension of QMV; the design of Council voting 

rules (i.e. the voting threshold and the voting weights); the rules and application of Enhanced 

Cooperation; the allocation of seats in the EP or the allocation of judges in the ECJ and ECA.
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However, the majority of issues on the post-Maastricht agenda impact the vertical distri-

bution of competencies and powers between the domestic and the European level. This vertical 

dimensions of integration refers to the EU's political mandate (e.g. the division of competencies, 

the employment objective, citizenship, fundamental rights), the empowerment of domestic act-

ors at the EU level (esp. the empowerment of the EP and national parliaments), personalisation 

(e.g. the election of the Council presidency and the issue of external representation) and im-

proved accountability and transparency (e.g. access to Council documents, access to the ECJ). 

The subsequent analysis is restricted to governmental positions on vertical integration.

But what explains actors preferred degree of vertical integration? According to Buchanan 

and Tullock (1962: Chapter 6) constitutional rules can be evaluated along a simple cost-benefit 

calculation under uncertainty. On the one hand vertical integration reduces the costs of ineffi-

cient  unilateral  action(s)  (C),  i.e.  it  leads  to efficiency gains.  On the other  hand integration 

causes heterogeneity and decision costs (D). Hence,  actors'  most preferred set of integration 

rules equals the minimum of the additive cost function C+D (figure 1). The subsequent discus-

sion illustrates that we must bear in mind actors' uncertainty with regard to the cost implications 

of any particular level of vertical integration. An important distinction is whether we evaluate 

the collective cost function or the cost function of an individual actor (ibid.). Obviously, it ap-

pears inadmissible to explain the outcomes of collective decisions by referring to their impact on 

the collective cost function (“functionalist fallacy”). Instead we must identify the cost function 

of each relevant actor and carefully consider the applicable decision making rules at the domest-

ic and the European level.

The remainder of this section limits the set of relevant domestic actors to three, namely 

organized economic interests, voters and the parties represented in national parliaments. It dis-

cusses economic and political explanations for C and D and aspects of the decision making rules 

applicable during the domestic processes of preference formation.

Figure 1 about here

In his evaluation of the current state of European integration Collignon (2002) distinguishes 

between two types of inefficiencies. Type-I-inefficiency occurs whenever the policy preferences 

of a constituency with regard to a public good are not represented at the jurisdictional level and 

the  principle  of  perfect  correspondence2 is  violated  (Oates  1972).  In  the  terminology  of 

2 Following Oates (1972), the principle of perfect correspondence demands“a public sector with both centralized 
and decentralized levels of decision-making in which choices are made at each level concerning the provision of 
public services and are determined largely by the demands for the services of the residents of (and perhaps oth-
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Buchanan and Tullock (1962) this misfit generates “heterogeneity costs”. Type-II-inefficiency 

occurs whenever the externalities of political action are not internalized, and thus the principle 

of fiscal equivalence3 is violated (Olson1969). This second type of inefficiency is usually dis-

cussed under the heading of economics of scope and scale.

The majority of economic studies which evaluate the current split of policy competencies 

in the EU come to the conclusion that the division of competencies in the EU is far from being 

collectively optimal. For example, the EU is deemed to powerful with respect to most aspects of 

the common agricultural as well as the regional and structural policies. But in other areas the na-

tion state is too small and not capable of internalizing the externalities. Examples comprise the 

area of environmental protection, certain aspects of fiscal policy and taxation, non-sectoral busi-

ness relations, foreign relations, the fight against cross-border crime, defence, research and tech-

nology  (e.g.  Oates  1999;  Alesina  et  al.  2002;  Friderich  2002).  Unsurprisingly  the  post-

Maastricht reform agenda partly reflects these collective inefficiencies. 

But in contrast to such economic evaluations of collective outcomes, political scientists 

focus on the fact that different rules of integration result in different costs for each individual 

actor. Indeed, individual actors may very well prefer the status quo, although it produces collect-

ive inefficiencies. Given the uncertain effects of reforms the question arises why should such a 

beneficiary agree on reforms at all? 

An obvious example is the distribution of the EU budget. Given that the overall size of 

the budget is limited by member state willingness to pay for additional public goods, its distribu-

tion is a political issue with a zero-sum character. In order to illustrate this point König and 

Bräuninger (2004) deploy Romer and Rosenthal’s (1978) taxpayer model to the EU agricultural 

budget. Under the assumption of diminishing marginal utilities of public goods provided by the 

EU net payers will have a limited interest in expanding the EU budget. Against this background 

any additional public good provided by the EU implies a reallocation of the EU's scarce finan-

cial resources. Accordingly, those who benefit from the status quo will oppose the extended pro-

duction of public goods by the EU, i.e. they oppose the transfer of additional policy compet-

ences to the EU level.

According to the European Commission's budget allocation report presented in 2004, the 

CAP accounts for roughly 43% of the EU's total budget, including the special programs for rural 

development. In addition, the structural and cohesion policies account for another 36% of the 

ers who carry on activities in) the respective jurisdiction” (Collignon 2002: 69).
3 According to Olson (1969), the principle of “fiscal equivalence” demands that the geographical incidence of the 

benefits of a public program should coincide with the jurisdiction of the government operating and financing the 
program.
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budget. Considering that the overall EU budget covers about 2% of the EU's Gross National In-

come, we can expect an asymmetric perception of these programs. On the one hand, the average 

taxpayer might be relatively unaware of the fact that a small percentage of his taxes are, either 

directly or indirectly,  transferred to and spent by the EU. On the other hand, these programs 

have generated a group of beneficiaries whose economic well-being heavily depends on transfer 

payments by the EU. The most prominent of these stakeholders are farmers and the food in-

dustry,  small and medium-sized enterprises as well as the political representatives of citizens 

living in structurally weak regions.

In short, producers in the industrial and agricultural sector have little to gain from deleg-

ating additional competencies to the EU. Accordingly,  they can no longer be considered the 

single most important factors explaining European integration. In particular, the uncompetitive 

companies and farmers benefit  from and depend on EU transfer payments, but fear the potential 

budget competition of additional EU policy competencies. Under the assumption that the post-

Maastricht agenda primarily dealt with proposal which suggested more EU comeptences my 

first hypothesis reads as follows:

H1 Governments prefer more EU powers the smaller the overall economic importance of EU 

transfer payments for their industrial and agricultural sector.

The collective political (in)efficiency of the EU is commonly discussed in connection with as-

pects of horizontal integration, i.e. the voting thresholds and decision probability in the Council 

of Ministers (Schulz and König 2000, König and Bräuninger 2004; Baldwin and Widgren 2003; 

Sapir et al. 2003). However, the issues assigned to vertical integration impact the political effi-

ciency with regard to both, transaction costs and long term compliance. On the one hand every 

additional potential  veto player would prolong the process of EU decision making.  This has 

been observed with regard to the extension of the Co decision procedure (Schulz and König 

2000). On the other hand the empowerment of the European parliament and the inclusion of na-

tional  parliaments  at  the European level  increases  the legitimacy of EU policies  (Rittberger 

2005). In the long run this may lead to higher levels of compliance and better quality of trans-

position with EU legal acts (for a discussion see König and Luetgert 2008). The same holds true 

with respect to stronger European courts and improved transparency. 

Again, the individual costs of economic and political inefficiencies vary across member 

states and across domestic  actors within one member state.  Besides the beneficiaries  of EU 

transfer payments captured by H1, the present study distinguishes two types of relevant domest-
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ic actors, namely voters and parties who are represented in national parliaments. Both actors' im-

pact on the governmental position depends on country-specific institutional constraints.

In European democracies voters are the principals of last resort, i.e. governments pursue 

policies which maximize their chance for long and/ or short term re-election. In general voters' 

ability to anticipate the consequences of European treaty reforms is limited. Accordingly, public 

opinion  studies  identify  educational  and  informational  variables  to  be  important  mediating 

factors for the explanation of the public opinion on EU integration (Gabel 1998). Recent studies 

highlight several other mediating and contextual factors, such as ideology and national econom-

ic development (e.g. Brinegar and Jolly 2004; Hooghe and Marks 2004)4. Empirically theses 

studies  find  that  the  attitudes  of  party  elites  and  their  supporters  are  positively  correlated 

(Thomassen and Schmitt 1999).

Sanchez-Cuenca (2000) argues that voters compare the functioning of national parlia-

mentary democracy with the democratic institutions at the EU level. Voters who evaluate their 

own national political system badly tend to seek salvation in EU integration and in turn reveal 

rather positive attitudes on EU membership and EU policies (Rohrschneider 2002). Most re-

cently,  scholars have found evidence that voters' interests in European politics is steadily in-

creasing (Zürn 2006: 224), though still being low in absolute terms. The percentage of articles in 

the quality press with reference to European politics has risen, now representing between 25% 

(Politiken) and 45% (Le Monde) (Peters et al. 2006: 146f.). Luetgert (2008) finds that well-in-

formed voters respond to EU legislation which has an direct impact on their economic well be-

ing. Likewise De Vries (2008) shows that the European issues gain increasingly importance for 

the vote choice in national elections. Against this background the second and third hypotheses 

read as follows:

H2 Governments prefer more EU powers the less integration-sceptical their median voter.

However, on second thought H1 implies that voters who perceive high benefits from their coun-

tries membership in the EU should be reserved with regard to further integration. The latter not 

only implies uncertain consequences, but also redistribution of the policies maintained under the 

status at their expenses. Therefore my third hypothesis argues:

4 “Economic theories work best when economic consequences are perceived with some accuracy, are large 
enough to matter, and when the choice a person makes actually affects the outcome. To the extent that these 
conditions are not present, group identities are likely to be decisive” (Hooghe and Marks 2004: 2). 

9



H3 Governments prefer more EU powers the lower the median voter's perceived benefits of EU 

membership.

As compared to ordinary domestic policy-making,  international treaties are subject to higher 

ratification constraints, either super majorities in parliament or popular referenda. Considering 

all  three  IGCs,  a  total  of  15 member  states  announced ratification  via  popular  referendum5 

(König and Finke 2007a). Overall 11 of the 15 referenda were announced before the final stage 

of  the  respective  IGCs.  Accordingly,  governments  were  aware  of  this  higher  ratification 

threshold when forming their official positions6. Steenbergen et al. (2007) finds parties in refer-

endum countries to be more responsive to their electorate. Analogously I expect the impact of 

voters on the governmental position to be stronger in referendum countries.

H4 Voters in referendum countries have a stronger impact on the governmental position as 

compared to voters in non-referendum countries.

The overwhelming majority of EU member states are parliamentary democracies. Accordingly, 

we should expect that the political preferences represented in national parliaments have a con-

siderable impact on the formation of the governmental position. Exceptions are the semi-presid-

ential system of France as well as  the weak semi-presidentialism of Finland. However, Finnish 

EU politics are characterized by intensive parliamentary scrutiny and in case of treaty reform the 

Eduskunta even enjoyed a veto right during the preparatory stage (Finke and König 2006: 139). 

In most other member states parliaments are either formally or informally involved in the dis-

cussions which take place during the preparatory stage (Stoiber 2003: 277ff.; König and Hug 

2006). Finally, the national parliaments must ratify the constitutional reform treaties. In some 

member states the constitutions prescribe super majorities for the ratification of international 

treaties which are intended to delegate sovereignty.

H5 Governments prefer more EU powers the less integration-sceptical the position of their na-

tional parliament.

5 At Amsterdam the governments of Denmark, Ireland and Portugal announced a referendum. The Irish Constitu-
tion prescribes a mandatory referendum and the Irish government was the only one to announce a referendum 
on the Treaty of Nice. Finally, an unprecedented high number of eleven governments, namely Belgium, the 
Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, and Great Britain, 
announced referenda on the TeC 

6 The  British,  Polish  and  Belgium announcements  occurred  before  the  end  of  the Constitutional IGC and 
only the French referendum was announced after closing summit on 7 July 2004 (Hug and Schulz 2007: 196).
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H6 Governments prefer more EU powers the less integration-sceptical the position of their par-

liamentary ratification pivot.

In nine of the fifteen old member states parliaments were formally involved in the formation of 

the governmental position (Stoiber 2003:277ff.; König and Hug 20067): Austria, Belgium, Den-

mark,  Finland,  Germany,  Ireland,  Spain,  Sweden and the UK. Therefore we might  expect a 

stronger impact of parliaments on the governmental position. 

H7 National parliaments with formal scrutiny powers have a stronger impact on the govern-

mental position.

Table 2 summarizes the expected hypothesis. However, with regard to the subsequent empirical 

analysis  it  is  important  to  carefully  consider  the interdependencies  between the  explanatory 

factors.

Table 2 about here

Empirical Evidence from three IGCs

The governmental positions are operationalized by applying Bayesian Item-Response (IR) ana-

lysis to the survey data presented in table 1. The resulting item- and person-discrimination para-

meters are easily interpretable and reproducible8. To ensure the intergovernmental character of 

the issue space, the estimation solely relies on the data of the governmental positions plus the 

Treaty of Amsterdam and the Treaty of Nice which function as bridgers (Bailey 2007). The op-

timal number of dimensions is two. Whereas a weak first dimension is characterized by issues 

assigned to the horizontal distribution of power, the second dimension is characterized by those 

issues assigned to vertical  integration.  However,  the vertical  dimension  contributes  twice as 

much to the explanatory power of the model. A short description of the methodology and its res-

ults can be found in appendix A. For a detailed description see Finke (2008). Subsequently, the 

7 For the Constitutional IGC see individual country chapters in König and Hug 2006.
8 The two-parametric model (probit link) is globally identified by normalizing the latent trait (mean zero; unit 

variance; Rivers, 2004). The algorithm employs a hybrid of Metropolis-Hastings-Sampler for estimating the cut-
off points, and a Gibbs-Sampler to optimise the parameter within these intervals. The algorithm has been imple-
mented in GAUSS 6.0.
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dependent variable is governmental positions on vertical integration controlled for fixed effects 

at the level of IGCs which, however, turn out entirely insignificant.

The first hypothesis is operationalized by four different indicators, all of which capture 

the relative importance of EU transfers for the national economy: 1.) the transfers received out 

of the structural and cohesion funds per Capita, 2.) transfers received under the CAP per Capita; 

3.) the net contributions to the EU budget per Capita and 4.) the total EU transfers as percentage 

of value added in sectors I and II. 

The second hypothesis is operationalized by using Eurobarometer data. The surveys ask 

respondents on a regular basis whether they prefer decisions in a particular policy area to be 

“taken by the [national] government or jointly within the European Union.” For the following 

thirteen policy areas the question was asked at least once every year from 1996 to 2004: defense, 

protection of the environment, currency, humanitarian aid, health and social welfare, the fight 

against unemployment, agriculture, support for regions which are experiencing economic diffi-

culties, education, foreign policy and culture.9 A routine was used to identify the answer of the 

median interviewee, supposing that the sample is representative of the electorate. Most of the 

thirteen questions are highly correlated. Using factor analysis, it was possible to reduce the thir-

teen policy areas to a single underlying factor which explains almost 62% of the overall vari-

ance.10 The third hypothesis is operationalized analogously and by the same Eurobarometer data 

listed in footnote 10 which includes a question on whether or not the respondent thinks that his 

country benefited from being a member of the EU.11 

Hypotheses H5 and H6 differ with regard to the mechanism by which the national parlia-

ment may impact the governmental position. H5 argues that the parliament is involved during 

the  preference  formation  process.  It  is  operationalized  as  the  mean  across  party  positions 

weighted by their seat share. By contrast, H6 highlights that in nine of the fifteen old member 

states the constitution prescribed super-majorities for its ratification12(König and Finke 2007: 

9 The data originates from the following Eurobarometer surveys:  1996: EB46.0 (za2898); 1997: EB47.1 (za2936); 1998: 
EB49.0  (za3052);  1999:  EB52.0  (za3204);  2000:  EB53.0  (za3296);  2001:  EB56.2  (za3627);  2002(spring):  EB57.1 
(za3639); 2002(fall): EB58.1 (za3693); 2003: EB59.1 (za3904); 2004: EB60.1 (za3938). The data is available at the Zen-
tralarchiv für  Empirische Sozialforschung Köln,  http://www.gesis.org/ZA. The identifier  for  each data  set  in  the Zen-
tralarchiv Köln (ZA) is printed in brackets. 

10 The resulting factor loads: defence (0.82), protection of the environment (0.84), currency (0.78), humanitarian aid (0.85), 
health and social welfare (0.82), the fight against unemployment (0.76), agriculture (0.75), support for regions which are 
experiencing economic difficulties (0.56), education (0.74), foreign policy (0.90) and culture (0.76).

11 The same Eurobarometer surveys listed in footnote 10 ask a question on whether or not the interviewee thinks that his 
country's membership in the EU is a “good thing.” On the level of member states the percentage of respondents who per-
ceive benefits from EU membership and the percentage of respondents who call EU membership a “good thing” is strongly 
correlated (Pearson's r > 0.9).

12 Austria and Germany demand the support of two thirds of the MPs in both chambers. Spain, Italy and Ireland require a sim-
ple majority in both chambers. Belgium requires a simple majority in both chambers plus the consent of the regional parlia-
ments. The French constitution prescribes that the proposal must gain support of two thirds of the MPs in the Congress, de-

12
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158). Accordingly, H6 is operationalized by the position of the parliamentary ratification pivot. 

For both hypotheses I resort to the data provided by the Comparative Manifesto research group 

(Klingemann et al. 2006).13 Unfortunately, the weighted mean and the pivotal positions are high-

ly correlated (Pearson's r > 0.8) which renders a simultaneous use of both variables in one model 

impossible. The seventh hypothesis refers to the importance of formal parliamentary scrutiny 

powers which exist in eight member states14.

All independent variables are calculated as biannual averages, i.e. 1996/97 for Amster-

dam; 2000/1 for Nice and 2003/4 for the Constitutional IGC. The operationalization of the seven 

hypothesis is summarized in Table 2. Appendix B displays the bivariate scatter plots between 

the governmental positions and each of the seven independent variables. For each variable it 

contains two plots, one with separate OLS smoothers for each IGC and a second one which con-

tains separate  OLS smoothers  for cases with and without referendum, respectively with and 

without parliamentary scrutiny. 

The bivariate results lend limited support to H1. Only for the Amsterdam IGC the scat-

terplots reflect a strong and significant negative correlation for all four economic variables. Un-

surprisingly the regression result in the first column of table 3  reflect this finding.

However, the bivariate results strongly support H2. For all three IGCs we find a signifi-

cant positive correlation between median voters' preferred level of competences and the govern-

mental position. The correlation is particularly strong for the time of Amsterdam (Pearson's r = 

0.84) and slightly stronger among referendum countries (r= 0.60) as compared to non-referen-

dum countries (r=0.47). The bivariate results for H3 are mixed. Considering the entire sample 

we do not find the hypothesized negative correlation. However, among the 15 referendum cases 

such a correlation does exist (r=-0.49). The third column in table 3 provides a multivariate test 

of hypothesis  H2-H4. The results further support those of the bivariate analysis. It reveals a 

strong impact of median voters preferred level of competence for all cases, whereas the per-

ceived benefit of membership is mediated by the choice of the ratification instrument. This “vot-

er model” explains roughly 46% of the variance.

fined as the joint session of Senate and National Assembly. In Finland the reform proposal must be supported by three 
fifths of the Eduskunta. Finally, the Danish constitution requires that five sixths of the MPs support the reform 

13 The respective coding instructions read as follows: PER108: European Integration Positive: “favorable mentions of Euro-
pean integration in general; desirability of expanding the European Union and/or of increasing its competence; desirability 
of the manifesto country joining (or remaining a member).” PER110: European Integration: Negative: “Hostile mentions of 
the European Union; opposition to specific European policies which are preferred by European authorities; otherwise as 
108, but negative” (Klingemann et al. 2006.

14 Formal parliamentary scrutiny means that the parliaments could have vetoed the official national position. Member states 
with  parliamentary  scrutiny  are  Austria,  Belgium,  Denmark,  Finland,  Germany,  Ireland,  Spain,  Sweden  and  the  UK 
(Stoiber 2003: 277 ff.; König and Hug 2006).
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The bivariate results also support H5-H7. For all three IGCs we find a significant posi-

tive correlation between the position of the parliament operationalized either as weighted mean 

or as ratification pivot which ranges between r=0.42 and r=0.50. Furthermore, the results indi-

cate a stronger correlation among the subsample of 27 cases which provide for a parliamentary 

scrutiny procedure (r=0.61 vs. r=0.31). Finally, the bivariate scatter plot reveals another unex-

pected difference between the two sub samples. The governments from member states without 

formal parliamentary scrutiny prefer a higher level of vertical integration. The fourth column in 

table 3 provides the multivariate test of the “party model”. The estimates explain either 36% of 

the variation when using the parliamentary mean or 42% of the variation when using the ratifi-

cation pivot. However, the interaction effect between the existence of parliamentary scrutiny 

procedure and the parliamentary position is more suitably interpreted as a fixed effect15.

Figure 3 about here

However,  the  above  variables  can  hardly  be  considered  mutually  independent.  Instead  we 

should expect parliaments to represent the preferences of their voters. Furthermore, both actors' 

preferences should correspond to the economic importance of EU transfer payments. Therefore 

figure 2 depicts the correlations between the different variables used for operationalizing H1-

H7. In doing so it distinguishes between a subgroup of cases with (N=30) and without institu-

tional (N=15) controls of the government. Institutional controls being either formal parliamen-

tary scrutiny and/ or ratification by means of referendum (see footnotes 5and 10). Comparing 

both subgroups with respect to the correlation between the position of governments and voters 

as well as the positions of governments and parliament figure 2 lends further support to H4 and 

H7.

But the effect of institutional controls is not restricted to the last step of the representa-

tion chain. Instead it appears that the correlation between median voters' preferences and the 

parliamentary position is significantly stronger if either formal parliamentary scrutiny or a refer-

endum exist (r=0.71 vs. r=0.29). This resembles the findings of Steenbergen et al. (2007) for the 

effect of referenda on the representation of voters by their parties. As far as the economic impor-

tance of EU transfer payments is concerned figure 2 reveals a strong correlation between re-

ceived per capita transfers and voters perceived benefits from being a member of the EU. While 

15 Indeed substituting the interaction effect with an ordinary fixed effects reveals even stronger results.
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the overall strength of the correlation between economic factors and the position of parliament 

as well as government is weaker, the differentiation along the existence of institutional controls 

appears to be of relevance, too. Only in the subsample with institutional controls the economic 

factors reveal the expected negative correlation to both, parliamentary and governmental posi-

tion. This points towards the fact that the impact of economic interests are mediated by voters 

and/or parliaments. 

The results of the multivariate analysis depicted in table 3 strengthen the importance of 

institutional constraints on the government. The interaction effects between all four economic 

variables16 and the dummy for institutional controls turn out significant with expected negative 

sign. This second “Economic Interest Model” explains roughly 40% of the variance. 

Finally, table 3 depicts the results of lean first order models. Testing the effects of do-

mestic actors and economic interests simultaneously turns the latter to be insignificant. Consid-

ering figure 2 this comes as no surprise: The impact of the economic factors is mediated by both 

types of political actors. Restricting the model to the importance of voters and parties explains 

up to 59% of the observed variation. Finally, I controlled for the lagged dependent variable, i.e. 

the governmental position at t-1. However, the impact of voters and parties remain strong and 

significant. 

Table 3 about here

Conclusion 

So far liberal-intergovernmentalists appear relatively unconcerned about the role of voters, par-

ties and parliaments. Indeed Moravcsik's (1998) theoretical chapter entirely omits domestic ac-

tors. With respect to the pre-Maastricht agenda the reason for this omittance is straightforward. 

Liberal-intergovernmentalism has been developed with a focus on economic coordination and 

integration  which at  that  time dominated the intergovernmental  reform agenda.  As a conse-

quence national governments acted in the name of the national economic interest. At the domes-

tic level this perspective found support by striking ignorance on behalf of the voters and limited 

politicization among major parties.

However, at the same time the agenda shifted beyond economic integration the domestic 

politicization of the European issues increased and so did the interests of the voters (Steenber-

16 The variables CAP Transfers  and Structural Funds are highly correlate (r=0.83) and are therefore not used si-
multaneously in the multivariate analysis. However, the choice for either of the two leads to very similar results. 
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gen et al. 2007; Zürn 2007; Peters et al. 2007). Furthermore, domestic actors increasingly expe-

rienced the impact of EU politics in their day-to-day life, in particular those policies which af-

fect their economic well being (Luetgert 2008; de Vries 2008). As a consequence national gov-

ernments can no longer ignore the interests of voters, parties and parliaments when formulating 

their positions - neither can integration theorists when trying to explain governmental positions. 

For the post-Maastricht period governmental positions on European integration cannot be con-

sidered a mere transformation of economic producers interests. Instead they have their origins in 

the domestic preference formation process mediated by the institutional constraints to govern-

mental discretions such as parliamentary scrutiny and ratification hurdles. 

Therefore the analyst of intergovernmental treaty negotiations should take the economic 

and political origins of voters' and parties' preferences on European integration into considera-

tion. Actors compare the benefits they receive under the status quo to the potential merits of re-

form. However, these cost-benefit calculations wildly differ across actors within the same coun-

try and are by no means restricted to short-term economic interests. The preference aggregation 

is mediated by institutional constraints imposed by any particular political system. 

What are the implications for the research on European treaty reforms? First, the impact 

of the domestic level shakes up the unitary actors assumption usually applied by intergovern-

mentalist. Second, the findings help us to understand the increasing frequency of IGCs during 

the 1990s. At the time of the grant economic bargains the consequences of each treaty reforms 

were far reaching but predictable and governmental preferences appeared relatively stable. In 

contrast, public opinion is relatively unstable and preference aggregation depends on the elec-

toral success of political parties at the national level. As a consequence the shape of the winset 

for successful intergovernmental reforms might be flux. Third, the results indicate that the re-

sponsiveness between governments  and domestic  voters  depends on institutional  constraints. 

Accordingly, the choice of ratification instrument or the implementation of parliamentary scruti-

ny mechanisms impact governments' future discretion at the international bargaining table.

16



References

Alesina,  A.,  I.  Angeloni  and  L.  Schuhknecht  (2002)  'What  does  the  European  Union  Do?' 

European  University  Institute  Working  Papers  61, European  University  Institute, 

Florence.

Aspinwall, M. D. (2002) 'Preferring Europe: Ideology and National Preferences on European In-

tegration.' European Union Politics 3: 81-111.

Aspinwall, M. D. (2007) 'Government Preferences on European Integration: An Empirical Test 

on Five Theories.' British Journal of Political Science 37: 89-114.

Bailey, M. A. (2007). 'Comparable Preference Estimates Across Time and Institutions for the 

Court, Congress and Presidency.' American Journal of Political Science 51(3): 433-458.

Baldwin, R. and M. Widgren (2003) 'Decision Making and the Constitutional Treaty: Will the 

IGC discard Giscard?' Centre for European Policy Studies Policy Brief 37, Brussels.

Bräuninger, T., T. Cornelius, T. König and T. Schuster (2001) 'The Dynamics of European In-

tegration. A Constitutional Analysis of the Amsterdam Intergovernmental Conference.' 

In G. Schneider and M. D. Aspinwall (eds.) 'The Rules of Integration. Institutionalist Ap-

proaches to the Study of Europe.' Manchester University Press, Manchester: 46-68.

Buchanen, J. and G. Tullock (1968)  'The Calculus of Consent'.  University of Michigan Press, 

Ann Arbor.

Bursens, P. (2004) ‘Enduring Federal Consensus: An Institutionalst Account of Belgian Prefer-

ences regarding the Future of Europe.’ Comparative European Politics 2: 339-57.

Brinegar,  A.  P.  and  S.  K.  Jolly  (2005)  'Location,  Location,  Location:  National  Contextual 

Factors and Public Support for European Integration.'  European Union Politics 6 (2): 

155-180.

Carruba, C. J. and C. Volden (2001). 'Explaining Institutional Change in the European Union.' 

European Union Politics 2 (1): 5-30.

Checkel, J. T. (2003) 'Going Native' in Europe? Theorizing Social Interaction in European Insti-

tutions.’ Comparative Political Studies 36: 209-31.

Collignon, S. (2002) 'The European Republic.' The Federal Trust, London.

De Vuyst, Y. (2003)  ‘The European Union at the Crossroads: The EU’s Evolution from the  

Schuman Plan to the European Convention.’ PIE Lang, Brussels. 

De Vries, C. (2008) 'Sleeping Giant: Fact or Fairytale? How European Integration Affects Na-

tional Elections.' European Union Politics 8(3): 363- 85.

17



Dimitrakopoulos,  Dionyssis  G.,  und  Hussein  Kassim.  2004.  “Deciding  the  Future  of  the 

European  Union:  Preference  Formation  and Treaty  Reform.”  Comparative  European 

Politics 2: 241-260. 

Finke, D. (2008) 'Constitutional Politics in the EU: Governmental Preferences and their Domest-

ic Origins.'University of Mannheim: typescript (dissertation): 328 pages.

Finke, D. and T. König (2006) 'Finland: Centralized Consensus on EU Constitution Building.' 

in: König, T. and Hug, S. (eds.) (2006) 'Preference Formation and European Constitu-

tion-building. A Comparative Study in Member States and Accession Countries.'  Rout-

ledge, London: 135-146.

Friderich, H. B. (2002) 'A European Economic and Financial Constitution.'  Convention Spot-

light No. 5, Bertelsmann Foundation, Gütersloh.

Follesdal, A. and S. Hix (2006) 'Why There is a Democratic Deficit in the EU: A Response to 

Majone and Moravcsik.' Journal of Common Market Studies 44(3): 533-62.

Gabel, M. (1998) ‘Public Support for European Integration: An Empirical Test of Five Theo-

ries.’ The Journal of Politics 60: 333-54.

Hix, S. and C. Crombez (2006). 'Extracting Ideal Point Estimates from Actors’ Preferences in 

the EU Constitutional Negotiations.' European Union Politics 6: 353 – 376.

Hösli, M. and C. Arnold (2006)  "Coalition-Formation, Cleavages and Voting Behavior in the  

Council of the European Union" unpublished paper.

Marks, G. and L. Hooghe (2004) Does Identity or Economic Rationality Drive Public Opinion 

on European Integration?Political Science and Politics 37(3): 415-420.

Hug, S. and T. Schulz (2007). Referendums in the EU’s constitution building process. The Re-

view of International Organizations 2(2):177-218. 

Kassim, Hussein. 2004. “The United Kingdom and the Future of Europe: Winning the Battle, Losing the 

War.” Comparative European Politics 2:261-281. 

Kassim, H. and D. G.Dimitrakopoulos (2004) 'Deciding the Future of the European Union: Pref-

erence Formation and Treaty Reform.' Comparative European Politics 2(3): 241-60.

Klingemann,  Hans-Dieter u.  a.  2006.  Mapping Policy Preferences II:  Estimates for Parties,  

Electors and Governments in Central and Eastern Europe, European Union and OECD 

1990-2003. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Koenig-Archibugi, M. (2004) 'Explaining Government Preferences for Insitutional Change in 

EU Foreign and Security Policy.' International Organization 58: 137-74.

18



König, Thomas and Brooke Luetgert. 2008. “Troubles with Transposition: Explaining Trends in 

Member State Notification Failure and Timelines”  British Journal of Political Science  

forthcoming.

König, Thomas and Daniel Finke (2007). “Reforming the Equilibrium? Veto Players and Policy 

Change in the European Constitution-building Process“, Review of International Organ-

izations, 2:2, 153-176.

König, T. and Hug, S. (2000) 'Ratifying Maastricht. Parliamentary Votes on International Treat-

ies and Theoretical Solution Concepts.' European Union Politics 1(1): 93-124.

König, T. und Hug, S. (eds.) (2006) 'Preference Formation and European Constitution-build-

ing. A Comparative Study in Member States and Accession Countries.' Routledge, Lon-

don.

König, T. and B. Luetgert (2003) 'The Treaty of Nice. Intergovernmental Conferences, Domest-

ic  Constraints  and the Reform of  European Institutions.'  paper  presented  at  the First 

ECPR General Conference, Marburg, July 2003.

König, Thomas. 2008. “Why do member states empower the European Parliament?.” Journal of  

European Public Policy 15(2):167. 

Laffan, B. (1997) 'The IGC and Institutional Reform of the Union.' In: Pijpers, A. and G. Ed-

wards (eds.) 'The politics of European Treaty Reform.' Pinter, London.

Lijphardt, A. (1998) 'Patterns of Democracy.' Yale University Press, New Haven.

Luetgert, B. (2008) 'Disentangling the Roots of Public Support for European Integration: Ex-

ploring the Effect of EU Policy.' German University of Administrative Sciences, Speyer: 

Typescript (Dissertation), 224 pages.

Majone, G. (2006) 'Reaction for Notre Europe to Andrew Moravcsik’s article: “What Can We 

Learn from the Collapse of the European Constitutional Project?' on line available at: 

http://www.notre-europe.eu/en/speakers-corner/contributions/publication/reaction-of-gi-

andomenico-majone-to-andrew-moravcsiks-article/, last accessed 7 July 2007.

Marks, G. and M.R. Steenbergen, M. R. (2004)  'European Integration and Political Conflict.'  

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Mahncke, D. (1997) 'Reform of the CFSP : from Maastricht to Amsterdam .' in: Monar, J. and 

W. Wessels. (eds.) 'The European Union after the Treaty of Amsterdam.' Continuum In-

ternational Publishing Group.

Moravscik, A. (1998) 'The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and State Power from Messina to 

Maastricht.' Cornell University Press, Ithaca.

19



Moravcsik, Andrew (2006). “What Can We Learn from the Collapse of the European Constitu-

tional Project?”, Politische Viertejahresschrift, 47:2, 219-241 

Moravcsik, A. and K. Nicolaidis (1999) 'Explaining the Treaty of Amsterdam: Interest, Institu-

tions and Influence.' JCMS 37 (1): 59-85.

Monar, J. (1997) 'Justice and Home Affairs: A Balance Sheet and an Agenda for Reform.' in: 

Pijpers,  A.  and  G.  Edwards  (eds.)  (1997)  'The politics  of  European Treaty  Reform.'  

Pinter, London.

Oates, W. (1972) 'Fiscal Federalism.' Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, New York.

Olson, M. (1969) 'The principle of fiscal equivalence. The devision of responsibles among dif-

ferent levels of government.' American Economic Review 59: 479-498. 

Padoan, C.P. (1997) 'The reforms in major policy areas. EU employment and social policy after 

Amsterdam : too little or too much?' in: Monar, J. and W. Wessels. (eds.) 'The European 

Union after the Treaty of Amsterdam.' Continuum International Publishing Group.

Peters,  Bernhard., Hartmut Wessler, Stefanie Sifft, Michael Brüggemann, Katharina Kleinen- 

von Königslöw, Andreas Wimmel (2005). “National and transnational public spheres: 

the case of the EU”, in Stefan Leibfried and Michael Zürn (eds.), Transformations of the 

State? Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Romer,  Thomas,  und  Howard  Rosenthal.  1978.  “Political  Resource  Allocation,  Controlled 

Agendas, and the Status Quo.” Public Choice 33(4):27-45. 

Rittberger,  B.  (2005) 'Building Europe’s Parliament.  Democratic Representation beyond the  

Nation-State.' Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sapir, A., P. Aghion, G. Bertola, M. Hellwig, J. Pisani-Ferry, D. Rosati, J. Viñals, H. Wallace 

(2003) 'An Agenda for a Growing Europe. Making the EU Economic System Deliver.' 

Report to the European Commission.

Sanchez-Cuenca, I. (2000) 'The political basis of support for European integration.'  European 

Union Politics 1(2): 147–171.

Schulz, H. and T. König (2000) 'Institutional Reform and Decision-Making. Efficiency in the 

European Union.' AJPS 44 (4): 653-666.

Stoiber, M. (2003) 'Die nationale Vorbereitung auf EU Regierungskonferenzen: interministeri-

elle Koordination und kollektive Entscheidung.' Campus-Verlag,m Frankfurt a.M.

Steenbergen, Marco R., Erica E. Edwards, und Catherine E. de Vries. 2007. “Who's Cueing 

Whom?: Mass-Elite Linkages and the Future of European Integration.” European Union 

Politics 8(1):13-35. 

20



Thurner, Paul W., Franz-Urban Pappi and Michael Stoiber (2002). „EU Intergovernmental Con-

ferences - A Quantitative Analytical  Reconstruction and Data-Handbook of Domestic 

Preference Formation,  Transnational Networks, and Dynamics  of Compromise during 

the  Amsterdam  Treaty  Negotiations“,  MZES Working  Papers  No.  60,  University  of 

Mannheim.

Thomassen, J. and H. Schmitt (1999) 'Political Representation and Legitimacy in the European 

Union.' Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Laursen,  F.  (2006)  'The  Treaty  of  Nice:  Actor  Preferences,  Bargaining  and  Institutional  

Choice.' Martinus Nijhoff Publishers.

Laursen, F.  (2002)  'The Amsterdam Treaty: National Preference Formation, Interstate Bar-

gaining and Outcome.' Odense University Studies in History and Social Sciences, no. 

245.

Zürn, Michael (2006). “Zur Politisierung der Europäischen Union”, Politische Vierteljahress-

chrift, 47:2, 242-251.

21



Table 1: Available data on the official governmental positions.

Time Method Issues Reference

Amsterdam Analysis of EP Task Force Report 249

Amsterdam 46

Nice 39  König und Luetgert (2003) 

Convention 48 König et al. (2006a)

19

65 König und Hug (2006) 

http://www.europarl.eu.int; Doc. No. 
JF/bo/ 290/97, 27.05.1997; Hug 
and König (2002)

Document Analysis followed by Expert In-
terviews

Thurner, Pappi and 
Stoiber (2002) 

Document Analysis followed by Expert In-
terviews
Document Analysis followed by Expert In-
terviews

Constitu-
tional IGC

Analysis of EP Task Force Report (AF-
CO)

http://www.europarl.eu.int; 
DV\512456EN.doc, 6.11.2003 

Constitu-
tional IGC

Document Analysis followed by Expert In-
terviews



Figure 1: Expected Costs of European (vertical) integration composed of inefficiency costs and decision/ heterogeneity costs. On the basis of 
Buchanan and Tullock (1962: 71). (Note: Vertical line marks actor's preferred level of integration, i.e. where costs are reduced to a minimum). 



Table 2: Hypotheses on what explains governmental positions on European integration including names and short description of operationalization.

Governments prefer more EU powers ... Description

EU Transfers

Net Payment

H3 ...the lower the median voters' perceived benefits of EU.

H5

H6 

Referendum

Name of 
Variable

H1
...the smaller the overall economic importance of EU 
transfer payments for their industrial and agricultural 
sector.

Struc. Funds

Transfers received out of the Structural and Cohesion Funds; EUR p.C.; 
logarithmized; Source: European Commission, Annual Budget Allocation 
Reports.
Transfers received as percentage of Value Added in Sectors 1+2; 
logarithmized; Source: European Commission, Annual Budget Allocation 
Reports.
Net Contribution to EU Budget; EUR p.C.; logarithmized; Source: 
European Commission, Annual Budget Allocation Reports.

CAP 
Transfers

Transfers received under the CAP; EUR p.C.; logarithmized; Source: 
European Commission, Annual Budget Allocation Reports.

H2 ...the less integration-sceptical their median voter. Division of 
Competence

Question: Should decision in policy area xy be “taken by the national 
government or jointly within the European Union”; biannual mean for 13 
policy areas reduced to one factor; Source: Eurobarometer.

Perceived 
Benefits

Question: Did your “country benefit from being a member of the 
European Union”; mean;  Source: Eurobarometer.

...the less integration-sceptical the position of their 
national parliament.

Parliament 
Position

CMP codes PER108 and PER110; mean weighted by seat share; 
Source: Klingemann et al. (2006).

...the less integration-sceptical the position of their 
parliamentary ratification pivot.

Ratification 
Position

CMP codes PER108 and PER110; ratification pivot according to 
country specific thresholds; Source: Klingemann et al. (2006).

H4
Voters in referendum countries have a stronger impact 
on the governmental position as compared to voters in 
non-referendum countries.

1= if the government announced a ratification by referendum (N=15); 0= 
if the government did not announce a referendum (N=30).

H7 National parliaments with formal scrutiny powers have 
a stronger impact on the governmental position.

Parliamentary 
Scrutiny

1=if formal parliamentary scrutiny (applies to 9 member states); 0=if no 
formal parliamentary scrutiny (applies to 6 member states); Source: 
Stoiber (2004); König and Hug (2006).



Figure 2: Bivariate correlations between explanatory variables at different levels. Left of slash: Correlation in subgroup of cases with formal constraint 
in domestic preference formation process. Right of slash: Correlation in subgroup of cases without formal constraint in domestic preference formation 
process.



Table 3: Multivariate Tests of H1-H7. The dependent variables are the governmental position of 15 old member states at Amsterdam, Nice and the 
Constitutional IGC. (Note: Last Column adds the lagged dependent variable. Standardized Coefficients.)

(y= Governmental 
Position; N=45)

Economic 
Interest 
Model I

Economic 
Interest 
Model II

Voter 
Model

Party
Model

First 
Order I

First 
Order II

First Order 
II lagged 
(N=30)

_const  0.000  0.000***  0.000** 0.000*  0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000***
Net Payment  0.017
EU Transfers  0.196
CAP Transfers -0.262
Net Payment * Parl. 
Position -0.542*** 0.095

EU Transfers * Parl. 
Position -0.348** -0.171

CAP Transfers * Parl. 
Position -0.246* 0.002

Division of Competences    0.507*** 0.302** 0.231** 0.311**
Perceived Benefits 0.041   
Referendum * Perceived
Benefits  -0.538*** -0.382** -0.423*** -0.406***

Parliament Position 0.439***  0.298*** 0.307*** 0.351**
Parl. Scrutiny * Parl. 
Position -0.500*** -0.338** -0.348*** -0.379**

Governmental Position 
at t-1 0.217

adj. R^2 0.08 0.40 0.46 0.42 0.58 0.59 0.60
F-ratio 2.115 10.39*** 13.39*** 17.07*** 11.41*** 16.57*** 8.87***



Appendix A: Identification of governmental position by estimating a two dimensional Item 
Response model.

The data matrix used for the two parametric Item response model has 57x138 (=7866) cells, 4,822 

of which are missing.1 It comprises information on member states’ positions at Amsterdam, Nice, 

and the Constitutional IGC, plus information on the Treaty of Amsterdam (ToA) and the Treaty of 

Nice (ToN). To ensure the intergovernmental character of the issue space,  the estimation solely 

relies on the data of the national positions plus the ToA and the ToN, which function as bridgers. 

The corresponding person parameters of the convention delegates, the Treaty of Maastricth (ToM), 

and  the  Constitutional  draft  agreed  in  2004 (TeC)  are  plotted  into  the  resulting  space  ex-post 

estimation.2 The two-parametric model (probit link) is globally identified by normalizing the latent 

trait (mean zero; unit variance; Rivers, 2004).3 

Overall  the  model  estimates  821  parameters.4 Convergence5 is  reached  after  a  burn-in  of 

approximately 10,000 iterations; the subsequent analysis is based on another 30,000 draws from the 

posterior distribution. Table A1 summarizes the model's predictive power in comparison to the null 

model  (chance)  and  the  corresponding  one-dimensional  model.  The  two-dimensional  model 

predicts  roughly 73% of  the  cases  correctly,  and according  to  the  log-likelihood and Aikaike's 

Information Criterion (AIC) it beats the other two models. Considering the sum of the absolute 

item-discrimination parameters, the first dimension's explanatory power is about two times stronger 

than the second dimension's. In order to check whether or not the joint estimation biases the issue 

space, the author estimated a separate two-dimensional IRT model for each of the three points in 

time.  The  results  indicate  very  strong  correlations  for  both  person-  and  item-discrimination 

1 The discrepancy between the number of issues as compared to table 2 results from the exclusion of uninformative 
constants.

2 However,  I  reestimated  the  model,  including the  ToM, the TeC and  the  governmental  delegates.  The resulting 
differences are negligible.

3 The algorithm employs a hybrid of Metropolis-Hastings-Sampler for estimating the cut-off points, and a Gibbs-
Sampler to optimise the parameter within these intervals. The algorithm has been implemented in GAUSS 6.0.

4 138  item-difficulty  parameters,  276  item-discrimination  parameters,  114  person  parameters,  and  293  cut-off 
parameters. 

5 This judgement is based on the visual inspection of the trace plots and the reestimation of the model, to check 
whether or not the results are independent of the prior. Furthermore, the algorithm appears to be reasonably efficient 
with acceptance rates for the cut-off parameters varying between a minimum of  0.49, a maximum of 0.83, and a 
mean of 0.61 (Johnson & Albert, 1999, p. 54).



parameters (table A2). Only the results for Nice are somewhat less correlated, though still exceeding 

a correlation of 0.6 for both dimensions.

The overwhelming majority of the 138 issues described in table A3 can be assigned to either the 

vertical- (81) or the horizontal-conflict (36) dimension. The item-discrimination parameters are 

likewise depicted in table A3. Member states' position in the resulting two-dimensional conflict 

space are depicted in figure A1.

For details see Finke (2008).

Table A1 Model Fit statiscs of two- and one-dimensional item response model and the null model 

(chance).

Table A2 Correlation between  the results of the joint estimation and the results of the separate 

estimations for each point in time. Left: person discrimination parameters; Right: item 

discrimination parameters.

2-D 1-D Chance
% correct 73,60 63,40 38,40
log-likelihood -814,62 -997,24 -1311,55
AIC 5485,58 5772,28 5901,66

Joint (Dim1) Joint (Dim2) Joint (Dim1) Joint (Dim2)
Amsterdam1 0,89 0,27 Amsterdam1 0,92 -0,39
Amsterdam2 0,21 0,93 Amsterdam2 0,23 0,77
Nice1 0,63 -0,22 Nice1 0,63 -0,02
Nice2 0,32 0,92 Nice2 -0,44 0,69
Const.IGC1 0,94 -0,35 Const.IGC1 0,94 0,26
Const.IGC2 0,24 0,92 Const.IGC2 -0,03 0,89



Table A3: Item discrimination parameters (I.D.P.), labels, assignment to either of the two conflict  
dimensions and short descriptions for 138 issues.

-please turn over-

Label Question Short Disription Assignment I.D.P.1 I.D.P.2

citizenship A_1.1 Citizenship of the Union vertical -0,336 1,611 *
funda.rights(introduction) A_1.3 Fundamental Rights (introduction) vertical -0,350 0,684 *
funda.right(monitoring) A_1.4 Fundamental Rights (monitoring) vertical 0,070 1,406 *
subsidiarity(introduction) A_1.5 Principle of Subsidarity (introduction) vertical 0,092 -0,089 *
subsidiarity(compliance) A_1.6 Principle of Subsidiarity (monitoring) vertical -0,686 * 1,651 *
tranparency A_1.7 Transparency of Council meetings vertical -0,441 * 0,660 *
legal.personality A_1.8 Legal Personality of the Union - -0,018 1,767 *
cfsp(planing) A_2.1 CFSP (planning and preparation) vertical -0,402 * 1,374 *
csfp(dec.making) A_2.2 CFSP (application of QMV) horizontal -0,976 * 1,703 *
csfp(implement) A_2.3 CFSP (implementation and ext. representation) vertical -0,426 * 1,254 *
csfp(financing) A_2.4 CFSP (financing) horizontal -1,500 * 0,407
csfp(defence) A_2.5 Common Defence Policy vertical -0,367 * 1,556 *
csfp(weu) A_2.6 Relations with WEU vertical -0,285 * 1,180 *
csfp(arms) A_2.7 Common Armament Policy vertical 0,061 2,176 *
jha(scope) A_3.1 JHA (EU competences) vertical 0,447 2,326 *
jha(modes) A_3.2 JHA (applicability of EC method) vertical -0,578 * 0,636 *
jha(dec.making) A_3.3 JHA (application of QMV) horizontal -0,713 * 0,729 *
jha(democ.control) A_3.4 JHA (democratic control) vertical -1,263 * 1,408 *
jha(judicial.control) A_3.5 JHA (judicial control) vertical -0,603 * 1,030 *
EP(seat.allocation) A_4.1 EP (allocation of seats) horizontal 0,588 * 1,406 *
EP(election) A_4.2 EP (introduction of uniform electoral procedures) vertical -0,005 1,596 *
qmv(application.extension) A_4.3 QMV (extension) horizontal -0,453 * 0,818 *
qmv(threshold) A_4.4 QMV (threshold) horizontal -1,054 * 0,706 *
qmv(weighted.votes) A_4.5 QMV (voting weights) horizontal 1,024 * 1,358 *
qmv(dual.majority) A_4.6 QMV (dual majority) horizontal 0,682 * 0,938 *
commission(composition) A_4.7 Commission (composition) horizontal 1,927 * 1,133 *
enh.coop(intro.flexibility) A_4.8 Enhanced Cooperation (flexibility clause)

1,263 * 1,488 *
enh.coop(condit.of.flexibility) A_4.9

horizontal 0,284 0,593 *
ep(procedures) A_5.2 EP (application and reform of procedures) vertical -0,291 1,444 *
scope.of.legis.procedure. A_5.3 EP (scope of Co-decision and assent) vertical -0,442 * 0,729 *

A_5.4 Commission (role of EP in nomination)
vertical -0,017 0,890 *

ep(budget.power) A_5.5 EP (budgetary powers) vertical 0,329 1,759 *
national.parl.(role.in.legis.) A_5.6 Natinal Parliaments (powers in legislative process) vertical -0,068 0,263
commission(legis.powers) A_5.7 Commission (powers in legislative process)

-1,078 * 1,455 *
ecj(powers) A_5.8 ECJ (jurisdiction) vertical 0,013 1,607 *
ctte.regions(powers) A_5.9 Ctt. of Regions (areas of consultation & inst. autonomy) vertical -0,843 * 1,216 *
esc(powers) A_5.10 ESC (areas of consultation & inst. autonomy) vertical -0,275 0,939 *
employ(chapter) A_6.1 Employment (chapter and objective) vertical -1,321 * 1,502 *
employ(monitor) A_6.2 Employment (monitoring committee) vertical -1,411 * 0,625 *
envrion(general) A_6.3 Environment (EU competences & role of EP) vertical -0,629 * 0,238
enivron(strict) A_6.4 Environment (exception from SEM) - 0,223 -0,402
new.policies A_6.5 New Policy Areas (EU competences) vertical -0,322 * 0,808 *
external.econ.relat. A_6.6 External economic relations (EU competences) vertical -0,371 1,677 *

commission(composition) N_I1 Number of Commissioners horizontal 1,604 * 1,352 *
ecj(composiiton) N_I2.1 ECJ (composition) horizontal 0,073 0,587 *
eca(composition) N_I2.2 ECA (composition) horizontal 0,908 * 0,880 *
ctte.region(composition) N_I2.3 Ctte. of Regions (composition) horizontal -0,101 0,265
eco.soc.council(composition) N_I2.4 Economic and Social Committee (composition) horizontal -0,110 0,278

horizontal/ 
vertical

Enhanced Cooperation (conditions for flexibility: 
applicaion of QMV)

ep
(role.in.election.of.com.presi.)

horizontal/ 
vertical



-please turn over-

Label Question Short Disription Assignment I.D.P.1 I.D.P.2

public_prosecutor N_I3 European Public Prosecutor vertical 0,154 0,586 *
commission(organization) N_II1 Commission (internal hiearchy/ organization) - -0,024 0,627 *
commission(accountability) N_II2 Commission (political accountability towards EP) vertical 0,317 * 0,711 *
ep(seats) N_II3 EP (allocation of seats) horizontal 0,719 * 0,697 *
qmv(voting_weights) N_II4 QMV (voting weights) horizontal 1,020 * 0,939 *
qmv(principle or case-wise) N_II5 QMV (principle or case wise extension) horizontal 0,681 * 0,578 *
codecision(general rule) N_II6 Co-decision (extension) vertical 0,370 0,500 *
closer_cooperation N_II7 Closer cooperation 

1,343 * 1,556 *
comp&qmv_defence N_III1 Level of competence & voting rule: defence

0,537 * 1,780 *
comp&qmv_environment N_III2

-0,182 * 0,530 *
comp&qmv_monetary N_III3 level of competence &voting rule: monetary

-0,465 * 0,987 *
comp&qmv_development N_III4

-0,696 * 1,364 *
comp&qmv_health.social N_III5

-0,748 * 2,022 *
comp&qmv_media N_III6

-0,267 * 0,759 *
comp&qmv_work.rights N_III7

-0,156 1,252 *
comp&qmv_imigration N_III8 level of competence &voting rule: Immigration policy

0,014 0,903 *
comp&qmv_fund.rights N_III9

-0,335 * 1,683 *
comp&qmv_employment N_III10

-1,871 * 1,930 *
comp&qmv_agriculture N_III11 level of competence &voting rule: agriculture and fishing

-0,111 0,262
comp&qmv_economic N_III12

-0,187 * 0,325 *
comp&qmv_education N_III13 level of competence &voting rule: education

-1,496 * 1,412 *
comp&qmv_tech.research N_III14 level of competence &voting rule: technological research

-0,673 * 1,108 *
comp&qmv_taxation(vat) N_III15 level of competence &voting rule:value added tax rates

0,187 1,010 *
comp&qmv_foreign N_III16

-0,124 0,869 *
comp&qmvculture N_III17 level of competence &voting rule: cultural policy

-0,968 * 1,271 *
comp&qmv_asylum N_III18 level of competence &voting rule: political asylum

0,175 0,637 *
comp&qmv_drugs N_III19 level of competence &voting rule: fight against drugs

-0,246 * 1,436 *

fund.rights R_1 Charter of Fundamental Rights vertical -0,182 1,444 *
subsidiarity R_2 Subsidiarity vertical -0,405 * 0,615 *
relig.reference R_3 Religious reference - 0,010 0,745 *
right_of_withdrawal R_4 Right to withdraw from the Union - 0,247 * 0,751 *
objective:social_market_econ. R_5.A vertical 0,643 * 0,764 *
objective:full_employment R_5.B vertical -0,206 1,483 *
objective:competitiveness R_5.C vertical -0,345 0,176
council_presidency:orga. R_6 Presidency of the European Council (organisation) horizontal 0,192 1,267 *
council_presidency: nominate R_7 Presidency of the European Council (nomination) vertical -0,523 * 0,329
qmv_threshold R_8 QMV horizontal 0,508 * 1,230 *
commission:composition R_9 Number of commissioners horizontal 1,830 * 0,718 *
commission:appoint.president R_10

vertical -0,050 0,073
commission:appointment R_11 Appointment of Commissioners (role of EP) vertical 0,319 * 1,571 *
extern.representation(MFA) R_12 External representation vertical 0,159 1,271 *
mfa:appoint.(role of com) R_13.a

vertical 0,187 1,334 *
mfa:appoint.(role of ep) R_13.b Minister of Foreign Affairs (role of EP in appointment) vertical -0,319 * -0,403 *
ecj:scope R_14 ECJ Jurisdiction vertical -0,479 * 0,915 *

horizontal/ 
vertical
vertical/ 
(horizontal)

level of competence &voting rule: einvironmental 
protetcion

vertical/ 
(horizontal)
vertical/ 
(horizontal)

level of competence &voting rule: cooperation with 
devleoping countries

vertical/ 
(horizontal)

level of competence &voting rule: health and social 
welfare

vertical/ 
(horizontal)

level of competence &voting rule: basic rules for media 
and press

vertical/ 
(horizontal)

level of competence &voting rule: workers' rights vis-a-
vis their employers

vertical/ 
(horizontal)
vertical/ 
(horizontal)

level of competence &voting rule: Fundamental Human 
Rights

vertical/ 
(horizontal)

level of competence &voting rule: fight against 
unemployment

vertical/ 
(horizontal)
vertical/ 
(horizontal)

level of competence &voting rule: suppoert for 
econmically depressed regions

vertical/ 
(horizontal)
vertical/ 
(horizontal)
vertical/ 
(horizontal)
vertical/ 
(horizontal)

level of competence &voting rule: foreign policy towards 
non-EU countries

vertical/ 
(horizontal)
vertical/ 
(horizontal)
vertical/ 
(horizontal)
vertical/ 
(horizontal)

Economic objectives : market economy
Economic objectives : employment
Economic objectives : competetivenes

Appointment of Commission President (role of Council, 
EP or nat. parliaments)

Minister of Foreign Affairs (role of Commission in 
appointment)



Label Question Short Disription Assignment I.D.P.1 I.D.P.2
right_of_initiative (ep) R_15.B Legislative initiative for European Parliament vertical -0,374 * 0,210
right_of_initiative (council) R_15.C Legislative initiative for Council vertical 0,169 0,183
right_of_initiative (citizens) R_15.E Legislative initiative for citizens vertical 0,388 * 0,873 *
enhanced_cooperation R_16 Enhanced cooperation

1,322 * 1,828 *
comp_agriculture R_17.1 Level of competence for Agriculture vertical -0,557 * 1,044 *
comp_regional R_17.2 Level of competence for Structural and cohesion politics vertical -0,906 * 1,240 *
comp_asfj R_17.3

vertical 0,445 * 1,613 *
comp_foreign R_17.4 Level of competence for Foreign Policy vertical 0,524 * 1,726 *
comp_economic R_17.5 Level of competence for Economic Policy vertical -0,195 1,661 *
comp_taxation R_17.6 Level of competence for Tax harmonisation vertical -0,015 0,709 *
comp_employment R_17.7 Level of competence for Employment Policy vertical -0,922 * 1,571 *
comp_social R_17.8 Level of competence for Social Policy vertical -0,223 1,812 *
comp_health R_17.9 Level of competence for Health Policy vertical -0,032 1,232 *
comp_environment R_17.10 Level of competence for Environment Policy vertical -1,065 * 1,444 *
comp_education R_17.11 Level of competence for Education Policy vertical -0,563 * 1,200 *
comp_research R_17.12

vertical 0,103 1,819 *
qmv_region R_18.A2 Voting rule (Council) for Structural and cohesion politics horizontal -0,170 0,947 *
qmv_internal market R_18.A3

horizontal 0,603 * 0,322
qmv_taxation R_18.A5 Voting rule (Council) for Tax harmonisation horizontal 1,299 * 1,383 *
qmv_monetary R_18.A6 Voting rule (Council) for Monetary policy horizontal 0,086 1,848 *
qmv_economic R_18.A7 Voting rule (Council) for Economic Policy horizontal -0,006 1,499 *
qmv_employment R_18.A8 Voting rule (Council) for Employment Policy horizontal 0,596 * 0,304
qmv_social R_18.A9 Voting rule (Council) for Social Policy horizontal 1,055 * 1,469 *
qmv_soc.sec.rights R_18.A10 Voting rule (Council) for Social security rights horizontal 0,242 1,543 *
qmv_foreign R_18.A11 Voting rule (Council) for Common Foreign Policy horizontal 1,667 * 1,539 *
qmv_defence R_18.A12 Voting rule (Council) for Defence Policy horizontal 0,860 * 2,134 *
codec_agri R_18.B1 Decision rule (EP) for Agriculture vertical -0,379 * 0,710 *
codec_region R_18.B2 Decision rule (EP) for Structural and cohesion politics vertical -0,564 * 1,287 *
codec_asfj R_18.B3

vertical -0,119 1,429 *
codec_internal market R_18.B4 Decision rule (EP) for Internal market vertical -0,815 * 1,453 *
codec_taxation R_18.B5 Decision rule (EP) for Tax harmonisation vertical 0,111 1,967 *
codec_monetary R_18.B6 Decision rule (EP) for Monetary policy vertical -0,723 * 1,384 *
codec_economic R_18.B7 Decision rule (EP) for Economic Policy vertical -0,860 * 1,251 *
codec_employment R_18.B8 Decision rule (EP) for Employment Policy vertical -0,360 * 1,811 *
codec_social R_18.B9 Decision rule (EP) for Social Policy vertical 0,000 1,057 *
codec_soc.sec.rights R_18.B10 Decision rule (EP) for Social security rights vertical -0,251 1,390 *
codec_foreign R_18.B11 Decision rule (EP) for Common Foreign Policy vertical -0,425 * 1,156 *
codec_defence R_18.B12 Decision rule (EP) for Defence Policy vertical -0,460 * 1,175 *
ep_power_in _budgeting R_19 Rights of EP in the adoption of the budget vertical 0,015 0,631 *
sgp_flexible R_20 SGP I (flexibility) - -0,223 0,416 *
sgp_debt/gdp-citerion R_21 SGP II (debt/ GDP criterion) - 0,140 0,866 *
com.sec.def.pol. R_22 Defence Cooperation vertical 1,449 * 2,252 *
ext.borders(managment) R_23 External borders (management) v/(h) 0,279 1,033 *
migration&asylum R_24 Migration and Asylum v/(h) 1,103 * 1,325 *
comp_tourism R_T1 Level of competence for Education Policy vertical -0,274 0,798 *
public_prosec R_T2 European Public Prosecutor vertical 0,213 0,122
Legend:
* = 90 % confidence interval does include zero
I.D.P. = Item Discrimination Parameter
"A_" refers to Amsterdam data; "N_" refers to Nice data; "R_" refers to data on Constitutional IGC

horizontal/ 
vertical

Level of competence for the Area of Freedom, Securtiy 
and Justice

Level of competence for research, technological 
development & space

Voting rule (Council) for Area of Freedom, Securtiy and 
Justice

Decision rule (EP) for Area of Freedom, Securtiy and 
Justice

Bold numbers are consistent with theoretical expectations. Underlined numbers are not consistent with theoretical expectations.



Figure A1 Member states' positions at Amsterdam (n=15), Nice (n=15) and the Constitutional IGC  
(n=25) plus the Treaties of  Maastricht,  Amsterdam, Nice and the Constitutional Treaty in two-
dimensional  issue  space.  Lines  demarcate  the  unanimity  cores  of  Amsterdam,  Nice  and  the  
Constitutional IGC. 
(AT: Austria; BE: Belgium; CY: Cyprus; CZ: Czech Republic;  DE: Germany; DK: Denmark; EE:  
Estonia;  ES:  Spain;  FR:  France;  GR: Greece;  HU: Hungary;  IE:  Ireland;  IT:  Italy;  NL: The 
Netherlands; PT: Portugal;  SF: Finland; SE: Sweden; SK: Slovak Republic;  SI:  Slovenia; LU:  
Luxembourg; LT: Latvia; LI: Lithuania; MT: Malta; PL: Poland; UK: United Kingdom).



Appendix B: Bivariate Scatterplots.

Figure B1 Governmental position plotted against  median voters'  position on the division of  
competencies in thirteen policy areas (biannual average).
Source:  http://www.gesis.org/ZA, last accessed 9 May 2006. More detailed description in the  
text. OLS smoothers for each IGC.
Figure B2 Same as 5.1.1, but OLS smoothers for referendum and non-referendum cases.

Figure B3 Governmental position plotted against the percentage of voters' who agreed that their  
country benefited from EU membership (biannual average). 
Source:  http://www. gesis.org/ZA, last accessed 9 May 2006. OLS smoothers for referendum and  
non-referendum cases.
Figure  B4 Governmental  position  on  the  vertical  dimension  plotted  against  the  percentage  of  
voters' who tend to trust the EU (biannual average). 
Source: http://www. gesis.org/ZA, last accessed 9 May 2006. OLS smoothers for referendum and  
non-referendum cases.

http://www.gesis.org/ZA


Figure  B5 Governmental  position  plotted  against  the  parliamentary  position  on  European  
integration.
Source: Klingemann et al. (2006). More detailed description in the text. OLS smoothers for each  
IGC.
Figure B6 Same as 5.1.5, but OLS smoothers for cases with and without parliamentary scrutiny 
powers in the preferences formation process.

Figure  B7 Governmental  position  plotted  against  the  transfers  payments  received  out  of  the  
structural and cohesion funds p.C. (log). OLS smoothers for each IGC.
Figure B8 Same as 5.1.15, but OLS smoothers for cases with and without institutional control.



Figure B9 Governmental position plotted against gross EU transfers as a percentage of value added 
in sectors 1 and 2 (log). OLS smoothers for each IGC.
Figure B10  Same as 5.1.9, but OLS smoothers for cases with and without institutional control.

Figure B11 Governmental position  plotted against the net EU transfers p.C. (log). OLS smoothers 
for each IGC.
Figure B12 Same as 5.1.11, but OLS smoothers for cases with and without institutional control.



Figure B13 Governmental position plotted against the CAP transfers p.C. (log). OLS smoothers for  
each IGC.
Figure B14 Same as 5.1.13, but OLS smoothers for cases with and without institutional control.


	rennes08_finke.pdf
	What Explains Governmental Preferences over European Integration?
	Introduction
	The Concept of Governmental Positions
	Empirical Evidence from three IGCs
	Conclusion 


	tabellen und abbildungen
	Annexes

