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Executive Summary: 
Since the referendum on the European Constitution in 2005, the Dutch public’s voice has not been heard on European issues. European integration is one of the main aspects that demonstrate the importance of the increase of interaction between citizens and the European Union. The elections of the European Parliament in 2009 will be the first opportunity to see whether the views of the Dutch public have changed since the rejection of the referendum. This research is conducted to find out whether the elections of the European Parliament in The Netherlands can influence the European integration since the last referendum in 2005 which was rejected by 61 percent of the Dutch population. The campaign for the European elections is determined by the political parties and their candidates. The vision of the political party determines the direction of the new elected European Parliament. Fifty percent of the legislation is produced by the European Union and European law, which is considered to be overruling national law, so the importance of these elections should not be neglected. Moreover has the turnout of European elections been declining every since the first elections took place in 1979. Therefore this research shows that the Netherlands can have an influence on the policy making in the European Union and besides the European Council, where the national governments are represented; the European Parliament offers a second option to influence. The outcome in European elections will affect the whole European Union and its future direction in the world. The most important aspect that the political parties should focus on during their campaign is the financial crisis, the Treaty of Lisbon and the knowledge and educational opportunities of the European Union. In order to increase European integration the gap between the European Parliament and the Dutch public more effort is needed to understand each other. The Dutch Government and especially the political parties in the Netherlands should pay more effort in providing information. This information should contain, in simple explanation, the benefit and working of the European Parliament and other institutions. The Dutch public should be made aware of the amount of useful material that already exists in order understand the European Union. The aspects of the European life that affects every citizen in the European Union should be stressed more. The Ministry of Education might from change the current educational literature and aim more at European examples and explain the working of the European Union. The reason that many people do not know what the European Union is about is because this has never been obligatory. Moreover, the survey of Eurobarometer that examines the opinion of the public about the European elections in 2009 state that people who have had more years of education will better understand the working of the European Union and are more interested in its elections. However, an overall existing reason for lack of integration is the lack of interest that cannot totally be erased. On the other hand, this is not the greatest concern that this research focuses on. The European elections in June 2009 can influence European integration in the Netherlands since the referendum if the main points of the campaign are pointed at providing information that the Dutch public can relate to. If the political parties and the Dutch public will both put more effort in understanding and listening to each other than European integration can increase and the benefits of the European Union will soon be revealed. 
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Introduction
The elections of the European Parliament 2009 and the representation structure MEP

The European Union has experienced that in the last few years the unification process and the construction of a Constitution and the new treaty have not gone as expected. The Netherlands was one of the countries that contributed to the blocking or temporarily delaying the unification by rejecting the European Constitution in a national referendum in 2005. On the 4th of June 2009 every Dutch citizen that is entitled to vote can contribute democratically by voting for a new European Parliament. The European Parliament will, in collaboration with the European Council, choose 27 new Commissioners that will form the executive branch of the European Union. The campaign and strategy that is set up by different political actors is very decisive in the voting behaviour. According to recent numbers of Eurobarometer the percentage of voters has declined every election period since the 1973, as can be noticed in Table 1. 

Table 1, Decline in voter turnout European elections 1979-2004, Euractiv

[image: image2.jpg]1979 First direct elections: tumout 63%

[Euermmes] 1984 elections EC 10: tumout 61%
1989: elections EC 10: tumout 58.5%
1994 elections EU 12: tumout 56.8%
1999: elections EU 15: tumout 49.8%

10 2004: glections EU 25: tumout 45.6%

2 8 5 8 g8 3

o
A9 toee 1989 584 1989 2004 ‘Source: EurActi



Source: http://www.age-platform.org/EN/spip.php?article712
 Since the Dutch referendum in 2005 on the European Constitution which had an unexpected outcome for the members in parliament, there has not been a large amount of attention or news about the politics of the European Union. The challenge of the political actors that have to create a new strategy and a new campaign is to loose the negative connotations that Dutch citizens have with the European Union and to show the advantages of European integration. Therefore this research will examine if the European elections will have an influence on the European integration in the Netherlands since the referendum in 2005. This research focuses on the strategy regarding the European elections in June 2009 in The Netherlands that is stated by the political actors in charge and focuses more in detail on the time span that started with the last democratic public voting, in this case the referendum on the Constitutional Treaty in 2005 until now. In order to conduct this research the actors in the elections and the responsibilities for the campaign must be examined more closely. Subsequently, in order to give a clear analysis on what the current views are regarding European politics and European integration the research will focus on what has happened in the years since the Referendum. Further, the research will during these different subjects focus on the democratic level of the European Union and especially the distance between the Dutch Public and the European Parliament. The analysis and comparison of other European member states’ election strategy can not be neglected in order to give a clear view on the way the Dutch representative political actors are acting towards their citizens. Finally, a conclusion of the research is presented; this conclusion will seek to find out whether the elections of the European Parliament can be a new step towards European integration in the Netherlands. Two interviews were conducted with experts of the European Union in order to get multiple perspectives on the topic of European elections. Moreover, the articles and books used by referencing support the arguments put forth in this research. This research consists for a large part of the examination of a survey by Eurobarometer. This survey states the views of the European public on the European elections and is a significant contribution concerning the outcomes. 
1. Current situation and system of voting and the outcomes of the last European elections
At the moment there are 26 of the 725 seats allocated to Dutch Members of European Parliament (MEP). The European elections are based on the principal of proportional representation which means that the amount of votes per member state is linked to the amount of seats in the European Parliament. There is however an election-threshold of 5 per cent which means that a state must have at least five percent of the votes of all inhabitants of the member state for them to get a seat in the Parliament. There can only be voted for candidates in one's own member state. If a citizen has the Dutch nationality and lives in The Netherlands one can only cast a vote for a Dutch candidate. On the other hand, the European parties for which the European civilian can vote are often linked to the national political parties. There can be said that the institutional division of the powers within this large geographical area is somewhat unclear for the civilians because despite the fact that an MEP is not always represented by a national political party, they do, for instance, represent the Socialist or the Liberal party in the European Union. Moreover, national political parties would gain influence with the ratification of the Treaty of Lisbon. In this respect the division of representation and political legitimacy is divided and remains vague. A significant part of this research will focus on the outcomes and the strategy of the Dutch Government and parliament during the Constitutional Treaty in 2005 and the survey outcomes of the Eurobarometer in 2008. 

First, the outcomes of the previous European Parliament elections in The Netherlands, as can be seen in Table 2, state that the turnout was 39.3 per cent of all Dutch citizens eligible to vote. This figure shows that there were 12.168.878 people who received a ballot-paper that would permit them to vote for the elections, 4.765.67 votes were cast and 11.444 people voted blank. There were 15 parties that participated in the elections, 8 of these 15 were elected seats in the European Parliament. There were 27 seats to be divided over these 8 parties.  The minimum amount of votes in order to obtain 1 seat in the European Parliament in 2004 was 176.506 votes. 
Table 2: Key figures, voting turnout, European Parliament elections in the Netherlands, 2004

	Election date
	10 June 2004 

	Amount of voters summoned up
	12.168.878

	Amount of legitimate votes
	4.765.677

	Amount of blank votes
	11.444

	Voting quota
	176.506,6

	Election threshold
	17.560,7

	Turnout percentage
	39,3

	Amount of participating parties
	15

	Amount of parties that allocated seats
	8


Source: http://www.parlement.com/9291000/modulesf/gn0k7i7
1.1 Institutional Division of influence, the European Constitution and the Treaty of Lisbon

The democratic level of the European Politics has been an issue that might have been a reason for the lack of European integration and the decline in voter turnout since the first elections in 1979. The European Commission which is the executive body of the European Union is appointed by the European council with the approval of the European Parliament. The European Council sets out the main guidelines and the European Commission makes proposals and the European Parliament which the council of Ministers has to agree on. (Appendix 1: Transcript of Interview with Mr Van Dijken, Project Manager at Clingendael Institute, 2008, p.8) In 2005 there was a referendum to accept the European Constitution to make the third Institution: the European Council, the highest political body of the European Union. However, both the French as the Netherlands rejected this Constitution. This firm statement pointed out that the European civilians of both France and the Netherlands were not ready for this new era of European politics. In 2007 the Constitution was reformed and member states could vote for or against this new drafted Treaty of Lisbon which is by the initiative of the Dutch Government not denominated as a Constitution. 
2. Why is European integration important for The Netherlands?

2.1 Definition of European integration
European integration compromises two inter-related processes: the delegation of policy competences to the supranational level to achieve particular policy outcomes; and the establishment of a new set of political institutions, with executive, legislative and judicial powers. (Hix,Goetz, Europeanised Politcs?, 2001, p.3) 
Integration as such is an aspect of society of which the nature and definition is discussed upon widely. Therefore it would be incorrect to phrase a simple sentence on the definition of European integration. European integration can differ much and can be interpreted by different member states in a complete diverse way. However, there are some authors and professors of European politics that share the same view and have put efforts in constructing a definition of this European integration. Before citing some of these definitions there must be explained that some of these definitions have changed significantly as the whole European Union enlarged and changed its political structure. Moreover, the enlargement of the European Union has contributed to more perspectives on European integration as more member states shared different views on the definition of European politics. The definition of European integration also differs between political views; these differences can for instance be divided in socialists vs. liberals, neo-functionalists vs. intergovernmentalists etc. In the 1960’s the neo-functionalist definition was that “European integration is the voluntary creation of larger political units involving the self conscious eschewal of force in relations between participating institutions” (Taylor, Paul, The end of European Integration, 2008, Ch.5, p.81)

2.2 History of European integration
European integration is undoubtedly one of the most significant political developments in post-war Europe. Starting in the 1950s European states have increasingly pooled some of their sovereignty and delegated powers to European institutions. As a result, we now have a situation in which – among other things – many policies are (partially or entirely) decided upon at the European level, European law is supreme over national law, and twelve states share a common currency. At the same time, however, certain policy areas (e.g., foreign and security policy) have only very reluctantly – if at all – moved towards European decision-making. Moreover, the recent enlargement of the European Union with ten new members continues to provide challenges and opportunities, further enlargements in the future are contentious, and the attempt to establish a European constitution in 2005 was unsuccessful. (Van Houten, Pieter, Course Reader on European Integration)

Although in the past few years, the European integration has not been successful in The Netherlands new opportunities for the European Union to improve the current status will appear. The reforming of the Constitutional Treaty, which is now called the Treaty of Lisbon and is no longer a Constitution, consists of significant reforms of policy that could change the view of the Eurosceptics. On the other hand, Eurobarometer research shows that the Dutch public is known for its positive attitude toward EU membership (Norris, 1999). Though increasing scepticism is reported since the early 1999s, even in the month prior to the referendum 64 per cent agreed that EU membership is a good thing, which made the Dutch among the most positive in Europe (Feld, W.J., 1998). The most important actors that will be discussed in the next chapter will show how the strategy of European Politics in The Netherlands is influenced and what the reaction of the public is to this strategy.

3. The actors that determine the policy/strategy of the campaign for the European elections in The Netherlands.
The outcome of the conducted interviews with the Director of the Dutch department of the European Parliament and the project assistant of the Clingendael Institute both clearly state that there a small number of organisations in the Netherlands that are in control of the campaign for the elections of the European Union. First of all, there is the Dutch Government, more specifically the Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations who is responsible for the national announcement of the elections. Moreover, the Ministry's core responsibility is raising awareness about the significance of the public’s participation in democratic politics. There can be said that the campaign of the Ministry, that distributes pamphlets and uses TV-commercials about the upcoming elections, is the key actor in raising awareness about voting for the elections. However, the raising of awareness should not be confused with the providing of information. In order to obtain information citizens must turn to the political parties and the Bureau of the European Parliament that is situated in The Hague. Moreover, the public should be aware about their participating duty in exploring the European Union in a democracy. 
The tasks and expectations of the bureau of the European Parliament will be mentioned more in detail in the following paragraph. The expectation of media attention for the European elections is that, just as in 2004, there will be a peak of media attention starting two weeks prior to the elections and this attention will probably decrease when the election outcome is presented. In the Netherlands however, citizens are not obliged to vote. The voter turnout is thus the responsibility of the Ministry, i.e. The Dutch Government.

Secondly, there are the national political parties that can actually influence and affect the voter turnout. The political parties can turn to their party members and the public that will potentially vote on the party’s candidate for the European Parliament. The division of responsibility and influence will be explained further and in more detail. In the previous paragraph there is stated that the Ministry of Internal Relations is the main and single actor in raising awareness for the elections of the European Parliament. One of the most important elements of European Integration is the democratization and the participation of citizens in European politics.
3.1 Main Actors in the European electoral campaign

3.1.1The Dutch Government and the Dutch Parliament

There are four main actors that are important in the campaign for the European Parliament elections in the Netherlands. First, there is the Dutch Government whose task it is to raise awareness about the elections and notifying the citizens that the elections will take place.. The Dutch Government will raise this awareness by aiming at the public with TV-commercials and pamphlets. A part of the Dutch Government, namely the Dutch parliament has the task to control and scrutinize the government. (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.3) European integration has meant an increase in executive power and a decrease in national parliamentary control (Follesdal & Hix, 2006). This loss of national parliamentary control is easily explained when we recognize that European Integration engages national executives in a two-level game with on the one hand the international negotiations and on the other hand their engagement with parliament (Putnam 1988; Moravcsik, 1994). This theory can be better explained by the difference of the European Council and the common European thought. The prime ministers and presidents who are seated in the European Council create the guide lines of the whole European Union and thus all member states. However, every member state is president of the European Council for six months. In this period the President is expected by its own member state and thus his national parliament to create guide lines that correspond with his or her constituency and can in this way be somewhat distracted in focussing on the European thought. The slogan of the Dutch Government for the elections that will be held on the 4th of June in the Netherlands is: “European Elections, it’s your choice.” (Website European Parliament, http://www.europeesparlement.nl/)
3.1.2 Political Parties

Further, there are the national political parties that are a very important actor in the sphere of the European Parliament elections. Political parties can pick up on the distribution of citizen preferences and organize them along major division lines (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.3). The similar view of the conducted interviews for this research state that the national political parties are the most important actors in explaining the content of the European Union. Moreover, national political parties are directly chosen by the public and have the closest connection to the citizens. In order to make more citizens interested for the European Union and in order to increase European Integration in the Netherlands it is also the task of the political parties to explain the possible changes that will take place when a new European Parliament and a new European Commission are chosen.

3.1.3 Left-Right Axis

Historically, national party systems in Europe have generally come to be organized along a left-right axis. While this may work well for many issues within the domestic sphere, research shows that the issue of European integration fits very badly on the left-right axis. (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.4) The interview with Mr. Van Dijken confirms this thought by stating that it is very difficult for a member in the European Parliament to stick to your own national views on liberalism. Moreover, Mr. Van Dijken also states that in the factions of the European Parliament there is no real European party discipline that influences MEPs in their voting on legislation. “Within the ALDE (liberal) faction you have a big difference with left and right wing liberals and the MEPs are not constrained that they all have to vote according to the ALDE values.” (Appendix 1: Transcript of Interview with Mr Van Dijken, Project Manager at Clingendael Institute, 2008, p.6)
3.1.4 Party Discipline

Voting on legislation by members of European Parliament differs significantly from voting in national parliament where a party discipline often determines the expectation of certain members of parliament. This party discipline might make politics easier for the public because they can expect how for example a socialist and a liberal will vote on certain issues. Nonetheless, this party discipline is not regarded to be of equal significance in the European Parliament. Members of European Parliament are according to Mr. Van Dijken more linked to their own national political party than to the European faction. When specific policy issues are taken into account the level of expectation is even more unclear. Mr. Van Dijken stresses that members of the liberal faction, the ALDE, can vote very different from each other. Jules Maaten, who is a MEP for the ALDE is a member of the liberal party VVD in the Netherlands. The VVD is considered to be a liberal right-wing party. Andrew Duff is a member of the Liberal Democrats in the United Kingdom. The Liberal Democrats are considered more left wing in the United Kingdom. When the topic of environment is at issue both members of European Parliament will probably vote according to the values of their own national party and although they are both considered liberals this does not mean that they share the same views on environment. (Appendix 1: Transcript of Interview with Mr Van Dijken, Project Manager at Clingendael Institute, 2008, p.3) The misconception of the left-right axis in European Politics can also be explained by the ideological spectrum of Eurosupportive vs. Euroscepticism. Most parties in the ideological centre tend to adopt rather Eurosupportive stances, while Euroscepticism is concentrated among anti-establishment parties on either the left or right extreme of the ideological spectrum (Taggart, 1998). During the Referendum in 2005 on the Constitutional Treaty in The Netherlands both the left wing Socialist Party (SP) and the party of Geert Wilders, which is considered to be on the extreme right wing of the political sphere, were Eurosceptic on this particular policy issue. Political parties thus have problems with fitting European Policies into the traditional domestic political framework, while they also find their electorate divided on the issue of Europe (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.5). There are structural incentives for established parties to downplay the issue of European Integration on the political agenda. As long as they succeed in doing so, the EU is bound to remain a ‘sleeping giant’ in the domestic politics of the member states. (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.5) This explains why European Integration has hardly led to the emergence of new political parties or new political cleavages (Mair, 2000).

3.1.5 Interest Groups
Subsequently, there are the interest groups that are able to pick up on issues that risk being ignored by the political parties (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.3). While interest groups have become widely engaged in the processes of EU policy development, they display far less activity in communicating their Brussels' experiences back home in the domestic realm (Greenwood,2003). While EU expertise and engagement have become concentrated in federative offices in Brussels, direct interaction with the grass roots constituencies remains maintained by the member organizations. As much as interest group consultation in the EU policy-making process is premised on them representing certain constituencies, there is a huge gulf between the Brussels-based policy offices and the nationally-based constituencies. (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.5) The Single European Act of 1986 introduced the qualified majority voting in the decision making of the European Council. Moreover did not only make this qualified majority voting the lobbying more important, it also increased the complexity of the legislation within the European Union. The lobbyists of Brussels’ EU policy offices often approach members of the European Parliament in order to change their vision on certain policy issues. There are, estimated, 15,000 lobbyists active in Brussels. The current anti-fraud Commissioner Siim Kallas has introduced an online voluntary register which will increase the transparency in EU decision-making. This register consists of a so-called “legislative footprint” that would reveal who a lawmaker consulted when drawing up legislation. This would be voluntary rather than mandatory. The legislation covers interest groups from non-governmental organizations to public affairs consultancies and business groupings. (Bounds, Andrew, 2008, May 8) The idea of more transparency is considered to increase European Integration in a way that more citizens of the European Union will see what has influence the choice of voting by Members of European Parliament. In this way the citizens could get a better view on the process of policy making and decision-making in the European Union. On the other hand, the organization that is concerned for the interests of lobbyists in the European Union, the European Public Affairs Consultancies Association, EPACA is in favour of the broad goals of the European Transparency Initiative, but concludes that the current version presented by Commissioner Kallas is unworkable. Given a voluntary system, EPACA supports the registration of employees involved in lobbying and the disclosure of client lists. However, the demands for the provision of commercially sensitive financial information are not practicable within a voluntary framework. (EurActiv (2007) 
3.1.6 The Media

The fourth main actor in the Netherlands in the campaign of the European Parliament is the media. The media as such also has an important role in communicating towards the citizens and providing information about what the current situation is and what important decisions have taken place or are going to take place. More than 60 per cent of the citizens across the EU member states name television news and 40 per cent name daily newspapers as the most important sources for acquiring information about European affairs (European commission, Eurobarometer 46-50, Brussels: Directorate General X 1996-99).

Public opinion never develops fully freely in a perfect environment. It generally faces constraints and pressures that distort or manipulate it. Typical threats to public opinion are posed by socioeconomic inequalities, commercialization, and political controls over the media. (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.3) Although the media is constrained by the other actors and the environment in which it acts it has a significant task in informing the citizens and can be regarded as a tool for the other actors to communicate with the citizens. Cross-national differences in traditions surrounding the coverage of political parties during elections in broadcast news may also be changing (potentially diminishing) due to changes within news organizations. (Semetko, LeDuc, Niemi and Norris eds., 1996) Broadcasters today pay significantly more attention to what the audience wants, whereas the public service ethos in the past meant a greater emphasis on ‘educating’ and ‘informing’ the electorate with specific news concerning the politicians statements. In this respect there can be stated that the amount of attention given by broadcasters/the media to the topic of the European Union depends more on the fact that people choose to be less informed and educated and decide for themselves what to see on the television rather than to be advised in their choice of watching television. Subsequently, broadcasting manager comments on the low voter turnout in European Elections in 1999 in Denmark: ‘It is not our responsibility if the voter turnout is so low. There have been now issues to cover and we know from our survey that our audience wants to know about fraud and scandals, so that is what we cover’ . A Dutch service public broadcasting employee shared these sentiments and said: ‘The low voter turnout at recent elections is not our responsibility. An increase in the number of people choosing not to vote is a statement that we must respond to. If the lack of interest is evident, we will also make a deliberate choice not to give the elections too much attention. (C.H. de Vreese, ‘Public Broadcasting in Transition: News, Elections and the New Market Place’ (paper presented at the Annual Convention of the Association of Education in Journalism and Mass Communication, New Orleans, LA, August 1999) These statements are examples of the lack of attention for European politics and they also give a clear view on how broadcasting media works. The most important reason in broadcasting is the amount of viewers that can be attracted to the subject of interest that is being displayed. The division in influence of image and identity versus the political values of a politician has shifted. Although the image of European politics is not that apparent, during election periods the arguments of voting consist of a large part of the sentiments that a citizen has with a certain politician. These sentiments are often linked to the party structures in the left-right axis. The increase of influence of image and identity of (European) politics will be discussed more in detail in the following chapter. There are more ways of communicating through media besides broadcasting. For instance, there is the print media. There are few Europe-wide media, and those that exist only reach small audiences, as European ‘specialist outlets’ such as European Voice are almost exclusively read by “the Brussels policy making circuit and its interpreters” (Greenwood 2003: 271) For this reason, the national media remain crucial in communicating EU politics to the public. Obviously, however, EU politics is not their prime concern, even though with the evolution of European Integration media coverage of EU politics has steadily increased (Peter, Semetko and de Vreese 2003). Moreover, as European political issues are mainly dealt with behind closed doors, or intentionally depoliticized to protect fragile compromises, this creates little incentives for media attention (Meyer, 1999) Furthermore, it is hard to find political actors that are ‘willing to be’ responsible for a certain EU policy, which hampers the personalization of political debate. As a consequence, EU politics falls short in respect of crucial news values which media use to report on political events: visible conflict and persons (‘fights and faces’) (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.6). When this thought is combined with the earlier mentioned argument that the commercial interest of both broadcasting and print media is to increase the amount of readers and viewers there can be stated that there is less interest in European Politics in comparison to other subjects or political issues and therefore the media has little reasons to pay attention to for instance European elections. However, there must be borne in mind that politics in general is not considered to be of high interest with the Dutch public. 
3.2 Communication with Dutch Citizens

During this research, elements of European integration have repeatedly focussed on the communication with citizens; the interaction with the public opinion. This part of communication is often considered to be one of the most decisive in the process of the European Integration. The significance of connecting European Politics with national politics is one that can not be neglected. Many experts and authors have focused and compared the communication of national politicians and European politicians towards the Dutch citizen. According to some authors European issues badly fit the mechanisms that normally facilitate the development of public opinion and that hence, also at the national level; effective publics to control EU decision-making are absent (Crum, Holland & Van Kessel, Domestic Public Opinion on Europe, 2007). In order to examine if the strategy used for the upcoming European elections will have an influence on European integration, the main focus will be stressed on the most recent European democratic actions by the Dutch Government, namely the referendum on the Constitutional Treaty in 2005 and the previous elections of the European Parliament in 2004. The following table shows that the turnout for the previous European elections was below 40 percent. If this figure was to be compared with the voter turnout of the last national elections in The Netherlands, 80.35 percent there could be clearly stated that the attention by the Dutch public given to national elections compared to the attention given to European elections has doubled.
Table 3. Comparison voter turnout European Parliament elections (EPe) 2004 – Dutch National elections (DNe) 2006.

	
	EPe-2004
	DNe-2006

	Amount legitimate votes
	4.765.677
	9.838.683

	Amount blank votes
	11.444
	16.315

	Percentage blank votes
	0,24
	0,17

	Amount legitimate to vote
	12.168.878
	12.264.503

	Turnout
	4.777.121
	9.854.998

	Turnout percentage
	39,26
	80,35


Kiesraad, Voter turnout, Comparison European Parliament elections 2004 with Dutch National elections 2006, retrieved from:  http://www.parlement.com/9291000/modulesf/gn0k7i7r
This shows that national elections are more popular than European elections. This division in voter turnout however, has always been the case and is not very remarkable. The most remarkable occurrence in European politics is that the Constitution in 2005 was rejected by the Dutch public while 127 of the 150 members in Parliament were in favour of the document. This change in opinion is one of the main reasons for conducting this research and particularly the essence of communicating with citizens. In the article of Crum, Hollander and Van Kessel (2007) the focus is put upon the relation between the domestic public opinion in The Netherlands on European Issues such as the Constitutional Treaty and the discussion of the accession of Turkey to the European Union. The elements that are considered to be the main influence to public opinion are the Parliament, the political parties, the interest groups and the media. For each of these elements the article gives a clear view on the amount of influence and the connection with public opinion. The article describes each of these influential groups and what their influence is to public opinion. Since the influence of these groups is already examined in the previous chapter the following chapter will focus on what the public opinion does or can do in order to pressure or influence the decision-making powers, in this case the Dutch Government. One can say that the sphere of politics is mainly based on the two-sided communication between political actors and the public and its opinion. Moreover, before examining the influence of the Dutch public on the actors the distinction is made between what the influences of the Dutch public are and to what extent the Dutch public would like this to be.
4. In what way do the actors of the European parliament campaign listen to the Dutch civilians when creating their strategy? (Image and Identity)

4.1 Incentives of the Dutch public for rejecting the Constitution
Due to the evaluating reports of Eurobarometer a clear view of the statements of the Dutch public can be provided. The image and identity of politics has always had a significant amount of influence on the directions of the public opinion. Due to the increasing influence of the media and its transparency, the public opinion in Dutch politics can be shaped and reshaped every single day. The personalization of politics, especially of politicians and the politics of fear and sentiments are also contributors to the often sudden changes in political views. The politics of fear and sentiments exists for as long as politics, however, the personalization of politics has decreased the influence of values and this has automatically resulted in the decreasing of the left right-wing sphere which is still extremely relevant in Dutch politics. Although the left right-wing sphere is not valid to be linked to European Politics the public opinion does not seem to acknowledge this lack. This chapter will demonstrate that the politics of fear and the influence of national politics will have a significant influence on the public opinion in voting for European Parliament elections. The distinction between the vision on the European Constitutional Treaty of the Dutch public and the Dutch parliament will show that the communication between these two groups shows a significant gap. The Constitutional Treaty might be considered as the best and most recent example of a European issue in which the Dutch parliament and the Dutch public were lacking communication. For this reason the process of the construction and the voting on this document is observed and the outcome will show what can be done in order to decrease this gap to a certain extent. Even though Eurobarometer research show that the Dutch public is known for its positive attitude towards EU membership, the Euroscepticism has controlled the statement on European issues the last few years (Norris, 1999). Although there has been a decline in the turnout of European elections since 1979 (Table 1, Decline in voter turnout), table 4 shows that even in the month prior to the referendum a large majority of the public considered EU membership to be a good thing.
Table 4. Membership of the European Union is a good/bad thing.
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Rediscovering Europe in the Netherlands: Towards Strengthened Legitimacy of Dutch EU Policy
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Moreover, Dutch support for European integration has generally been registered as high, even if by the early 21st century this support displayed a somewhat declining trend (cf. Thomassen, 2005). In fact, in spring 2000 the Dutch top all other member states with 88 per cent answering affirmatively to the question “Should the EU have a Constitution?” against 4 percent answering that it should not (Eurobarometer 2000: 37). These figures gave little reason to expect that the Dutch would eventually reject the Constitutional Treaty on 1 June 2005 by a broad majority of 61.5 percent (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.12). When the ‘No’ vote is more closely examined there can be stated that there were multiple aspects that caused this unexpected rejection.

First, the reasons for rejecting the Constitutional Treaty by the public are explained. Subsequently, linked to these rejecting reasons is the statement that a referendum was contributing to the rejecting of the Constitutional Treaty. Despite the fact that the negotiations on the Constitutional Treaty took place under three different Dutch governments, there was a high degree of continuity in the positions of the various governments (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.8). The main divide that could be discerned ran between more Eurosupportive factions insisting on the strengthening of the European Parliament and the Commission and more Eurosceptic parties that rather sought to secure national controls (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.9). One of the reasons of the rejection of the Treaty can be discerned between the difference in campaign approach between the Yes-camp and the No-camp. As mentioned earlier in this paragraph Dutch political parties operated in shifting coalitions during the drafting of the EU Constitutional Treaty. When the referendum forced the parties to choose sides, the larger mainstream parties supported the Treaty, while the much smaller Eurosceptic parties advocated the no-vote, with the latter, however, being much more active in engaging in voters. Moreover, the smaller Eurosceptic parties showed much more unequivocal commitment in entering the campaign. They also started their rally for the No-vote much earlier. This applied in particular to the Socialist Party, which has a reputation for its extra-parliamentary actions and adapted quickly to this type of campaign. (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.12) Opposed to the parties on the side of the No-vote, the government parties turned out to be unsuccessful in persuading their voters of the party line and also the pro-constitution opposition parties PvdA (Labour Party) and GroenLinks (The Greens) saw their electorate deeply split (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.12). As for the motivation to vote ‘No’, opinion polls suggest that the result was neither a vote against EU membership nor a vote against the specific contents of the Constitutional Treaty. In fact voters generally indicated little interest in the institutional issues that featured prominently in the text (Aarts & van der Kolk, 2006). No-votes were connected to particular issues, like the widely disputed introduction of the Euro and the EU enlargement (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.13). A popular interpretation of the vote among left-wing political parties is the claim that ‘people really want a different Europe, one that is more social and less bureaucratic’ (GreenLeft, 2006).

The three most decisive aspects were for the rejections of the Constitutional Treaty were the loss of national identity, the EU enlargement, especially Turkey and the trust in national politics which had diminished at the times of the referendum in 2005.

The first argument of rejection is related to the sovereignty and identity of the Netherlands. In an expanding Union, the Netherlands would disappear from the map. (Lubbers, M. Regarding the Dutch ‘Nee’ to the European Constitution, 2008, p.60) Many Dutch continue to support European integration, but the form it has assumed is disliked (Aarts & van der Kolk, 2006:246). The disliked form of European integration and the fear of being gulped up into one big European Union where sovereignty would not exist can be linked to the second argument the Dutch public put forth for rejecting the Constitutional Treaty in 2005. People were said to have turned their backs on the EU because of the prospective membership of Turkey, an issue which Dutch politician Wilders and his anti-Islam “Party for Freedom” (PVV) allied themselves through the ‘No to Turkey’ campaign (PVV, 2006). The third argument for the Dutch public to choose not to increase European integration by the establishment of a Constitutional Treaty was the current situation in national politics. As pointed out earlier in this chapter, there were three governments that negotiated on the Treaty. Wilders Party for Freedom (PVV), the List Pim Fortuyn, the small Christian parties and the Socialist party represented a larger proportion of Dutch voters in the referendum than they did after the parliamentary elections in 2002 and 2003 (Crum, 2007). Leaving the approach of the cost-benefit evaluation behind and focussing more on the other two approaches; namely that of the loss of sovereignty and the anti-EU enlargement policy there can be stated that the majority of the parties on the No-side listed these approaches as most valuable.

Since the 1960’s, Dutch politics is known for its everlasting battle on the aspect of immigration. Left-wing parties tend to endorse the ideology of labour immigration while the parties on the right wing tend to have a more negative stance to immigration and support the thought of national sovereignty. Since the 21st century The Netherlands is known for the rise of new right-wing parties. The political statements of the Dutch public shifted more towards the right with the entrance of Pim Fortuyn in the national political sphere. The party (Lijst Pim Fortuyn) was new and very popular due to the populist way of approaching politics. After Fortuyn’s death in 2002 which happened a few days before the national elections a large majority of the Dutch population voted for his party which still existed. The coalition eventually failed but a new era of right-wing politicians was born. After Pim Fortuyn, Rita Verdonk and Geert Wilders tried to replace Pim Fortuyn’s ideas about Immigration which were considered to be radical. During the referendum in 2005 Geert Wilders superseded Pim Fortuyn’s place in advocating right wing ideas. The populist way of reaching out to the Dutch public was yet again regained and many Dutch citizens wanted their voices to be heard, because the Government ruling at the time of the elections was not one they felt connected with. The anti-Immigration statement, anti-Islam statement and in particular the case of Turkey joining the EU was for the extreme right-wing part of the population the most important aspect to reject the referendum in 2005. Moreover, this choice of rejection was supported by the lack of connection of the public with the governing politicians. To conclude, the well-informed opinion on the substance of the Treaty had little connection with the rejection by the Dutch public of the Treaty. The single consistent finding of polls of Dutch public opinion on the Constitutional Treaty is that many did not yet have an opinion and felt that they were poorly informed on the issue (Aarts & van der Kolk, 2005: Ch.8). The basic notions of deepening, democratising and constitutionalising EU cooperation might in principle well be welcomed by large segments of the Dutch population. Yet, when the Constitutional Treaty was put before them in a referendum, the majority of the electorate eventually turned against it. The fact that most of the electorate only made up its mind rather late in the campaign and felt ill-informed about the Constitutional Treaty indicates that earlier, more and better information might have made a difference. (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.13). On the other hand, the interest of the Dutch public for European Politics is generally perceived as low. Moreover, the director of the bureau for the European Parliament in The Hague states that: “Civilians do not only have the right to information, it is also their duty as a Dutch civilian to inform. If a civilian for instance wants to buy a new car, they all know where to look for what they want on the Internet. Why is this not the case for democracy? Why should you not be an active civilian?” (Appendix 2: Interview with Mr Van Der Vaart, Director Bureau European Parliament in The Hague. p. 4, 2009) There are several reasons for this lack of active citizenship; however, the most important aspect for the future might be that of education.  “One of the reasons for this lack of knowledge and low interest is the fact that the topic of Europe is not mentioned in the schoolbooks of the current scholars and it has never been so.” (Appendix 2: Interview with Mr Van Der Vaart, Director Bureau European Parliament in The Hague. p. 4, 2009)
The political approach of education and knowledge about the European Union can be applied as the combination of lack of knowledge and Euroscepticism. The general proposition that follows from the political approach is that people who are less politically informed will subscribe to Euroscepticism more strongly. This ‘cognitive mobilization’ explanation is derived from Inglehart’s idea that well-developed skills are needed to understand what the European Union is about (Inglehart, 1970; Hobbot, 2005). Voters were asked to say ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to a 341-page treaty for the establishment of a constitution for Europe, which for most people constituted a colossal tome of abstract text (Wessel, 2005).

“The European framework decisions are almost exclusively technical and it is all on a high level of expertise and sometimes it is just too difficult to explain it very simply to citizens in The Netherlands or any other countries and I think it is better to just focus on more EU development like EU enlargement but also to bring it back to the level of the citizen in order to know what certain framework decision means for them.” (Appendix 1: Interview with Mr. Van Dijken, project manager at Clingendael Institute, p.1, 2009)

To conclude, the very lack of visibility and engagement left the Constitutional Treaty exposed to an uncertain public that eventually turned against it (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.13).

4.2 The choice of the Referendum

Despite the fact that the arguments of the Dutch public were the most decisive aspects in the rejection of the Constitutional Treaty, this Treaty would have probably be accepted if it were to have gone through parliamentary legislation. There were many reasons for introducing the referendum on this particular issue but one of the most apparent was that due to the lack of attention for European politics the opinion of the Dutch public was unclear to the politicians. On the other hand, the use of a referendum is regularly not supported by many politicians and might, in the case of the Constitutional Treaty, have had a completely different outcome compared to voting in parliament.
Referendum results are determined by issue voting, as has been shown in studies on referendum in Denmark and Ireland (Svensson, 2002; Garry et al., 2005), and that ‘second-order election’ explanations, i.e. evaluations of national politics being decisive in referendum voting, are of less importance (Franklin et al., 19994; Franklin, 2002; Garry et al., 2005).

The issue that divided the Dutch parliament most did not concern the substance of the Constitutional Treaty, but the question whether or not, once signed, the Treaty should be subject to a referendum in the Netherlands (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.9). The media in the Netherlands has spent relatively little time on European political issues; even in times of elections the amount of attention is incomparable to other political issues. Just when it became a domestic issue with the referendum on 1 June 2005, the Constitutional Treaty hit the headlines (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.11). As Kleinnijenhuis, Takens & Van Attevelt (2005) point out, only a minor part of the media coverage regarded the substantive changes proposed by the Constitutional Treaty. Much attention was given to general EU issues, like the Euro, Enlargement and the internal market. Above all, however, the media focussed on the running of the campaign and the performance of the politicians involved (Kleinnijenhuis, Takens & Van Atteveldt, 2005: 139ff). In particular, much attention was given to the ‘Yes’-side spearheaded by the government that suffered from campaigning problems, internal disagreements and admissions of EU problems. (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.11)

Another reason why the referendum failed to succeed for the political parties on the ‘Yes’-side of the campaign was because they were generally reluctant to invest their limited personal time and campaign resources on the referendum campaign. Government parties CDA (Christian Democrats) and VVD (Liberal Party) displayed their reservations towards the very instrument of a referendum, while pro-ratification parties in the opposition were inclined to leave the initiative to the government, realizing they had little to gain by taking the lead (Giebels, Kalse & Versteegh, in NRC 06-04-2005). The choice of barely campaigning does not seem to be very surprising, although the outcome did not meet the expectation, because 127 members of all 150 members in parliament had voted ‘Yes’ to the Treaty before it was offered to the Dutch public in a referendum. The referendum in 2005 was the first time in European politics where the Dutch public could directly vote for or against the Constitutional Treaty. Although there were many aspects that were of great influence in their choice, the outcome was not expected by many. “I think the ‘Yes’-side completely misinterpreted what Dutch citizens want. The voters did not vote according to their party because usually national political parties do not give a lot of attention to European Politics so they could never know what their own voters think on European Politics.” (Appendix 1: Interview with Mr. Van Dijken, project manager at Clingendael Institute, p.4, 2009) One might interpret the result of the Dutch referendum on the EU Constitutional Treaty as a clear signal of Dutch public opinion against European Integration; however, on a closer look the ‘No’ appears to have been pointed less at the specific contents of the Constitutional Treaty than at the general direction of European integration and the anxieties it might cause. (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.21) The referendum is the best example of the gap between the Dutch parliament and the Dutch public on European issues. There are many examples given that confirm this thought and the task for the current Dutch Parliament is to listen to their public more often.. The key challenge seems to be to import conflict in the domestic dimension. Here the referendum on the Constitutional Treaty made a major difference (Crum, Hollander &Van Kessel, 2007, p.23). The fact that the substance of the Constitutional Treaty had little or no influence in the decision to reject the document states that the interest in European Politics is very low. The upcoming European Parliament elections are the first opportunity for the Dutch Parliament and the Dutch Government to inform and explain Europe to its citizens. The main task for the Dutch Parliament is to raise the topic of the European Union on the political agenda by explaining its importance more clearly and by showing the influence the European Union has in the daily lives of all Dutch citizens. The two main reasons for rejecting the Constitutional Treaty in 2005 were the maintenance of the national sovereignty and the opposition to the EU enlargement policy, e.g. the possible accession of Turkey. If one wants to create more goodwill towards the EU amongst the Dutch population, it should be made clear that Dutch sovereignty will be maintained with the Treaty of Lisbon and it should be explained how this might be achieved. Politicians face a difficulty conveying this message. (Lubbers, M. Regarding the Dutch ‘Nee’ to the European Constitution, 2008, p. 81) Immigration is one of the most important aspects in European politics for the Dutch citizen. The benefits of the immigration and expansion of the European Union might be understood better if they were to be better explained. Moreover, the growing influence of member states and the increasing influence of the European Parliament in the decision-making process can be explained as the gain of democratization. The current Treaty of Lisbon which is still blocked by some European Union members will probably find its existence very soon, however it is the task of the Dutch government to explain to the Dutch citizens what will change and how the Treaty will affect their daily lives. The Dutch government could start by making stricter rules for the topic of the European Union in school books. The Ministry of Education has little attention for this topic while the topic of Europe is gaining in influence. Not only is it important that the Dutch Government invests in the knowledge and the well being of its citizens it should also change the attitude of the citizens in order for them to learn about the European Union. Although the interest is lacking, the information is easily available. 
5. The prospect and expectation for the upcoming European Parliament elections and the difference of expectation between the Netherlands and European Member States
5.1 The Survey
The site of the European Parliament has in cooperation with Eurobarometer drafted a survey which states the expectations and an analysis of the elections of the European Parliament in 2009. The survey analyzes four main aspects: The interest of European citizens in the European elections, the likelihood of voting in these elections, the voting criteria of Europeans for the 2009 elections and finally the themes that European citizens want to see at the centre of the election campaign. The survey shows the responses of the average outcome of every single European member state but also the average of all EU member states combined. Moreover, the survey outcomes are divided in particular demographic aspects such as age, gender, education level and the scale of occupation of the respondents. In this way the expectations of the outcomes of the upcoming elections of the European Parliament can be examined more specifically. The comparison between the survey outcomes in the Netherlands and the survey outcome of other European countries can be more closely examined and this comparison can show whether the Dutch public differs in their (voting) behaviour from other EU member states. The fieldwork of this survey was completed in May 2008, which indicates that there is exactly one year between the survey and the actual elections. In one year many things might change in the opinions and the behaviour of the people in the European Union. The most important occurrence in the daily life of not only European member states but of the public all around the globe has without any doubt been the financial crisis. For this reason there must be borne in mind that the figures and outcomes of the survey state the opinions of the public in the European member states before the actual awareness of the financial crisis which came to the attention of the majority of the citizens by the end of October 2008. Naturally, there are other arisen factors that may have possible effects on the change of opinion of the European public however; these effects will probably be significantly smaller than that of the financial crisis. The figures and outcomes of the survey that seem the most significant will be examined in this research. The comparison between outcomes in the Netherlands is made between those of other EU member states. It would be unnecessary to compare the results of certain survey outcomes with all EU member states. For this reason, the choice is made to examine the result of another EU member state which has rejected the Constitutional Treaty in 2005, namely France and a rather new EU member state which is known for its reservations on certain policy issues, namely Poland.
The survey consists of 6 general questions that consist of multiple answer options. Each question consists of an option of ‘Don’t Know’ (DK). The six questions refer to the European Parliament elections and:

· The knowledge or awareness of the date
· The matter of interest
· The likelihood of voting
· The reasons for not voting
· The main elements in the decision of voting
· The themes that Europeans find the most importing

5.2 Knowledge and awareness of the date

Between the previous Eurobarometer (#68) in autumn 2007 and this Eurobarometer (#69) that was conducted in spring 2008, the knowledge and awareness of the date of the European elections has increased with 6 percent. The percentage that did not know the exact year/date remains 75 percent, as can be seen in table 5. These figures are the EU average of the survey. The correct response to the question of the date of the European elections of the Dutch public does not differ considerably in terms of percentage from that of Poland and France (15%, 13%, and 13%). Although in Luxembourg 43 percent knew the exact year of the elections this does not mask that the overall result remains negative and that the majority of respondents replied that they did not know. (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.7)
Table 5 Awareness of the date of the European Parliament elections
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The fact that many citizens are not aware of the exact date and year of the European elections could be explained in many ways. The most apparent reason is that the programmes of the actual political parties and the awareness raising campaign of the Dutch government start a few weeks prior to the actual elections. For instance, the government campaign will start off by advertising in April 2009 and the programme of the PvdA (Labour Party) for the European elections in the Netherlands will be made decisive in March 2009. Moreover, the media coverage will follow the amount of interest that is produced by the political actors and because this is still lacking the public will be provided with information.

5.3 Matter of Interest

The second question that was asked to the citizens of the European Union concerned the amount of interest in the elections of the European Parliament. The answer options were: Very Interested, Somewhat Interested, Somewhat Disinterested, Very Disinterested and Don’t Know. The average of all EU member states combined and the average of each single EU member States are than divided into three parts; interested, which is the combination of the first two answer options, Disinterested, which is the combination of the third and fourth answer option and Don’t Know, which is the last answer option. In Poland an absolute majority of 53 percent is not interested while in the Netherlands this percentage reaches up to 42 percent. In France the percentage of disinterested is also 52 percent. These figures show that the Dutch public is with 58 percent of the respondents stating to be interested significantly more interested than France, where the percentage was only 47 percent. On the other hand, the average of all EU member states is that 46 percent is interested in the European Parliament elections in 2009. The actual date that this question was asked is so far before the actual elections that the outcomes are considered neither surprising nor concerning. (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.10) Although the distinction between the 3 compared EU member states’ interest in not that different, the comparing figures of age, gender and level of education show that other factors do influence the interest in European elections. The survey states that the proportion interested in the European election increases with the level of education, as can be seen in table 6.
Table 6 Matter of Interest
QC2: The next European elections will be held in June 2009. How interested or disinterested would you say you are in these elections?

Interested 


Disinterested 
DK

EU27 

46% 



51% 


3%

Sex

Male 

51% 



47% 


2%

Female 

44% 



53% 


3%

Age

15-24 

42% 



54% 


4%

25-39 

49% 



49% 


2%

40-54 

50% 



48%


2%

55 + 

45% 



52% 


3%

Education (End of)

15- 

36% 



61% 


3%

16-19 

46% 



52% 


2%

20+ 

60% 



38% 


2%

Still Studying 
47% 



49% 


4%

Trust in EU

Tend to trust 
62% 



36% 


2%

Tend not to trust 31% 



67% 


2%

 The level of education in this survey is measured by the amount of years a person has stayed in school or has actively studied. This implies that the more people will stay longer in school, the more people will be interested in Europe. This should also imply that people are more interested in the European Union when they are going to school or have been going to school compared to those who went to school but left after they turned 19 (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.11) Similar figures appear to rise when it comes to trust. As can be taken from table 6 the connection made with the respondents answers states that respondents who trust the European Union are the most interested in the elections in 2009. On the other hand, the respondents that have stated not to be trustworthy to the European Union have a low interest in the European Union.
5.4 Likelihood of Voting

Subsequent to the question of interest is the likelihood of voting. The response to the question is made up by a 1 to 10 scale where 1 is the answer of stating that one definitely would not vote and 10 is the answer of stating that one definitely would vote. The survey states that the outcomes merely state an initial trend and that a real turnout cannot be concluded from these figures. (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.13) Table 7 shows that an absolute majority of respondents would definitely vote in Luxembourg (68%), Denmark (59%), Belgium (58%) and Cyprus (51%). It must however be borne in mind that voting is compulsory in Luxembourg and Belgium. The Dutch and the French score above average as both of the respondents’ percentage lays around 45 percent as the average of all EU member states is 30 percent. Poland on the other hand scores only 20 percent. However, one must bear in mind that the most definite answer of voting is taken as a measure in this figure. On the other hand, the fact that the average of Poland lays 10 percent below the EU average states that there is a clear difference with France and the Netherlands in the expectation to vote for the European Parliament elections. However, looking more closely at the figures of education there can be concluded that the larger amount of years of education, the more likely it is for a person to vote at the European elections. (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.15) 
Table 7 Likelihood of voting in European Parliament elections EU member states
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One of the most important factors in examining the behaviour and the opinions of the EU public in their participation of EU politics are the reasons given to vote or not to vote in European elections.

The survey asked the following question to 34 percent of the respondents that had replied with the answer of 1 to 5 in the previous question: What are the reasons for not voting?  There were particular question asked to them in the survey and the respondent had 3 replying options: “Yes”, “No” or “Don’t know”.  The reasons for not voting in European Parliament elections are only shown in the average of all EU member states, as can be seen in table 8.

Table 8 Likelihood of voting: Reasons for not voting in EP elections in 2009
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The survey states two important categories of reasons. The first category is the confliction of a conscious choice and the second category is the circumstantial reasons. This means that 59 percent of the 34 percent that had replied 1 to 5, stating to be unlikely to vote in the upcoming European elections, now stated that they were not sure to vote because they are not interested in European affairs. Of that same group reluctant to vote, 23 percent is against the construction of Europe and 46 percent is in general not interested in politics and elections. A quarter (25%) of the part that is reluctant to vote stated that they had never voted. The second reason that 60 per cent of the respondents uncertain to vote gave is the argument of lack of information and in particular the lack of knowledge about the role of the European Parliament. The practically similar percentage is given as a reason not to vote because the public thinks it is not being well informed sufficiently. Moreover 25 percent states that the European Parliament does not have enough power. This last statement is linked to the following argument, namely that 57 percent of the group uncertain to vote thinks that the European Parliament does not sufficiently deal with problems that concern them. Moreover, slightly more than half of this group feels they are not being sufficiently represented by MEPs. One of the most remarkable findings of this survey is that 68 percent of the group that is uncertain to vote, states that their vote will not change anything. On the other hand, the last argument is, according to the authors of the survey, partly based on the fact that due to the enlargements of the European Union the personality and visibility has vanished and that the count of their MEP has decreased in importance.  (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.18)

Although some of these reasons not to vote are in some cases extremely difficult to counter, there are also other reasons given for the possible abstention of voting that can well be changed. This will increase the number of voters and will possibly increase European integration. Travelling, work and health are also given as potential reasons not to vote by 15 percent of the earlier mentioned 34 percent. Another 16 percent stated not to be registered on the electoral lists.

The main conclusions that can be perceived from these figures is that the 34 percent that stated to be uncertain to vote is dominated by the lack of information of the working of the European Parliament and the role and influence of MEPs on their everyday life. The link between the lower mobilisation and the distance that exist between EU citizens and the European Parliament is one that cannot be neglected. (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.19) Moreover, the participation of the European Public must also be reconsidered when the lack of information and the knowledge on the working of the European Union is being examined. The increase of knowledge and education, as pointed out earlier in this overall research is found to be most decisive in the democracy and the integration of the public in the European Union. As the previous paragraph consisted of arguments that were focussing on the reasons not to vote the following paragraph focuses on the criteria chosen in the decision of the European elections. The criteria put forth in the questions were all linked to the possible candidate that he or she can vote on. Again, this figure showed remarkable outcomes such as the most important criterion which is the experience of the candidate with 40 percent of the responses. Another peculiar which is showed in table 9 is the criterion of the position of the candidate on national issues which has quite the same percentage of importance as the position of the candidate on European issues, namely 37 percent.
Table 9: Voting criteria in EP elections in 2009

The experience of the candidate on European affairs 


40%

The positions of candidates on national issues



37%

The positions of candidates on European issues



36%

The personality of the candidates




30%

The positions of the candidates’ parties on European issues

30%

The experience of the candidates at the national level


29%

The notoriety of the candidates





17%

Others (SPONTANEOUS) 





1%

Do not Know







17%
Then there are three criteria that have almost the same amount of percentages, i.e. the European public considers these criteria to be off similar importance. The three criteria are the personality of the candidate (30%), the position of the candidate’s party on European issues (30%) and the experience of the candidate on national level (29%). Another remarkable figure is that in 5 of the 6 founding EU member states the position of the candidate on European issues is concerned to be of more significance than the position of the candidate on national issues. In the Netherlands, the ratio of European issues vs. national issues is 54 percent vs. 42 percent. In France the same view is shared however the difference in ratio is rather smaller, namely 45 percent on European issues and 41 percent on national issues. The Netherlands is rated second highest in the public’s importance of the position of the candidate on European issues in the decision of European elections, while the average of all EU member states is around 36 percent. Although a European political area very clearly exists, European issues remain just as important as national issues for citizens (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.29).

5.5 The campaign themes
The voting criteria in the choice of a candidate for the European Parliament is closely linked to the voting criteria based on the themes that should be given priority in the campaign. The themes of the campaign are not linked to the candidate but merely to the political party of which the candidate is enlisted to. The drafted programme of the PvdA (labour party) for the European Parliament elections for instance is the same for every candidate of that party. There is no distinction in political programme whether you are number 1 or number 7 on the list of candidates. When this research was conducted most of the programmes of the political parties in the Netherlands were not yet drafted. The weeks following this research, the Dutch political parties will hold Congresses. In some of these party meetings the themes that will represent the party’s programme will be determined by a voting of the party members. Although some of the programmes are not yet determined, the Eurobarometer survey asked the European Public in May 2008 what they found the most important themes that should be discussed by the European Parliament. As the outcome of the figure of the campaign shows in table 10, the most important theme according to the European Public is the economy. Almost half of the respondents have replied that unemployment, economic growth, inflation and purchase power should be a priority in the campaign. The distinction between the three member states that were taken as an example in the previous paragraphs can again be noticed. The theme of inflation and purchase power shows extreme differences in voting behaviour. In France, this theme is considered to be one of the most important. With 68 percent of the respondents replying that this theme should be in the campaign, while the average percentage of the EU is only 41 percent. 
Table 10 QC6T Themes for the next European elections - % EU27
Unemployment







47%
Economic growth






45%
Inflation and purchase power





41%

Crime 








37%

Terrorism 







35%

The fight against climate change 




33%

The future of pensions 






32%

Immigration 







32%

The single currency, the Euro 





17%

Agriculture 







17%

The role of the EU in the international scene 



15%

The powers and competences of the European institutions

12%

European values and identity





12%
The preservation of the European social model 



12%
Other (SPONTANEOUS) 





1%
Do not Know 







5%
The respondents in The Netherlands on the other hand do not share this thought and only 37 percent of the respondents are of the opinion that the inflation and purchase power should be a priority in the campaign. This figure may be the most distinctive because although the French are listed as second in finding the inflation and purchase power as a priority, the Polish population considers this theme to be very unimportant with a mere 15 percent of the respondents reply. These outcomes can be explained by the fact that the unemployment rate in France has increased significantly and is one of the most discussed themes in France’s national politics. Moreover, the Netherlands’ average campaign priority can be explained by the fact that before the financial crisis, the unemployment rate was considered to be among the lowest in the whole European Union. For the case of Poland another reason exist for the low priority of inflation and purchase power. 
Since their joining of the European Union, the economic prosperities of the Polish public have improved. Considering that many of the economical themes are a priority prior to this the financial crisis, which affected many economies in the European Union, shows that the European public is afraid of their economical situation and hopes that the campaigns for the European Parliament share these views. One can only imagine that the European Public considers unemployment to be far more important after the awareness of the financial crisis. The survey also shows that member states that are in the Euro zone consider inflation to be a higher priority than member states that do not have a single currency. Again the financial crisis can cause the member states without a single currency to raise this theme on the priority ladder because they have seen how their own currency has devaluated and what the benefits are of being in the Euro zone. Although this country is not a member of the European Union, the example of Iceland is considered to be the most apparent when it concerns member states outside the Euro zone and the effects on the economy in a financial crisis. The priority of crime and terrorism is considered to be the most important theme after the before mentioned economical themes. Especially when it concerns countries that have had recent experiences with terrorist threats the percentage are considerably high. The British, Spanish and Danish public all considered terrorism to be a considerably important theme of the campaign with an average of almost 50 percent of the respondents prioritizing this theme. The theme of immigration is by both the French as the Dutch considered being of the same amount of priority, just below the average of 32 percent. In Poland on the other hand, immigration is not seen as a priority at all with only 9 percent of the respondents replying to this particular theme.

The themes do not show remarkable outcomes and were rather expectable when looking at the national themes individually of all EU member states. One of the most remarkable outcomes of this survey on the priority of campaign themes is that the themes directly related to the European Union reach a noticeably low score. An aspect which is not taking into consideration by the authors of the survey is that all themes that scored significantly lower by the average of all respondents, except Agriculture, had the notification of “EU” or the word “European” in their answer. The conclusion made by the survey on the priority of the campaign themes is that the European public expects the European campaign to deal with practical problems which affect their everyday lives and moreover the European public expects concrete measures and practical solutions to their problems. (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.40-41)
5.6 Overall conclusions of the survey
Although the outcomes of this survey are not considered to be decisive in the elections, some outcomes combined can give a view on the general European thought that can be derived from the European public. Moreover, the aspects that have had a significant impact on the European public, such as the financial crisis, are not taken into consideration because the awareness of this mayor change in political thought came to mind after this survey was executed. The expectation of the voter turnout in European elections can at this stage not be made. There can be concluded that the awareness of the elections is very low (16%) and at the time the survey was executed the percentage of people that were not interested in the elections is a vast percentage of 51 percent. The expectation however is that the awareness will grow as the actual voting day gets nearer. The percentage of expected votes in European elections is too indecisive in making an expected turnout. Nonetheless, the reasons given by the European public for not voting state a view that can be important in the election campaign that yet has to begin in the Netherlands. The four main reasons the EU public gives that state the intention not to vote are: the lack of information, the lack of interest in politics, the feeling that the European Parliament is somewhat remote from the citizens and the feeling that voting will not change anything. (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.42). The voting criteria in the choice of a candidate showed little differences in the priorities of national or European issues.  Although national political issues are sometimes considered to be fought over in European politics and vice versa, the equal significance shows that national issues will still play an important role in European elections. The political national situation is often reflected by the voting during European elections. There could be said that this survey somewhat reflects this thought and it shows that Europeans give a priority to economic issues in the domination of the campaign. During the execution of the survey the economies in the European Union were in difficult times as the financial crisis left its scars in the economy of European Union. Unemployment, economic growth and inflation are the most important themes that the public of the European Union would like to emphasize on during the campaign. On the other hand, there should be stated that the priorities given for the campaign by the European public differ significantly between the member states. The Netherlands score very averagely in the priorities for the campaign compared to the other 26 EU member states. This survey has concluded that the European public wants practical economic problems to be the priority in the electoral campaign. Due to the financial situation in the European Union and all around the globe, there can be concluded the focus of this theme will rise in priority at the European elections. The main challenge that remains for the political actors involved in the campaign of the European elections is the task to inform European citizens about the role of the European Parliament and the ability of the candidates to offer practical solutions at the European level (Eurobarometer 69, 2008, p.43).

5.7 The difference between the Dutch public and other European Member States in their approach to the European elections
As pointed out in the previous paragraph the Netherlands have an average stance towards the European elections. Previous Eurobarometer surveys have shown that the Dutch public is considered to be one of the most positive towards European politics. Due to the rejection of the European Constitution in 2005 it is important to see whether the Dutch public has changed its views a few months prior to the European elections. The survey was conducted in May 2008 and gives a more positive view on European politics by the Dutch public than in 2005. It would be unnecessary to compare the outcomes of the Dutch public with all other EU member states and for this reason the choice is made to compare the outcomes with two other EU member states that have reservations to the European Union. The first comparison is made with the public of France since they were the other EU member state that has rejected the Constitutional treaty in 2005. The second comparison is made with Poland, a member state that has recently joined the European Union and is unclear on certain policy issues of the European Union, i.e., a member state with certain political reservations. The first real difference in this survey between these countries is the expected likelihood of voting by the public, as can be seen in table 6 on page 30. In France and the Netherlands the public is likely to vote however in Poland this likelihood is considered to be significantly lower. The response to the question whether they would definitely vote in European elections was only replied by 20 per cent while in France and the Netherlands this percentage was around 44. 

Table 11 Matter of interest in EP elections in 2009

[image: image7.emf]
Table 11 shows a remarkable difference between the Netherlands, France and Poland in their interest in EP elections. The Dutch public is with 58 percent the most interest of the three with a difference of 17% compared to Poland. The survey also comprises the reasons given for not voting in European elections. These outcomes would have been very useful as comparing aspect in this research; however, these figures were only distributed on an average EU level. The reasons given for choosing a candidate shows a distinction in priority by the three different EU member states. The Dutch public considers the position of the party’s candidate on European issues far more important than the Polish public. A 26 percent difference shows the distinction in approaching the priority of the candidate. The campaign themes also show remarkable differences in the priorities of the public. In this case it is the French public that considers inflation and purchase power as extremely important as a topic in the campaign, while the Dutch and Polish public are considered to be given this topic a priority that lays below the EU average. The topic of immigration is also considered to be very different. Despite the arisen popularity of right-wing politicians that stress on the topic of immigration, the score of the Dutch public in 2008 is still below average, just like the French public. The Polish public on the other hand gives the least priority in the campaign of all EU member states to the topic of immigration with a mere 9 percent. The majority of the outcomes of this survey stating the distinction between the Dutch public and on the one hand Polish public and on the other the French public are not surprising. The surprising aspect of these distinctions however is that both the Dutch as the French public are considered to be more pro-Europe than in 2005. Where the distinction can be made between the more geographically western member states (France and the Netherlands) and founding fathers of the European Union compared to the rather new and eastern member state of Poland the outcomes of this survey show no apparent differences in the approach of the public to the European elections. There must however be concluded that all members states still have a very national way of approaching European elections. The elements and political topics of the member state control the vision towards European politics and European integration. In order for European integration to increase, especially in the Netherlands there must be focussed on the knowledge of the citizens and the opportunities that exist for the European Union. This task is for a large part the responsibility of the candidate; however the candidate’s programme for the European elections is determined by the candidate’s party. As the political party is responsible for the campaign, they should point out what the advantages are of the European Union. The aspect or topic of European politics that one might find lacking in this survey of the Eurobarometer is the treaty of Lisbon. This treaty is still and has been for a long period one of the topics that has controlled the voting behaviour and the overall stance towards the European Union in many member states, in particular France and the Netherlands.
6. Transparency, Democracy and the Treaty of Lisbon
As the previous chapters have pointed out that the political party of the candidate is one of the political actors that determine the communication strategy. The communication strategy is put forth by the political actors to reach out to the Dutch public to win as much votes and seats in the European Parliament as possible. The actual campaign of the political parties is started only a few weeks prior to the actual European elections, by doing so it is not clear what the content of the programme is about and in what way the different parties are trying to obtain as much votes as possible. However, the topics that are discussed in national politics, which also have an international connotation, are expected to control the parties' programmes for the elections. These topics, such as the financial crisis are likely to appear on the agenda because the politicians see the financial crisis as an opportunity to emphasize the importance of the European Union. The Euro zone, for instance, is one of the reasons of economic communitarian policy that prevents economies of collapsing. The use of input of party members during the Congress of political parties for the European elections shows that it is a sign of increase of democracy. Nonetheless, there must be stated that despite the input and effort of political party members that is taken into account by the authors of the actual programme there is no guarantee that the input is used in the eventual published programme. The lack of information mentioned in the conducted interview with Van Dijken (Appendix 1: Transcript of Interview with Mr Van Dijken, Project Manager at Clingendael Institute, p.4) and the survey of Eurobarometer in 2008 were in the second interview provided with comments by Mr. Van der Vaart. (Appendix 2: Interview with Mr Van Der Vaart, Director Bureau European Parliament in The Hague. p. 4, 2009) He states that the public it self should show their interest and participation by doing research on Internet instead of complaining about the services of the Dutch Government and institutions. However, both sides in the discussion realize that the knowledge of the Dutch public on the European Union and all its aspects is lacking. In the first chapter the importance of European integration is stressed and the link between the knowledge of the Dutch public about the European Union and European integration is one that is easily made. The survey has shown that citizens that had more years of education where more positive about the European Union. In order for political parties to obtain more votes in European elections there must be focussed on educating and informing the public. The educating part of European politics is one that has already been mentioned in the Treaty of Lisbon. The Treaty of Lisbon or the Lisbon goals were set up to make Europe a more knowledgeable Union and on of the aiming points was the investment in the future generation. The Treaty of Lisbon, at its current status, is expected to become one of the focussing points of the new European Parliament and the new European Commission from 2009. The level of transparency towards the Dutch public is an aspect that is often mentioned in the academic world of European politics when discussing the elections programme for 2009. On the other hand with the ratification of the Treaty of Lisbon the national parliaments will get more power and so will the European Parliament. These political bodies are directly chosen by the public in elections and in this way the interference of public opinion and influence will increase. The interference of public opinion and influence can make European politics more transparent, however, because the high level of expertise the connection between the public and the politicians in Brussels and The Hague there will automatically be a gap which cannot easily and in a limited time frame be decreased. 

7. Conclusion

The most significant outcomes of this research will be interlinked and provide a new perspective on how European integration can develop and progress. European integration is important for the Netherlands because the experiences known to the public have in the past shown remarkable perspectives and advantages. The freedom of travelling of persons and goods, European laws, regulations and the common currency are just a few of the many communal advantages that the membership of the European Union offers. Since the referendum in 2005 on the Constitutional Treaty, which was rejected by a majority of the Dutch public, the voices have not been heard about the continuation of the European Union. The elections will show whether the European elections can influence European integration in the Netherlands since the last referendum. First, there are 4 main actors that control the electoral campaign, namely the Dutch Government, the political parties, interest groups and the media. The Dutch Government is in control of the awareness raising campaign in the Netherlands and the political parties create the actual programmes for the candidates, on who the public can vote for in European elections. Furthermore is the voter turnout the Government’s responsibility. However the political parties are the most important actor when it concerns the strategy or campaign put forth in order to increase European integration. The referendum on the European Constitution has showed that there exists a gap between the European Union and more directly the European Parliament and the Dutch public. This gap can be decreased by the campaign of political parties for the European elections. The incentives for rejecting the Constitution in the Netherlands were the fear of loss of sovereignty, the EU enlargement and in particular the case of Turkey, the trust of national politicians in 2005 and the level of bureaucracy in the European Union. The substance of the Constitution seemed to have little importance in voting behaviour, also because there is a lack of interest and a lack of knowledge. Moreover, the substance is too difficult and too big to vote on in a referendum. The main task for the Dutch Government and the Dutch political parties is to raise awareness, inform and explain. The political parties should stress on the importance of the European Union and simply stating what the benefits of the European Union can be and what the benefits of the Treaty of Lisbon will be when this treaty is accepted. The bigger the interest and participation in European politics, the better the control will be on politicians. The survey of the Eurobarometer shows that the awareness, one year before the elections, is averagely low. However this must not be a concern because the attention given by the media and the government will have a peak, a few weeks before the elections. The survey shows that the longer people will stay in school, the more interest and trust they will show in the European Union. The most significant or remarkable reasons by the European public for not voting in European elections is that lack of interest, information and the fact that the public thinks their vote will not have any affect. The reason to vote on a particular candidate in European elections is determined by the experience of this candidate. The general loss of sovereignty is again exposed by the fact that the position of the candidate on national issues is as important as the position on European issues. The economic campaign themes of the European elections are given priority by the European public. The expectation will be that due to the financial crisis, which only raised awareness after this survey, the priority of the attention for economic European measures.  The campaign themes that have direct relations to the European Union show a noticeably low score on the priority level of the European public. 
The main conclusion of this research is that political parties should focus on putting more effort into the relation with Dutch citizens. The Constitutional Treaty which now is called the Treaty of Lisbon will show that the European Union provides many advantages for citizens in their everyday lives. Lack of knowledge can be improved by turning to the public and explaining the European Union, especially the Ministry of Education should insist on explaining the European Union in the school literature. The most important task lies with the political parties that create the campaign. The content of this campaign should include these themes in order for citizens to interest and understand the European Union. On the other hand, the Dutch public must also show interest by doing research on for instance Internet about the European Union. To conclude, in order for European integration to increase in the Netherlands, the Dutch government, political parties and the Dutch public need to put more effort in understanding each other. This is the main key to European integration. The most important aspect that the political parties should focus on during their campaign is the financial crisis, the Treaty of Lisbon and the knowledge and educational opportunities of the European Union. These three aspects of European politics and cooperation between member states can show the way to an increasing European integration. There must also be borne in mind that the gap of European integration cannot easily be declined. The European elections might show a positive incline in European integration however this will only be a considerable incline in integration. This research will not have all the answers to complete European integration in The Netherlands however this is also not necessary. As long as the idea of a European Union and the communal cooperation will stay in existence the integration will step by step follow. 
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Appendix 1: Transcript of Interview with Mr Van Dijken, Project Manager at Clingendael Institute.

Transcript interview Jeroen van Dijken 

11.00 uur

11 februari 2008

Clingendael Instituut

JVD= Jeroen van Dijken

Stijn:
Should the campaign on the EP be pointed at the content of the Lisbon treaty and its changes rather than on the campaign itself? Because at the last referendum in 2005 the content of the treaty was for the media not that important but the campaign around it was more important. So what are your views on this particular aspect?

JVD: I think it should focus more on the treaty itself especially because the treaty gives a lot of new powers to the European Parliament and I think it is very important when you look at democracy to point out that the European Parliament will get more powers in several fields like Justice and Home Affairs. At the moment it is still very intergovernmental, the EP has an advisory role in Justice and Home Affairs and in the future it has a more collaborative role with regards to Justice and Home Affairs. So I think that they should point out that the EP gets more powers.

Stijn: And who should point that out, the media or..?

JVD: I think that the political parties themselves should point this out. Maybe also the media but the media, but off course the media will focus on what the parties will put forth.

Stijn: What do you think of the division that national parties have views on the European laws that have effect on the domestic politics; do you think that this is the most important or do you think that the National parties should also focus on the European Policy as a whole and not just every country for itself?

JVD: It is very difficult for domestic parties to make Europe interesting for citizens in The Netherlands for example.

Stijn: And why do think these difficulties exist?

JVD: It is almost exclusively very technical. It is all on a high level of expertise and sometimes it is just too difficult to explain it very simply to citizens in The Netherlands or any other countries and I think it is better to just focus on more EU development like EU enlargement but also to bring it back to the level of the citizen in order to know what a certain framework decision means for them. 

Stijn: You said that you also think that the technical level is too vague and in order for people to understand it, it should be more explained what is going on?

JVD: Yes, it should be more explained. I also think when you look at Dutch policies it normally does not focus on technical details and it focuses much more on a general view on a certain law. I think they should also focus more on general law because it is too difficult to focus on the real technical details. Normally European Framework decisions are much more technical and require much more expertise. It is very difficult for them too explain why it is important and to keep it close to the citizens.

Stijn: To what extent are the national political parties linked to the candidate they put forth for the EP because there are several parties in the EP, like labour and liberal, they share somewhat the same views but not exactly the same, but if you’re voting for the EP elections the views can differ from the national party views. What are your views on that, do you think this is misleading. In the Netherlands the D’66 and VVD are both liberal parties but they differ in many views. Nevertheless in the EP, both candidates will go to the same European Party, the ALDE. So should this be more transparent or explained to the voters because I expect that not many voters know about this?

JVD: First of all, I do not think it is misleading but I do think it should be more explained to citizens or voters. However, off course as soon as voters from the D’66 or the VVD get a seat in the EP they will not automatically lose sight of their political views. In the ALDE you also have the UK liberal democrats, they are very left wing liberals compared to the VVD. That should not be a problem because each of the Dutch members of parliament has to explain to their own voters and constituency why they decide to do what. It is not the case that the whole ALDE party votes in a certain direction. You can have members of this faction that vote distinctly from each other. For instance, when they vote on environment, you can expect Jules Maaten, who is a Dutch MEP for the liberals, than Andrew Duff, he is from the Liberal Democrats in the UK. People can now check this because there is a website that states which Member of Parliament goes to which meeting and how they vote and if they vote according to their own party such as the ALDE. So, it is not really misleading but maybe they could point it out more directly.

Stijn: But, knowing that, do you think that if the civilians in the Netherlands knew about this website that it would give them more information on how to vote because I think that people still vote according to the party they have voted on during the national elections. However, this is not really the same. And you also pointed out that the liberals have different views. So is it better to know the candidates more personally in stead of the party’s views in order to give a better view on who to vote for?

JVD: I think it is always good for voters to know how their MEP which they voted for have voted for. I think it is almost impossible to check this during the elections. When you like to vote for someone in the labour party and he or she was also in the parliament last few years you can always vote for how they have voted in the past and if they vote for what they had stated during the elections. It is off course very difficult to know someone who is on the list of the Labour Party and if they are going to vote in the MEP according to what they are now stating in their campaign.

Stijn: Yes, that is true but I guess that this unexpected aspect is a part of politics. The campaign policy is what you are willing to achieve but you never know if they will stick to it. 

JVD: Yes but using this website it is really easy to check to see whether the MEP have held on to what they have promised to be.   

Stijn: Do you think that this should be used in the campaign of 2009 for the new candidates of the MEP?

JVD: I think they can put it out but they should not stress it too much. There is a real clear difference between VVD and D’66 and when you know already state: “were going to be in the same party and were going to do the same things” there will be almost no debate between parties. 

Stijn: Shouldn’t there be a website for national politicians that are chosen by their party as MEP candidate as well?

JVD: There are a lot of politicians that are not, for instance in the Dutch Parliament but they are still candidates in becoming a Member of European Parliament of the Liberals for instance. There should be a website were people can check the views of the candidate and after his entrance in the MEP they can check whether he or she has stuck to their views.

Stijn: Is it the first time this European website exists?

JVD: No, I think it exists for two years now. But I do think that not a lot of people know about this website. 

Stijn: Who is responsible for this lack or….?

JVD: I do not know if someone is being held responsible. If you really want to point out as an MEP that you vote according to your promises, I would say the political parties themselves should point out or the Members of European Parliament could point out to their voters or anyone who visits the EP that they can also check what he or she does in Parliament. But I don’t think that it should be the main focus.

Stijn: Because politicians are afraid that the people ask them why they did not stick to their plans or…?

JVD: I don’t think they are afraid but it never says why did vote, so it’s a bit basic information

Stijn: Some questions about the strategy of the last referendum of the Constitutional Treaty?

Has the Yes-side, the domestic parties that were in favour of the Constitutional Treaty during the campaign of the referendum, have they failed in 2005 during the campaign?

I read in some articles that the no-side was very decisive in their no vote, campaigning with pamphlets and using big words and the yes-side was not willing to respond to the arguments of the no-side.

JVD: I think the Yes-side has completely misinterpreted what Dutch citizens want. It was also the first time that they could really give their vote on European Union, directly.

Stijn: But it is very strange because, the Liberal party, the Labour Party, The Democrats, The Christian Party and the Greens were all in favour of the Treaty and that is almost 130 of 150 seats and during the election only 39 percent of all voters voted for this Constitution.

What went wrong? Why didn’t the voters vote according to their party?

JVD: I think because usual national parties do not give a lot of attention to European Politics. Most of the national members of parliament do not give any attention to European Politics so they could never know what their own voters think on European Politics. So, they completely misinterpreted what the Dutch citizens wanted. And according to some it also too much a high level project and also when you look at the attitude, for instance the questions asked to the ministers about the policy, it never concerns European Politics and never what the media likes.

Stijn: It is not sensational enough?

JVD: Exactly! European Union isn’t very sensational…… Well it can be sensational but normally again they bring it very technically.

Stijn: But do they bring it very technically or is it just that technical?

JVD: Usually they bring it very negatively. Like, Brussels is going to influence this or that in our social policies and we do not want this or that. When they give attention to European Politics they always bring it black and white which should not have to be a problem but they bring it very negatively. You will almost never here someone with positive news on the European Union. But, with the constitutional treaty all of a sudden they were all in favour and the European Union was great and it only had positive consequences. 

Stijn: But there was the doubt of the Christian and the Liberal Party whether there should be a referendum and some other parties did not agree? Do you think this also had a possible influence on the voter turnout, that they were not sure to hold a referendum? The referendum was also non-binding so the government did not have to follow the outcome. So what are your views on that because they did follow the outcome? The said 61 percent of the voters said they did not want it so we are going to vote no. But do you think that it would have passed if it would have gone through normal legislation?

JVD: Yes, I do. They have clearly pointed out that they did not know what the large majority of the citizens thought about the European Union. All treaties (Amsterdam, Maastricht) were all passed in Parliament and ratified without any referendum and not much discussion.

Stijn: But what was the process of introducing the referendum. They haven’t discussed European Politics for so long, and as you have already pointed out, it is almost the least important political subject discussed in Parliament. Now all of a sudden there is a Constitutional Treaty, which combines all the treaties and adds a few changes. There have been some other referenda but on more domestic political issues. So, why all of a sudden use the referendum.

JVD: I think it might also have to do with D’66 because they were very pro Europe and pro referendum.

Stijn: But they do not have many influence or seats in the parliament?

JVD: No, well I do not know why they in the end decided to go for a referendum. Maybe because they were very convinced they were going to succeed in convincing the Dutch citizens for voting in favour of this Constitution.

Stijn: Is the campaign strategy of voting an MEP similar to that of domestic politicians?

JVD: In which sense do you mean? 

Stijn: Well you vote for one person. Normally it is linked to the national party.  

JVD: In this case it is still linked to the national political party. You do not vote for someone in the ALDE faction. You vote for someone on the list of the VVD.

Stijn: Yes, you vote for the VVD, but when they are in the European Parliament all members are on their own. So do you vote for a person, a national party or a European party?

When the candidate becomes an MEP he or she does not longer state the views of the national party but that of the European party and its values. 

JVD: Well, that is not completely true because many MEP look at their own member state and constituency. Within the ALDE faction you have a big difference with left and right wing liberals and the MEPs are not constrained that they all have to vote according to the ALDE values. You really vote on a political party and I think sometimes people will also vote on the floor leader, for the VVD, Hans van Baalen, because they know him as a person but I think most of the time people will vote on the same party they have voted on in national elections. A problem is also when you want to vote on the Socialist group as a whole you have to chose who to vote on from a list of a thousand people if you take the whole European Union, so that also very difficult. One of the problems is that there a too many people on the list and as soon as the elections of the European Parliament have ended; these national parties can switch between groups. 

Stijn: Isn’t that unclear, especially for the voter when Hans van Baalen of the VVD switches from the Liberals to the Socialists?

JVD: Yes, but I really doubt if someone here nationally really cares if the VVD is part of the Socialist or the Greens, as long as the VVD is represented in the European Parliament.

But you do not vote for the VVD because they are going to be in the ALDE, they have always been there. But they could switch. You still represent the same values but can switch between certain groups. 

Stijn: So you vote for Hans van Baalen because he is a member of the liberal group but you expect that his values remain in the European sphere?

JVD: It is very difficult but it is possible. It is very difficult to stick to your own national views on liberalism. 

Stijn: But that is why citizens should read the campaign of Hans van Baalen, so they know what his plans are?

JVD: Yes, but I don’t know if they have to read it themselves. As long as a campaign is good, you can point out the main point of the political programme to the citizens and make clear what your goals are.

Stijn: But is that the task of the candidate or of the national party, in his case the VVD?

JVD: National party, off course Hans van Baalen is faction and floor leader. Off course it is very important for him to point out what the political programme and the goals are.

Stijn: But he and other candidates represent the views of the liberal party on European issues. But how much is it divided the representation of their own constituency and as Europe as a whole?

JVD: Off course there is a connection. When the liberal party writes their political programme of the European Union they must off course subjects that are in the interest of the Netherlands such as enlargement because many citizens think about enlargement when they think about the EU. Several policy fields that are really on the attention of the Netherlands, like the costs of the EU will always be discussed. For instance, in Poland the abortion laws will always be important. 

Stijn: Should the elections and the European Parliament as an institution be more democratic and transparent to the Dutch civilians or should the structure of the institutions be reformed?

Is the structure (Council, Commission, Parliament) clear or should it be more explained to the citizens how it works?

JVD: It is much more difficult than nationally. On a national level there is a government and a parliament. But off course you have the Council of Ministers, European Council, European Commission all involved in policymaking and it is not always very clear who is responsible for what and when the EP has an advisory role or when they are involved in legislation. It is very difficult to explain and must be transparent. But it will be more transparent in the Lisbon Treaty, because now you have all sorts of exceptions. Like, the commission can make a proposal in this field but not in that field, the EP has this right in a certain field and not the same in another field. I guess with the Lisbon treaty it will get more transparent and clear. The European Council sets out the main guidelines and the European Commission makes proposals and the European Parliament and the Council of Ministers have to agree on this.

Stijn: Has there been too little information about the last referendum and especially the content of the changes towards the Treaty or has it been understood too late?

JVD: No, I don’t think everybody completely understood what the Constitution was all about. But it was also the task of the Government to involve the citizens in an earlier stage because the Lisbon Treaty was not there in just one month. There were a lot of stages before they agreed on the text and so on. So, I think people did not know enough at the time they had to vote but it was also that there was a task and especially for the government to make clear what the treaty was about. At the same time it was very difficult for citizens to understand but most of them did not know the treaty of Amsterdam or the treaty of Maastricht. So, the vast majority did not have the basic information about the EU and than all of a sudden people started to discuss issues that were all ready in the treaty of Amsterdam, they were already concluded in pre stages. All these discussions started just because there was not enough information. 

Stijn: Not enough and at a stage which was already too late.

Do you also think that the participation of the citizens was sort of lacking?

JVD: It is because the EU is still very technical and this high level project. It is made very black and white, this is bad or this is good.

Stijn: Is that the same with the left right axis? Is that an aspect of European Politics?

JVD: I don’t think you can make it that black white. The biggest parties are the Christian Democrats which are more to the right and the Socialist group which are more to the left. I don’t think that European Politics is left-right wing. But it also differs on the issues because it does have something to say on environment but not on social policies. So it depends also on the subject.

Stijn: What about the participation of the citizen. With what measures do you think this can be increased? Better information? The European elections are in June 2009, but I haven’t seen anything in the newspapers? Are you expecting it to be the same amount of media attention as with the referendum?

JVD: On the one hand it is very strange that there is almost no discussion or information provided yet by political parties but at the same time it is understandable because if you already start your campaign right now you will definitely lose attention of the citizens at the time of the elections.

Stijn: There is always, for instance during the national elections, a lot of articles and news.

Is it already too little, too late?

JVD: Yes, it is.

Stijn: Is it only the national parties that are involved in these elections? For instance, Universities, Montesquieu Institute, Clingendael Institute and off course the European Representation here in The Netherlands aren’t you worried that there is not for citizens to know or do you think these organizations are not influential enough?

Or do they think national parties will do it.

JVD: We do recognize that it is very important and that is also why we had the opinion article in de Volkskrant and we hoped for further discussion but there was almost no discussion even on academic level.

Stijn: But there is one article in one newspaper?

JVD: Yes, it is far too little. I do think at this moment because of the elections it is mostly something for national parties to focus on, maybe also the Representation of the European Parliament and the Commission.

Stijn: Why the European Commission?

JVD: Well I think they can also point at the importance of the European Union in general but also because the European Parliament is going to have more influence on the Commission and off course there is going to come a new Dutch Commissioner, which is also going to be voted by Parliament which also might make it more interesting. So there is attention but it is very difficult if you write an article and you only get one academic reaction.

Stijn: Do you think that when more articles appear in these upcoming weeks or months, that people will be better informed and the participation will grow, which can also mean that the European Integration can increase? Is that what the EU is aiming at?

Yes, there always aiming at providing more information and educating about what the European Union does. But I don’t think that a European election is quite enough. Because you said earlier it’s really a peak of interest and the peak is very low. But I think it is always important too provide more information, because then there should be more interest by people in Europe.

JVD: But it is really up to the national parties in what manner they want to give that information. Not purely, but more in general I think the government might have started a campaign that there a going to be elections just to inform people that there are going to be elections in June because I think that many people not even know.

Stijn: But don’t you think that the representation of the European Parliament here in the Netherlands should focus more on informing?

JVD: I think they provide basic information. But if the people know about what the European Union did it might increase their interest. On the other hand I don’t think that providing information will lead automatically to more integration.

Stijn: But what will lead to more integration?

JVD: I meant it in the sense that providing information does not make citizens positive about European Integration. 

Stijn: I am not saying that it should be more positive but I want to point out that I think in order to increase European Integration there should be more participation and not just saying: yes, we are in favour of the European Union, but also more evolvement and more attention.

JVD: But do you see participation also as a voter turnout or just in general or just more discussion?

Stijn: Yes, more discussion, more debates

JVD: Okay because if you combine that with the European Parliament I think the whole legitimacy of European Union may increase just because of debate. So, when European Union has a debate and people are giving their views on the Union it may also increase its legitimacy, its democratic legitimacy. I don’t see a high voter turnout as an increase of legitimacy, but really just a discussion on providing information.

Stijn: Do you think that the accession of new possible member states will have an affect on the European Integration such as the debate about Turkey or Croatia?

JVD: I think especially the discussion of Turkey.

Stijn: Because of the Islamic culture and what do you expect?
JVD: And what is also interesting when you look at Serbia. You know Serbia wants to become a member of the European Union. I think it was today or yesterday the enlargement commissioner Olie Reihn already stated that they should not apply in this state of time because in the whole of the EU there are discussions if we need further enlargement, if we can handle further enlargement. In general it is a whole EU discussion and they are now even saying to countries that want to apply for membership: well, you should not do it at this moment, you should wait. It will off course have a significant influence on European Integration and the whole discussions on enlargement and if we can handle them. Also discussions if Rumania and Bulgaria became member state too early.

Stijn: Do you think that the government has communicated that to the citizens?

JVD: I don’t think the discussion focus on why they have joined, more about the fact that they have joined, it is the whole Europe project, one big idea. At the same time they point at difficulties with social problems and corruptions but that is all after the accession.

Stijn: Do you think that if these issues were more debated that it might have also increased the Integration?

JVD: Well, I think that some of these issues are very much discussed like Serbia; there is already a discussion of the Netherlands blocking the membership. I am not sure if that really increases Integration. 

Stijn: What do you see as the main point for the campaign for the European elections? The Lisbon Treaty? In order to increase the European integration?

JVD: I think now is the best time to point at it. It is almost certainly going to be adopted. Ireland is giving some problems. Just because they have never explained the earlier treaties completely and understandable to the citizens this is the best time to explain what the Lisbon treaty is going to mean, especially for the citizens to know what the EU really means. They know have to make the connection what the European Treaty means for the European Parliament. So I think this is the time, for at least, national parties to discuss and members of European Parliament the Lisbon Treaty. But it remains difficult to discuss the treaty because it is so big and technical. 

Stijn: Do you think there should create new ways of communicating European Union? Should there be a website that is really focussing on really getting to the citizens?

JVD: Well, at the moment there are already a lot of websites.

Stijn: Yes, I know but not a lot of people visit these websites.

JVD: Yes, that is the main problem. There is a lot of information but people do not look for this information or are not provided with this information directly.

Stijn: Is that the lack of participation or is that the way the European Union is still considered as this high level of government?

JVD: I don’t think it is really a lack of participation and it is always very easy to point at the media. There is no real discussion or no information in the media. People are not going to look for this information, because it is still the fact that you have to look for this participation. When you Google the European Union you will get all the information that you want but there is no incentive to go on Google and for most people this incentive is only when there is a discussion on the EU or a debate or they read something about it in the media and that is the easiest way to increase participation. 

Stijn: The referendum which was used with the Constitutional Treaty that the French and the Dutch both voted “no”, then there was the treaty of Lisbon and every country accept this treaty and now they have to ratify it and the Irish also said “no” to the changed treaty. Do you think that the referendum in general is a good way on voting on these sorts of issues like a treaty or constitution?

JVD: I think it is much too general too vote on. When you want to have a referendum you have to have a referendum on something like if you want to have a parking place next to the supermarket. Or on a very simple single thing such as: Do we want to have Turkey as a member of the European Union?

There should be voted on more single things and not on a whole treaty with all the different aspects.

Stijn: Because the possible accession of Turkey is easier to understand?

JVD: It is also because when you have the treaty you have several hundreds of issues and people may vote no just because one single issue.

Stijn: But the Irish people vote no and they all said we were not in favour but that was also because we did not know what the treaty was about. If we would have known we might have voted differently. Because I remember when the Dutch voted no for the Constitutional Treaty, the Socialist Part (SP) had these big pamphlets and posters in subways and at bus stops saying: “stop the bullfighting in Spain, vote no to the European Constitution!” These weren’t actually things that had anything to do with the treaty. 

So what do you think about that? Because I can understand why people vote no if they see this, they assume these sentences are right. Do you think this is misleading?

JVD: Off course it is misleading, especially when you talk about these bullfights. Also in Ireland there were discussions on abortion but there is nothing in the treaty about that. I don’t think it is the lack of understanding

Stijn: What about the lack of counter arguments by the Dutch government during this period?

What do you think about the fact that there is no one really saying I am pro Europe?

JVD: That’s the whole thing in Dutch politics; Europe is always talked about negatively. There is a very black and white focus on the European Union and it is very difficult to focus very pro Europe because of the whole negative discussions on the EU.

Stijn: But if you know that something is not true what someone of the opposition says, why do you hesitate with putting forth the counter arguments? 

JVD: They will always play with sentiments. The PVV (extreme right wing party), they score on just using sentiments of people being afraid.

Stijn: The politics of fear

JVD: It is very difficult to when someone uses sentiments to come up with arguments in favour of the European Union. 

Stijn: Don’t you think that the Lisbon treaty will make it more positive when we see the advantages of more corporation and a smaller European Commission, maybe a smaller European Parliament, more influence of the European Parliament. The European Parliament is actually indirectly to the citizens, so the European Parliament is the most democratic institution. With its gaining in influence do you think it will gain in European Integration or is it not that black-white?

JVD: I don’t think it will automatically increase Integration because it also depends on how you see democracy. If you give the European Parliament more powers, it might increase the turnout at European elections but that doesn’t say anything about European Integration as such. So, I think it becomes more interesting that when you point out that when you vote for someone he or she gets more power as soon as the Parliament gets more power, it might be more interesting.

Stijn: Do you think that in the future the referendum should be used more?

JVD: When you use a referendum nationally you doubt your own parliament for being democratic enough.

Stijn: So, the European referendum was also born out of doubt?

JVD: No, I don’t think in this case because they all trusted that they were going to convince the Dutch citizens. But more in general I see a referendum used when politicians do not know what to do and that they are going to ask the people and then there going to see what they will do. There could be a referendum on enlargement but not on a treaty.
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VDV= Mr. Van der Vaart
Wat is de taak van het voorlichtingsbureau in aanloop naar en tijdens de Europese Parlementsverkiezingen?

VDV: Duidelijk maken dat er iets te kiezen valt in Europa en dat er een Europese dimensie in de Nederlandse politiek is. Duidelijk maken dat meer dan de helft van de wet en regelgeving niet meer hier uit het binnenland komt maar uit Europa, dat is niet een verre planeet maar daar zitten we voor 1/27ste deel bij. Duidelijk maken dat het gaat over onderwerpen die je in je eentje niet meer aan kan maar waarvoor je dus samenwerking met Europa nodig hebt. Vies water stopt niet bij de grens, vieze lucht en criminelen stoppen ook niet bij de grens. Dus Europese samenwerking is keihard noodzakelijk op heel veel terreinen. Alleen dan moet je laten zien dat als je het Europees gaat beslissen dat er dan ook de Europese controle is, in de vorm van het Europees Parlement. Europese democratische checks and balances. Net als de tweede kamer moet je laten zien dat wij de macht controleren. In een nationaal parlement is de macht de regering. Wij controleren het Europees Parlement de macht en we controleren enerzijds de Commissie en anderzijds de Raad van Ministers. De cruces van dit bureau is dat wij laten zien dat er iets te kiezen valt, dat het heel wat uitmaakt of je een conservatief Parlement hebt wat een dienstenrichtlijn aanneemt of een progressief Parlement.

Hoeveel van de voorlichting die u geeft wordt gefocust op echt de inhoud en de werking van de instellingen en hoeveel ten opzichte daarvan wordt er gericht op het feit dat het belangrijk is om te stemmen maar de inhoud is niet belangrijk?

VDV: Wij laten de opkomst bevorderende campagne over aan de nationale overheid. Dus u moet stemmen, u moet natuurlijk niks want er is geen stemplicht. In België is er stemplicht. De nationale overheden hebben als verantwoordelijkheid het bevorderen van de opkomst. Het Nederlandse Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties die is verantwoordelijk voor de opkomst. Dit Ministerie organiseert een Postbus 51 campagne, televisie opkomstbevorderend, stemmen is belangrijk, laat uw stem niet verloren gaan, u komt toch ook?

Dat is 1. Wij zijn de vertegenwoordiging van het Europees Parlement hier in Nederland. Wij hebben protocollaire taken als bureau. Wij hebben een politiek bureau en wij hebben voorlichtingstaken. Die eerste twee is 50 % van het werk, de andere 50% is voorlichting, communiceren en voorlichten met samenleving at large, het maatschappelijk middenveld, boeren, burgers, buitenlui, sociale partners, vakbonden, ANWB. Maar ook doelgroepen die specifiek aan ons vragen: help mee! Of als ze specifiek een vraag hebben over Europa. De verhouding is dat de nationale overheid de opkomst doet, daar zitten wij niet zozeer op ofschoon wij wel de datum communiceren van 4 juni maar wij communiceren vooral de stelling: Er valt iets te kiezen! En dat doen wij door een platform te geven voor het debat waarop de Europarlementariërs kunnen debatteren over de vraag: Hoe moet nou Europese wet en regelgeving er uitzien als je gemeenschappelijk een wet gaat maken over milieu, consumentissues, kredietcrisis, pensioenen etc. Wij geven dus dat platform. Wij geven de mogelijkheid. Wij doen dat niet alleen met die 15 mensen die hier zitten, wij besteden dat ook uit aan debatorganisaties die overal de boel opgaan met debatten het komend half jaar met de boodschap: Er valt iets te kiezen. De leus is… De Europese Verkiezingen: aan jou de keus!

Maar ik neem aan dat u ook met de overheid heeft gecommuniceerd van wij hebben de poster met: Ga vooral stemmen! Wilt u meer informatie kijk dan op de website van het Europees Parlement. Ik neem aan dat zij wel laten weten dat als mensen meer willen weten dat ze dan bij u terecht kunnen?

VDV:Ofschoon wij ook zeggen de politisering van deze issues dat is in de eerste plaats een taak van de politiek partijen. De politieke partijen moeten aanscherpen en aangeven dat in het verleden de Europese Verkiezingen werden misbruikt door de nationale politiek om de op dat moment de onderhavige politiek issues die op dat moment spelen via de gewone lijsttrekkers over de bühne te brengen. De lijsttrekkers gingen debatteren over de actualiteit over maatregelen om de kredietcrisis te bestrijden en dan werd er op het einde ook nog eens gezegd er zijn ook nog Europese Verkiezingen.

Maar die zijn altijd ondergeschikt geweest?

VDV: Nu niet. Want er is een groot belangrijk verschil in vergelijking met het verleden. Dat is dat er nu duidelijk is geworden dat door de kredietcrisis er geen ontkomen is aan Europese maatregelen. Er is geen ontkomen aan de coördinatie om het financiële beleid, als je dat niet doet ga je nat. Er is geen ontkomen aan het versterken van de euro. Als wij die euro niet als een anker houden dan wordt je een tweede IJsland en dat is al aan het gebeuren met landen als Denemarken, die zit niet in de eurozone. Die denken dat ze een tweede IJsland worden en dat denken ze niet alleen, dat vrezen ze ook en terecht. Maar wie denken dat ook? De Engelsen, die zitten ook niet in de euro. Dat kan ook zomaar een tweede IJsland worden want die nationale overheden hebben helemaal niet de kritische massa in dekking in de schatkist om een volkome vrije val van de pond te kunnen afdekken. Terwijl dat majeur grote economieën zijn. In IJsland had je vier grote banken die een leverage aan openstaande leningen had van het BNP van België. Maar er wonen maar 300.000 inwoners dus met andere woorden die waren natuurlijk nooit in staat om via je eigen BBP die leverage die was opgebouwd om dat af te dekken bij een faillissement dus die munt is 0,0001 eurocent nu. Dat land is totaal failliet. Met andere woorden het is nu duidelijk dat er geen alternatief is voor Europese Integratie, geen alternatief is een Europese aanpak op financieel economisch gebied met de Euro.  Dat er geen alternatief is voor bijvoorbeeld een Europees sociaal beleid.

Maar daarmee wilt u dus zeggen dat dit een van de speerpunten wordt in het communiceren naar de mensen toe. Mag ik dan vragen waar het Verdrag van Lissabon daarin staat?

VDV: Het verdrag van Lissabon is natuurlijk een hele belangrijke bouwsteen om Europese Integratie een stap verder te brengen.  Het verdrag is een hele belangrijke stap richting verdere integratie van de 27 lidstaten in het kader van de rechtstatelijkheid van de Europese Unie omdat het Verdrag van Lissabon heeft een dubbele legitimering. In de eerste plaats versterkt het de rol van de nationale parlementen. Dat is erg belangrijk omdat heel veel burgers in Europa het gevoel hebben gekregen dat Europa over hun hoofden heen regeerden en dat zij daar buiten stonden. Door de versterking van de subproportionaliteit en de subsidiariteitstoets, de zo geheten gele kaart procedure krijg je dat de legitimiteitscrisis van Nederland in Europa en Europa in Nederland bestreden wordt. Dat is punt 1. Punt 2 is dat Europa veel slagvaardiger wordt, dat Europa op ruim 50 terreinen gekwalificeerde meerderheids besluitvorming gaat krijgen in ruil voor co-decisie rechten van het Europees Parlement. Het is de ruil gekwalificeerde meerderheid in ruil voor co-decisie rechten van het Europees Parlement. Dat betekent dat de hele pijlerstructuur wordt opgeheven in het Verdrag van Lissabon. De hele derde pijler wordt geïntegreerd in de eerste communautaire pijler, Justitie, Binnenlandse Zaken, Gemeenschappelijke Asielbeleid, Politie en Veiligheidsbeleid, gemeenschappelijk grensoverschrijdend veiligheidsbeleid, gemeenschappelijk immigratiebeleid dit wordt allemaal gebracht onder de communautaire methode. Dit wil dus zeggen gekwalificeerde meerderheids besluitvorming onder gelijktijdige uitbreiding van de rechten van het Parlement, co-decisie rechten, medewetgevende bevoegdheden. Met andere woorden daar komt de derde grote doorbraak; het grote winstpunt uit het verdrag van Lissabon is dat burgers veel meer democratische checks and balances rechten krijgen via de uitbreiding van de rechten van het Europees Parlement en daar kun je dus ook wat mee. Want dat betekent dat er op veel meer terreinen de Europese Raad van Ministers met meerderheid gaat beslissen maar dat het Europees Parlement er daar met 100 % zijn invloed in moet hebben. Dat betekent dat op al die terreinen op Europees Communautair niveau waar de Raad met wetgeving komt daar is ook het Europees Parlement voor 100% wetgevend bevoegd. Nu is dat maar voor ongeveer 65-70% waar het EP codecisierechten heeft. Straks op 100%, met andere woorden dat is de tijger die echt tanden heeft. Dat heeft vergaande gevolgen omdat dat laat zien dat het Parlement zijn primaire functie vervult namelijk dat het de macht controleert. Heel veel mensen op straat die je vraagt wat is nu het verschil is tussen de eerste en de tweede kamer die weten dat niet. Het interesseert ze niet en ze weten ook niet dat de eerste kamer is gekozen door de Provinciale Staten maar wat ze wel weten is dat het Parlement de macht controleert en dat moeten ze ook weten van het Europees Parlement. Het EP controleert de Raad van Ministers en de Europese Commissie en dit zullen ze ook weten omdat als je wel zegt als burger: ik vind dat er meer aan gemeenschappelijk beleid moet komen in europa om schoon water te krijgen, om goede afspraken te maken over sociaal beleid, goede afspraken over consumentbescherming dan moet je afspraken maken met elkaar en dan moet je ook weten dat je rechten hebt en dat het Europees Parlement pal staat voor die rechten. Dat je jezelf dus niet al een lammetje naar de slachtbank laat leiden, met andere woorden daardoor krijg je dat Europese burgers, 500 miljoen burgers, met het Verdrag van Lissabon krijgen ze op 3 belangrijke terreinen het gevoel dat ze meepraten en dus ook inspraak hebben en betrokken zijn en dus ook de legitimiteit van de Europese Unie onderbouwen. In de eerste plaats omdat ze in de nationale parlementen veel scherper kunnen reageren op vragen als wat is nu Europese wetgeving en wat moet nationale wetgeving zijn? In de vorm van subsidiariteit en proportionaliteittoets. In de tweede plaats omdat die toets ook al zit in de regio, dus het regionale openbare bestuur krijgt er ook mee te maken, comité van de regio’s en de provincies. Daar aanvast gekoppeld zit het derde punt namelijk de rechten van het Europees Parlement die vergaand worden uitgebreid. Die maken dat burgers daarin ook betrokken kunnen zijn en kunnen participeren en die zaken die maken dat er dus een mogelijkheid gaat ontstaan om daarover te kunnen debatteren in een Europese publieke ruimte en die trap maakt dat je een enorm opstuwende werking gaat krijgen achter het integratie proces.

Er was natuurlijk eerst de grondwet, die werd verworpen, toen kwam er een hervormingsverdrag dat heet nu het Lissabonverdrag.

VDV: De grondwet is gewoon het Verdrag van Lissabon, het maakt niks uit. Het is cosmetisch verandert, het heet geen grondwet meer dat heeft Nederland voor mekaar weten te krijgen maar materieel is het gewoon hetzelfde alleen het is moeilijker opgeschreven.

Dan is het nog het punt dat er tijdens het referendum en die grondwet die zoals u zegt nog hetzelfde is er werd geklaagd over punten die in het verdrag van Maastricht stonden, dus die eigenlijk al vast stonden. Nu wordt het gebracht in een groot verdrag alle punten samengevoegd. Maar vindt u niet dat als burgers nog niet eens het verschil weten tussen wat er geregeld wordt op nationaal gebied en in Europa en de werking van het Parlement en de Commissie en een Raad. Vindt u niet dat de werking en de inhoud van het verdrag dat het beter moet worden uitgelegd? Er is namelijk bewezen dat mensen die er meer vanaf wisten en meer begrepen van het verdrag dat er was dat die er ook positiever tegen over stonden.

VDV: Ja, maar ik vind in de eerste plaats dat mensen naast een informatierecht ook een informatieplicht hebben. 

Naar u toe bedoelt u?

VDV: Ja natuurlijk, laat ze maar een beetje hun best doen. Wees maar eens een assertieve burger. Als je een auto of een dvd-speler wilt kopen dan weet iedereen altijd precies te vinden wat ik over het product wil weten. Kijk, vergelijk en je weet precies wat er speelt. Waarom zou je dit dan niet doen ten aanzien van democratie? Waarom zou je dan niet actief burger zijn?

Transcript

“Civilians do not only have the right to information, it is also their duty as a Dutch civilian to inform. If a civilian for instance wants to buy a new car, they all know where to look for what they want on the Internet. Why is this not the case for democracy? Why should you not be an active civilian?” 

Maar waarom doen mensen dat dan niet?

VDV: Omdat mensen in dit land, om te beginnen, heel weinig hebben meegekregen in hun onderwijs over wat Europa is. Het is natuurlijk een hele belangrijke ontbrekende component. Mensen die kunnen pas beter oordelen op het moment dat jij die kennis hebt. Het is natuurlijk te gek voor woorden dat je wel moet leren wat de tachtigjarige oorlog is en dat er een tweede kamer is maar dat je niet moet weten dat er een Europese Commissie doet en dat er een Europees Parlement is en dat er een Europese rechtstatelijkheid in de vorm van een Europees Hof van Justitie en dat er een Raad van Ministers is, dat is te gek voor woorden want 50 % van de wet en regelgeving komt hier niet meer vandaan. Dan is het te raar voor woorden dat je dat bij geschiedenis, maatschappijleer, aardrijkskunde en economie meekrijgt. In andere lidstaten is het zo dat dit als het ware overlappend netjes in die boeken staat, met andere woorden dat wiel wordt niet in elk vak opnieuw uitgevonden maar economie vult aan wat aardrijkskunde op Europees niveau doet. Hier gaan 6 van de 10 kinderen die verleden maand de citotoets hebben gemaakt, die krijgen het advies om naar het VMBO te gaan. De curricula  oftewel de kerndoelen over de Europese dimensie in de boekjes van het VMBO, dat zijn er nul. Dus 60% van die kinderen, dat zijn jonge volwassenen en een moeilijke schoolsoort die al kampt met meerdere problemen, dat weet jij zelf ook, er is wel wat gebeurt in Nederland.

Transcript: 
“One of the reasons for this lack of knowledge and low interest is the fact that the topic of Europe is not mentioned in the schoolbooks of the current scholars and it has never been so.” 

Ja, ik weet ervan.

VDV: Dat is dus heel problematisch, die krijgen 0% Europese dimensie mee. Dat zijn nu 18 jarigen die krijgen dadelijk in mei een oproepkaart mee voor de Europese verkiezingen. Wat denk je dat er met die kaart gebeurt? Die gaat de prullenbak in!

Het zijn geen 18 jarigen, als je VMBO doet ben je niet 18 als je klaar bent. Maar ik begrijp wat u bedoelt. 

VDV: Dus die krijgen niks mee en nu is dat voor HAVO en VWO niet veel beter. Dat is in andere landen heel anders. Hier is het zo dat door de grote mate van vrijheid van onderwijs, wat gebaseerd is op art. 23 van de grondwet dat komt door de grote mate van invloed van de christelijken, met name het CDA, is er  een hele grote mate van vrijheid van onderwijs om te bepalen wat ze aan school methoden hebben. In dit land is het mogelijk dat er ongeveer 36/37 verschillende visies in de schoolboekjes zijn over de achtergronden en de ontstaansgeschiedenis van de tachtigjarige oorlog. Je denkt toch niet dat 234 verschillende visies op de geschiedenis van de Franse Republiek zijn die onderwezen worden in Frankrijk. Die leerlingen krijgen dat allemaal netjes ingeprent en centraal krijgen ze dat mee en ik vind dus dat hier een belangrijke steek is laten vallen door de overheid. In de eerste plaats is het de taak en plicht van de Nederlandse overheid om kinderen te onderwijzen. Vervolgens is er een hele belangrijke rol weggelegd voor de politieke partijen die moeten aanscherpen dat er iets te kiezen valt, die moeten aanscherpen wat er aan grote onderwerpen speelt, zij moeten politiseren wat de Europese dimensie is en vervolgens daarna komt het voorlichtingsbureau in beeld.

U denkt ook natuurlijk dat de verkiezingen een punt van ommekeer kunnen zijn om het onderwijs en de VO-raad te overtuigen dat het werkelijk nodig is dat er meer aandacht aan wordt besteed? Daar bent u het toch met mij eens?

VDV: Ja, daar ben ik het mee eens. Vroeger was het zo dat in 1999 en 2004, toen werden die verkiezingen nog als nationale verkiezingen gehouden en toen gingen de lijsttrekkers een rondje met elkaar vechten over nationale onderwerpen. Nu is het anders, nu is het zo dat mensen hun knopen tellen in zicht van de crisis. Dit maak je één keer in je leven mee, het is alleen maar vergelijkbaar met 1929. Vermogens en huizenprijzen verdampen als sneeuw voor de zon, je krijgt massaontslagen, massawerkloosheid, het is nu al aan het gebeuren. Je krijgt een krimp van de economie van 3,5% die alleen maar is voort gekomen in 1929 en nooit meer tot nu in 2009. Met andere woorden nu zien mensen dat het tijd is om te schuilen achter de brede rug van de Europese Unie. Er is nu een onderzoek gehouden wat heeft aangetoond dat de Ieren dat als dat nieuwe referendum wordt gehouden in oktober, die gaan massaal JA stemmen want die denken wel 10 keer ja.

Denkt u niet bijvoorbeeld de SP zich gaat richten op zoals je dat in Frankrijk ook ziet, eigen land eerst en beschermen.

VDV: Dat is wel zo, maar ik denk dat je banger moet zijn voor de PVV en Wilders. De PVV is veel anti Europees dan de SP. De SP is in feite gewoon een mainstream partij die accepteren de staat van de Europese Unie.

Maar die zitten wel in dezelfde hoek als de PVV als het gaat over Europa?

VDV: Nee, minder. De SP is al veel geaccepteerder. De SP was zo, maar niet meer. De SP vindt wel dat nationale oplossingen bekeken moet worden maar de SP vindt ook dat de Europese Unie democratischer moet worden maar de PVV die stelt gewoon het hele bestaan van Europa ter discussie. Mijn stelling is die Europese verkiezingen die zullen nu gaan over de vraag: Wat kan Europa doen om zijn burgers te beschermen in het zicht van de grootste economische crisis sinds 1929? Burgers zullen zien dat Europa een hele belangrijke functie heeft, financieel met de euro om de financiële belangen, spaarcenten, de rente te beschermen. We zullen zien dat Europa een steun en een grote dijk voor ze is als het gaat om werkgevers die Europa willen misbruiken om een race naar de bodem van het sociale Europa te zoeken en het sociaal zwakste land als een lekputje op te zoeken om daar voor de laagste lonen en de slechtste CAO-condities te gaan werken. Burgers zullen zien dat Europa een hele harde buffer is en een uitstekende pleitbezorger voor gemeenschappelijk milieubeleid op de grootste uitdaging van deze tijd namelijk de opwarming van de aarde. Burgers zullen zien dat er dadelijk in er in dat verband ook een antwoord komt van Europa op de opvolger van de Kyoto conferentie namelijk de Kopenhagen conferentie in Denemarken in November. Daar moet Europa een oplossing voor vinden en dat zal gebeuren in het kader van de Commissie die zal een voorstel doen en daar moet de Raad van Ministers een standpunt in bepalen en de Raad van Ministers en het Europees Parlement samen die vormen de wetgever. Die twee gaan met elkaar knokken tot ze er uit zijn, eerste lezing, tweede lezing, conciliatie procedure en dan is er een Europese richtlijn of een wet die binnen 12 maanden moet zijn ingevoerd. Burgers zullen dus zien dat er in het kader van zo’n grote crisis die in deze generatie de grootste zal zijn dat Europa er toe doet en het Verdrag van Lissabon een hele belangrijke opstap is naar verdere integratie in Europa. En dat er een publieke ruimte is met ook een Europees publiek debat in die ruimte omdat als het Parlement meer rechten krijgt kunnen burgers ook veel scherper argumenteren waarom ze iets wel willen en waarom ze iets niet willen en daarom zal voor het eerst de politieke dimensie van het Europees Parlement in de Nederlandse context echt over de bühne komen. Want wij gaan nu discussiëren, ook met die sheets, niet over Nederlandse dingen, en dan zeggen: nou het zijn Nederlandse lijsttrekkers.. Nee, we gaan nu over Europese heikele zaken praten zoals hoeveel bescherming wil je dat er op een kipfilet komt te staan bij Albert Heijn. Moet dat helemaal vrij zijn, met andere woorden moet je een Europees Parlement kiezen wat niks eraan doet en wat gewoon genetische gemanipuleerde kippen kunnen zijn uit Mexico of willen we daar een strenge controle op met een etiket dat heel lang is waar je twee weken voor nodig hebt om het te lezen. Dat hangt van jouw keuze af. Er valt dus iets te kiezen! Met die kredietcrisis kun je dus kiezen voor een Parlement dat voor sociale bescherming gaat of je kunt kiezen voor een  heel open Angelsaksisch liberaal systeem met wet en regelgeving waarin het Europees Parlement zegt: Laat maar gebeuren! 

Met het Verdrag van Lissabon krijg je dat burgers scherper in staat zijn: Wat gaan we nationaal doen en wat gaan we supranationaal Europees doen?

Maar dan moeten ze wel beter worden geïnformeerd dan op dit moment? Bent u het daar niet met mij eens? Als zij meer te zeggen krijgen, meer invloed hebben is dat toch juist de manier door beter af te kunnen wegen om een goede beslissing te maken. Dat is in de nationale politiek ook zo?

VDV: Maar wie moet dat nou doen?

Ja, dat is dus mijn vraag aan u, wat is uw aandeel als voorlichtingsbureau daar in?

VDV: Wij zeggen in de eerste plaats moeten mensen beter in het onderwijs meekrijgen wat Europese Instellingen zijn. In de tweede plaats moet het de verantwoordelijkheid zijn van de nationale overheid, de regering om aan zo’n volk duidelijk te maken waarom dat Verdrag zo belangrijk is. Wij hebben gezegd over het Verdrag in 2005, 82% was tegen, dat hebben we afgestemd, terwijl 90% van de kamer voor was. Dus wij hebben nee gestemd als volk, toen wist een groot deel van het electoraat niet precies waar het over ging maar de hoofdzaak wisten ze wel. Het was snel die integratie, de grenzen werden te snel opgerekt, er kwamen lidstaten bij waarvan democratische checks and balances nog niet duidelijk waren, Bulgarije en later Roemenie en het democratische gehalte ervan beviel velen niet. Ik zeg dan het glas is halfvol of het glas is halfleeg. Er is in de loop van de afgelopen decennia heel veel aan democratische rechten verworpen op Europees vlak maar mijn stelling is dus: Hoe moet je nu aan meer informatie komen? In de eerste plaats moet je meer weten via het onderwijs, in de tweede plaats moet de nationale regering je vertellen waarom dit verdrag van Lissabon zo belangrijk is. Dat hebben ze niet gedaan omdat ze ook al niet expliciet hebben verteld wat dat grondwettelijk verdrag was. Er is toen een krantje gekomen maar er is geen geconsolideerde tekst bijvoorbeeld. Die is er wel maar die heeft de Nederlandse regering niet aan het Nederlandse volk verstrekt. Er is in de maanden april mei onderhandeld over het verdrag van Lissabon dat is toen aangenomen, toen moest het geratificeerd in alle lidstaten van de EU. Nederland heeft het eerst geratificeerd in de Eerste Kamer en toen in de Tweede Kamer in juni-juli verleden jaar en tijdens het ratificatie debat zaten er ongeveer 10 mensen in de tweede kamer zaal, waaronder alleen maar de vast Kamerleden van de Kamercommissie Europese Zaken. Dat is toch heel schrijnend? Want wat blijkt daar nou uit? Daar blijkt uit dat de regering, nadat er dus een nee van het Nederlandse volk is gekomen in 2005 over de grondwet, niet de moeite neemt om diezelfde grondwet die nu dan het Verdrag van Lissabon niet aan zijn eigen volk uit te leggen waarom dat zo fundamenteel belangrijk is in het kader van de Europese integratie, legitimering, het Europese burgerschap. Terwijl het precies hetzelfde ding is en het gewoon op een achteraf middag/avond in juni 2008 ratificeren in een debat in de tweede kamer tussen regering en parlement waar zeggen en schrijven 11 mensen in de kamer zitten waaronder 3 mensen van de regering: Balkenende, Verhagen, Timmermans, 6 leden van de vaste Kamercommissie en twee burgers op de publieke tribune; ikzelf en Ludolf van Hasselt, mijn collega van de vertegenwoordiging van de Europese Commissie. Ten derde, dan ligt er dus zo’n belangrijke taak voor de regering om uit te leggen waarom het verdrag van Lissabon zo belangrijk is en waarom het dus ook belangrijk is om te zien waarom dit extra kracht geeft aan het parlement en waarom het bovendien belangrijk is om te gaan kiezen en dan zeg ik: dan ligt er ook nog een verantwoordelijkheid voor de politieke partijen om dat uit te leggen. En waarom doen ze dat niet? Dat doen ze niet omdat als jij moet gaan zeggen als regering of politieke partijen dat de helft van jouw macht en zeggenschap en invloed niet meer hier ligt maar in Brussel, dan maak je jezelf niet al te populair. 

Dat was tijdens het referendum in 2005 waarom ook zo?

VDV: De nationale media vinden het belangrijker om het over nationaal issues te schrijven dan over Europese issues, dat is ver van hun bed. Nog steeds ook een zondebokken politiek. Alle goede dingen zijn dan nationaal geregeld en wat slecht is komt dan uit Europa, in dat opzicht is het heel erg hypocriet. Nederland is ook kampioen ontheffing aanvragen over regelgeving die Europees wordt gemaakt, waar wij voor 1/27ste deel bij zitten. Dus we zitten ook nog eens in de middenmoot van slechte leerlingen die niet goed zijn bij de invoering van een richtlijn als het in de omzetting gaat naar nationaal recht. Dus in dat opzicht kunnen wij zoveel beter in ons onderwijs, in die Europese dimensie, wij kunnen zoveel veel beter door te laten zien als politieke partij dat er iets te kiezen valt. In dat opzicht kunnen wij ook zoveel beter door de burger te wijzen op de burgerplicht om actief burgerschap uit te oefenen en in dat opzicht kunnen wij ook veel scherper duidelijk te maken dat die Europese dimensie ons ook zoveel helpt. Door te laten zien wat er gebeurt als je de stekker uit Europa trekt. Dus ons BBP is ongeveer 600 miljard euro, bijna de helft daarvan is afkomstig uit de export. Daarvan is gaat 4 van de 5 producten gaat rechtstreeks naar de interne markt, wij zijn met huid en haard verbonden aan Europa. We hebben de grootste transportsector in Europa, we hebben 2 van de 5 grootste mainports binnen onze grenzen zitten, namelijk Schiphol en de Rotterdamse Haven. Wij hebben 3 van de 5 grootste greenports in ons land. Met andere woorden wij zijn met huid en haard verbonden aan Europa, wij hebben een open economie, wij zijn afhankelijkheid van vrede en veiligheid. De rechtstatelijkheid van de EU garandeert de vrede en veiligheid. Een uur vliegen hier vandaan, Bosnië met etnische zuiveren en etnisch centrisme is het nieuwe nationalisme. Denk je dat wij immuun zouden zijn voor dat nieuwe nationalisme zonder de rechtstatelijkheid van de Europese Unie. Zeker niet! 

Maar dan is er nog altijd één punt waar de Nederlandse kiezer en ikzelf natuurlijk heel erg verbaasd over ben en dat is de plenaire in Straatsburg en Brussel wat 200 miljoen euro kost op een maandelijkse basis. 

VDV: Ja, maar daar gaan wij niet over. Dus dan moet je niet bij mij zijn.

Ja, maar u bent een voorlichtingsbureau. Hoe legt u dit voor aan iemand die deze vraag stelt?

VDV: Wij zijn niet alleen een voorlichtingsbureau, we zijn ook een vertegenwoordiging van de Europese Unie.

Ook een vertegenwoordiging, maar ook in die taak moet u ook uitleggen waarom dat zo is?

VDV: Om te beginnen zeg ik dat er ook andere meningen zijn. Waarom is dat nou verspilling? Dat is wat heel veel Nederlanders zeggen, maar die Nederlanders informeren zich niet, die roepen elkaar maar na en die informeren zich niet over de achtergrond. Die weten bijvoorbeeld niet dat er twee belangrijke volkeren zijn in Europa, de Fransen en de Duitsers, die besloten dat het grote leed, tientallen miljoenen mensen die vermoord zijn in de tweede wereldoorlog om die te herdenken dat er een symboolplaats van vrede en veiligheid is namelijk Straatsburg. Waarom Straatsburg? Omdat Straatsburg natuurlijk in de Elzas ligt en die Elzas tussen de eerste en de tweede wereldoorlog heen en weer geschoven is. Er zijn dus, van de 500 miljoen 150 miljoen Fransen en Duitsers, dat is bijna de helft van de Europese Unie, die hechten buitengewoon belangrijke symboolfunctiewaarde aan die functie. Maar dan gaan wij Nederlanders zeggen: Ja maar het kost zoveel! Nou, daar kiezen we voor met z’n allen. 

Maar dit is de eerste keer dat ik dit antwoord hoor.

VDV: In de tweede plaats is het zo dat mijn instelling (EP) zegt dat wij niet zijn voor het extra belasten van burgers met reiskosten door het Europees Parlement. Dat heeft twee grote nadelen. In de eerste plaats veroorzaakt het milieukosten in de vorm van uitlaatgassen enzovoorts en in de tweede plaats kost de verplaatsing veel geld. Om die reden heeft het Europees Parlement al 12 jaar in verschillende moties uitgesproken dat wij voor 1 vestigingsplaats zijn van het Europees Parlement, namelijk Brussel. Dus wij als instelling vinden dat, maar wij gaan er niet over. Wie erover gaat is de Europese Raad, niet de Europese Raad van Ministers maar de Europese Raad van regeringsleiders. Jan-Peter Balkenende heeft een aantal keer de fout gemaakt dat hij door een internetactie en een mailactie van allemaal boze Nederlanders zich voor het karretje heeft laten spannen en is hij naar de Europese Raad gegaan om daar te vertellen dat hij 1 vestigingsplaats wil. Toen hebben Merkel en Sarkozy gezegd dat er wel belangrijkere dingen waren zoals de werkeloosheid…

Ik zeg ook niet dat dit het belangrijkste is, ik zeg alleen dat het iets is wat speelt.

VDV: Je kunt er best aandacht aan besteden maar ik dacht dat de kredietcrisis, milieucrisis en de voedselcrisis net even iets belangrijker was. De mensen vragen het niet en ze weten ook niet dat wij a proportioneel veel verdienen aan de Europese Unie omdat wij een open economie zijn, die weten niet dat wij de grootste transportsector hebben en dat deze sector natuurlijk alleen maar kan werken in het kader van de geïntegreerde Europese Unie. Dat de Europese Unie er voor heeft gezorgd dat dit kan gebeuren omdat die grenzen weg zijn. Wij zijn de transportschijf van Europa. Iedereen klaagt dat het zoveel kost maar dat klopt niet, er is geen referentiekader, geen kennis en te weinig initiatief vanuit de burger zelf. Als jij de Europese Commissie op Google intoetst dan krijg je 480.000 hits.  

Appendix 3: 
Tables concerning relevant information on the EU public opinion and figures of elections. 

Table 1, Decline in voter turnout European elections 1979-2004, Euractiv
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Source: http://www.age-platform.org/EN/spip.php?article712
Table 2: Key figures, voting turnout, European Parliament elections in the Netherlands, 2004

	Election date
	10 June 2004 

	Amount of voters summoned up
	12.168.878

	Amount of legitimate votes
	4.765.677

	Amount of blank votes
	11.444

	Voting quota
	176.506,6

	Election threshold
	17.560,7

	Turnout percentage
	39,3

	Amount of participating parties
	15

	Amount of parties that allocated seats
	8


Source: http://www.parlement.com/9291000/modulesf/gn0k7i7
Table 3. Comparison voter turnout European Parliament elections (EPe) 2004 – Dutch National elections (DNe) 2006.

	
	EPe-2004
	DNe-2006

	Amount legitimate votes
	4.765.677
	9.838.683

	Amount blank votes
	11.444
	16.315

	Percentage blank votes
	0,24
	0,17

	Amount legitimate to vote
	12.168.878
	12.264.503

	Turnout
	4.777.121
	9.854.998

	Turnout percentage
	39,26
	80,35


Kiesraad, Voter turnout, Comparison European Parliament elections 2004 with Dutch National elections 2006, retrieved from:  http://www.parlement.com/9291000/modulesf/gn0k7i7r
Table 4. Membership of the European Union is a good/bad thing.
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Rediscovering Europe in the Netherlands: Towards Strengthened Legitimacy of Dutch EU Policy

Source : http://www.cairn.info/revue-horizons-strategiques-2007-4-page-64.htm
Table 5 Awareness of the date of the European Parliament elections
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Special Eurobarometer 299/ Wave 69.2, Survey #69, Question 1, p. 6

Source: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_299_en.pdf
Table 6 Matter of Interest

QC2: The next European elections will be held in June 2009. How interested or disinterested would you say you are in these elections?

Interested 


Disinterested 

DK
EU27 

46% 



51% 


3%

Sex

Male 

51% 



47% 


2%

Female 

44% 



53% 


3%

Age

15-24 

42% 



54% 


4%

25-39 

49% 



49% 


2%

40-54 

50% 



48%


2%

55 + 

45% 



52% 


3%

Education (End of)

15- 

36% 



61% 


3%

16-19 

46% 



52% 


2%

20+ 

60% 



38% 


2%

Still Studying 
47% 



49% 


4%

Trust in EU

Tend to trust 
62% 



36% 


2%

Tend not to trust 31% 



67% 


2%

Special Eurobarometer 299/ Wave 69.2, Survey #69, Question 2, p. 11
Source: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_299_en.pdf
Table 7 Likelihood of voting in European Parliament elections EU member states
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Special Eurobarometer 299/ Wave 69.2, Survey #69, Question 3, p. 14
Source: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_299_en.pdf
Table 8 Likelihood of voting: Reasons for not voting in EP elections in 2009

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



Special Eurobarometer 299/ Wave 69.2, Survey #69, Question 5, p. 17
Source: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_299_en.pdf
Table 9: Voting criteria in EP elections in 2009

The experience of the candidate on European affairs 


40%

The positions of candidates on national issues



37%

The positions of candidates on European issues



36%

The personality of the candidates




30%

The positions of the candidates’ parties on European issues

30%

The experience of the candidates at the national level


29%

The notoriety of the candidates





17%

Others (SPONTANEOUS) 





1%

Do not Know







17%
Special Eurobarometer 299/ Wave 69.2, Survey #69, Question 4, p. 20 

Source: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_299_en.pdf
Table 10 QC6T Themes for the next European elections - % EU27

Unemployment







47%
Economic growth






45%
Inflation and purchase power





41%

Crime 








37%

Terrorism 







35%

The fight against climate change 




33%

The future of pensions 






32%

Immigration 







32%

The single currency, the Euro 





17%

Agriculture 







17%

The role of the EU in the international scene 



15%

The powers and competences of the European institutions

12%

European values and identity





12%

The preservation of the European social model 



12%

Other (SPONTANEOUS) 





1%

Do not Know 







5%
Special Eurobarometer 299/ Wave 69.2, Survey #69, Question 6, p. 30
Source: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_299_en.pdf
Table 11 Matter of interest in EP elections in 2009
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