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1. Résumé du projet








1. Proposal summary








	The issue of the rampant hostility towards and criticism of the European integration process is of obvious contemporary political relevance: for the first time in its history the process risks being halted or at least seriously slowed down by the disaffection of European electorates and opinion leaders. What this project attempts to highlight, however, is that the issue is also highly relevant to the core intellectual challenges facing the social and political sciences dealing with contemporary Europe. The dichotomy characterising mainstream European history, political science and political theory, on the one hand, still conceptually over-invested in the national dimension, and the development of  'European studies' as a sub-specialty of each of these disciplines, on the other, unrelated to the central transformations facing European societies in general, is increasingly problematic. The local, the national and the European level are more than ever inextricably linked. The process of European integration is not a separate sphere of politics, but it challenges national policies, national societies and concepts of nationhood, sovereignty, social autonomy, economic autarchy and has to be studied in relation to what this process does to them and what it elicits from them.  The ambition to connect the literature on ‘national’ transformations and ‘European studies’ is the first raison d’être of this project. Further, the ambition of this research is also to study the hidden face of the European construct, namely the resistance of European societies to the process of integration. We indeed believe that analysing hostile attitudes towards European integration under the concept of ‘Euroscepticism’ is often misleading. It both narrows the scope of the analysis – neglecting unorganised reactions – and implies an implicit negative judgement.


The project is composed of two closely linked approaches. On the one hand, we intend to study the impact of European integration on European societies. From the earliest phase onwards, the supranational approach was a strategy for coping with some of the most painful transitions European societies faced, particularly in central sectors in terminal decline. As such, these policies were not external to the transformation of European societies, but central to the efforts to master the sources of social and political tension, which had profoundly destabilised Europe throughout the twentieth century. Far from being restricted to diplomatic history or the theory of international relations, they are central to European social history. On the other hand, we intend to analyse how European political thought has been shattered since the very beginning of the European construct by a 'Community method' which owes little to the 'classic' doctrines of government. The sheer volume of decision making on a European level erodes the legitimacy of the democracies that provide its foundations, without however acquiring a generally recognised democratic legitimacy in its own right. Foundational concepts such as democracy, citizenship, the nation or the republic are at the core of a debate that inks the national and the European dimension.


As such, the conceptual and social dimensions are inextricably linked. The reactions provoked by the thorough process of social change interact with the political analysis, in a permanent exchange between intellectual discourse and political mobilisation. By focussing on these mutual influences, this research project supposes a genuinely interdisciplinary approach, integrating political theory, social history and political sociology. The exchange of ideas and empirical results between the research conducted in both volleys of the project are an integral part of a coherent, multifaceted interrogation. Ultimately this project proposes to add a  European dimension to twentieth social and intellectual history and to add a social and a theoretical dimension to the understanding of European integration.


 


�
1.2. Résumé en français








La question d’une hostilité, latente ou déclarée, vis-à-vis du procès d’intégration européenne est d’une actualité évidente. Pour la première fois dans son histoire, ce procès risque d’être interrompu, ou du moins sérieusement ralenti, par la désaffection des électorats européens. Cependant, ce projet entend montrer que l’enjeu des « résistances à l’Europe » est également directement pertinent au regard des défis intellectuels auxquels sont confrontées les sciences sociales et politiques dans leur étude de l’Europe contemporaine. La dichotomie entre, d’une part, une histoire, une science politique et une théorie politique qui demeurent excessivement centrées autour de la dimension nationale et, d’autre part, des « études européennes », entendues comme une sous-spécialité de chacune de ces disciplines, devient de plus en plus problématique. Les niveaux locaux, nationaux et européens sont plus que jamais inextricablement liés. Loin d’être un domaine distinct du politique, le procès d’intégration européenne met au défi les politiques et les sociétés nationales ainsi que les concepts de nationalité, de souveraineté, d’autonomie sociale ou de développement économique. Ce procès doit donc être étudié en montrant comment il transforme sociétés et concepts et quelles sont les réactions qu’il suscite. L’ambition de « jeter un pont » entre la littérature sur les transformations « nationales » et les « études européennes » est la première raison d’être de ce projet. En outre, l’ambition de cette recherche est également d’étudier la face cachée de la construction européenne, à savoir les résistances des sociétés européennes au procès d’intégration. Nous pensons, en effet, qu’analyser les attitudes hostiles vis-à-vis de l’intégration européenne en les englobant sous le seul concept d’« Euroscepticisme » est souvent trompeur. Une telle démarche réduit le champ d’analyse – en négligeant des  résistances désorganisées – et induit implicitement un jugement négatif.





Le projet se compose de deux volets étroitement articulés entre eux. D’une part, nous proposons d’étudier l’impact de l’intégration européenne sur les sociétés du Vieux Continent. Dès l’origine, l’approche supranationale fut utilisée pour gérer certaines des transitions douloureuses auxquelles les sociétés européennes étaient confrontées, notamment dans des secteurs d’activités en déclin définitif. A ce titre, les politiques supranationales n’étaient pas des éléments extérieurs à la transformation de ces sociétés, mais se situaient au cœur des efforts pour maîtriser les sources des tensions sociales et politiques qui avaient profondément déstabilisé l’Europe tout au long du XXe siècle. Loin d’être confinées à l’histoire diplomatique ou à la théorie des relations internationales, ces politiques sont donc cruciales pour une bonne appréhension de l’histoire sociale européenne.  D’autre part,  nous proposons d’analyser comment la pensée politique européenne a été, dès le début du procès d’intégration européenne, bousculée par une ‘méthode communautaire’ qui devait peu aux doctrines ‘classiques’ de gouvernement. Le volume des décisions prises au niveau européen a érodé la légitimité des démocraties nationales, sans permettre à l’ensemble européen d’acquérir une légitimité démocratique qui soit reconnue en tant que telle. Des concepts fondamentaux tels que ceux de ‘démocratie’, de ‘citoyenneté’, de ‘nation’ ou de ‘république’ sont au centre d’un débat qui mêle la dimension nationale et la dimension européenne.





Ces deux dimensions sociales et conceptuelles sont intimement liées. Les réactions suscitées par le procès de changement social interagissent avec l’analyse politique, dans un échange permanent entre discours intellectuel et mobilisation politique. En focalisant son analyse sur ces influences mutuelles, ce projet de recherche repose sur une démarche réellement interdisciplinaire intégrant la théorie politique, l’histoire sociale et la sociologie politique. L’échange des idées et des résultats empiriques entre les deux volets de la recherche doit permettre d’aboutir à une interrogation cohérente. Ce projet entend ainsi ajouter une dimension européenne à l’histoire sociale et intellectuelle du XXe siècle et une dimension sociale et théorique à la compréhension de l’intégration européenne.


�



2. Proposal description





 


Resistance to Europe:


Social and political responses to the process of European integration.


 


 


The referenda organised in several member states over the proposed European constitution have brought 'resistances' to the European integration to public attention as a new political challenge. The novelty of the phenomenon does however require some qualification. What has changed: European public opinion, the process of European integration itself, or only the way the latter has become exposed to the former? The disorientation, if not panic, provoked by the rejection of the Constitutional treaty in several member states calls for a broader historical and comparative perspective, revisiting earlier stages of the process and the reactions they elicited, or failed to elicit, and contrasting different national experiences. 


 


2.1. The state of arts


 


Obviously, the process of European integration has changed in scope and nature over the last two decades, a change most visibly signalled by the completion of the internal market, the introduction of the Euro, the enlargement to 25 member states, the rise of tensions with the US and the constitutional project. These structural changes have deeply changed the nature of the EU, and given rise to a double challenge.


 


a. On the one hand, we now realise that European integration has transformed European societies much more deeply than was originally anticipated. With hindsight, the three central pillars on which the European order was built after 1945 appear to have been radically challenged since 1989: an international order dominated by the Cold War, a national political system based on a mediated pluralism (Conway, 2002) and a social order stabilised by the Welfare State. The fluidity introduced in international politics by the end of the Cold War, in national politics by the radical swings in electoral behaviour and the emergence of new populist formations and the crisis of the Welfare State have fragilised the political fabric on which a largely depoliticised process of European integration had been based for almost half a century. The gradual perception of this structural change has challenged the process of integration followed since the founding. The establishment of incremental frameworks of European cooperation has been characterised by an avoidance of the political sphere ever since the failure of the European Defence Community showed the limits of political support for policy issues directly related to national sovereignty and to the memories of the bitter conflicts that opposed Europeans for most of their contemporary history. Historians and social scientists have accordingly most often studied the process of European integration through the prism of the history of diplomatic relations, as a dynamic of bureaucratic cooperation with occasional hiccups (De Gaulle in the 1960s, Thatcher in the 1980s, for example). It seemed only understandable enough that national public opinions were little impassioned by this process that was withdrawn from their arbitration and that only concerned them in the most indirect ways. The mainstream political formations – Social Democrats and Christian Democrats – mostly rivalled in their support for European integration and those political formations who radically opposed it – communists and right-wing nationalists – were marginal to most post-war European political economies. Electoral behaviour thus did not fundamentally affect the course of European policies. These policies were perceived as involved with highly technical matters - import taxation or, as the Europhobe cliché has it, the standardisation of bananas, at the worst object of contempt and irritation rather than outright hostility.


Such an « externalist » view of European integration has been challenged by the more recent historiography. Allan Milward convincingly demonstrated that European policies were not a separate strand, added to the national level or benefiting from a transfer of sovereignty, but that they were essential to the reconstruction of the Nation State after its failure in the 1930s and 1940s and a crucial part of the expansion of the role of national state administrations in European societies in the 1950s and 1960s (Milward 1992). These policies were part and parcel of a process of modernisation assimilated, but not synonymous with European integration. From the earliest phase onwards, European integration was a strategy for coping with some of the most painful transitions European societies faced, particularly in central sectors in terminal decline, both in agriculture, profoundly transformed by the Common Agricultural Policy, and in the heavy industry, managed through the European Community for Coal and Steel (Judt, 1996). As the Community, and later the Union, expanded, so did the reach of the transformations brought about in Ireland, the Mediterranean and Eastern and Central Europe, with differentiated effects and responses, both chronologically and geographically. As such, these policies were not external to the transformation of European societies, but central to the efforts to master the sources of social and political tension, which had profoundly destabilised Europe throughout the twentieth century. Far from being restricted to diplomatic history or the theory of international relations, they are central to European social history.


            


 


b. On the other hand, the sheer depth of this change has produced a second major challenge to our understanding of European integration. Since the integration process affects the very foundations of national regimes, the whole language of modern political theory has to be rethought. The emphasis in European studies has shifted in the last decade from the field of international relations and institutional analysis towards political theory. The European process can no longer be studied merely as a set of treaties between sovereign states but should be conceived of as a polity in its own right. It is now widely accepted that both the nature of the European construct and the European policies implemented can be reduced neither to diplomatic history nor to intergovernmental relations. European policies no longer constitute a separate supra-national layer, simply added to national policies under a mechanism of subsidiarity, leaving national sovereignty fundamentally unchallenged. The sheer volume of decision making on a European level erodes the legitimacy of the democracies that provide its foundations, without however acquiring a generally recognised democratic legitimacy in its own right. Foundational concepts such as democracy, citizenship, the nation or the republic are at the core of a debate that inextricably links the national and the European dimension. 


In recent years, European studies have indeed undertaken a 'normative turn' (Bellamy and Castiglione 1998) since it is no longer plausible to see the EU as external to its member states, and to confine normative issues to the state. European studies have thus addressed the issue of the impact of integration on the doctrines of democracy developed at the national level (Lacroix 2004), and the twin issue of the development of normative concepts at the EU level, such as the ideas of a European citizenship, constitution or democracy. The key debate in this respect is whether concepts coined in the framework of national states can fit the EU. Under what conditions can we contemplate the formation of a European public sphere (Ferry 2000)? Can we think of a European citizenship in the absence of a European state (Magnette 1999)? What are the principles of a transnational constitutionalism (Weiler 1999)? And how do these normative foundations of a European polity combine with those of its member states?


 


c. One should logically infer from this historical and conceptual shift in European studies that the European process is also at the source of peculiar forms of 'resistances' that cannot be reduced to a mere defence of national sovereignty against an 'external' set of institutions and policies. This research project does not aim to study the reactions generated by European integration as a confrontation of national and supranational interests. It is rather based on the assumption that the European process has come to symbolise the epitome of modernisation (Weiler 1999) and globalisation. It is resisted for what is perceived as its 'rationalism' and 'modernism'. For this reason, this project deliberately avoids the fashionable term 'Euroscepticism'. Firstly, the very word ‘scepticism’ appears misplaced in this context. From a scientific point of view, 'scepticism' usually refers to a person who takes a critical position in a given situation usually by employing the principles of critical thinking and scientific method. In social sciences and in recent historiography, the term 'sceptical generation' has been used either in a pejorative sense to describe what was viewed as the apolitical consumerism and career oriented pragmatism of the youth-culture in the 1950s (Schelsky 1957 - quoted by Müller 2000) or in a laudative sense as a 'certain kind of anti-tragic and anti-heroic post-war liberalism' (Müller 2000: 8) which favoured formalism and proceduralism and sought to ground the political community on rational foundations. The term 'scepticism' is thus inadequate for describing intellectual and social forces opposing the modernising trend embodied by the European process. Secondly, the label 'euroscepticism' tends to be used as a generic catch-all term failing to acknowledge that the resistances to the European process are far from a full-blown ideology.           


In this regard, even Szczerbiak's and Taggart's distinction between 'hard' euroscepticism – which is opposition to EU membership at such – and a 'soft' euroscepticism which is based on a case to case evaluation of the EU's developments - (Szczerbiak and Taggart 2000) appears too vague. Indeed, 'soft euroscepticism' is such a large category that it is doesn't leave any room for qualified criticism of specific aspects of European policy. This distinction leaves no choice other than either to approve entirely the aims and forms taken by the European integration process or to define oneself as a 'eurosceptic', be it a soft one. Moreover, this dichotomy omits from its view the forces driving the various reactions to Europeanization, namely a common disarray in front of the radical novelty of the European model. For instance, it has been rightly shown that the French opposition to the European Union is at odds with the British one. While the French view the EU as a free-trade zone dominated by a 'neo-liberal' ideology and deprived of a social dimension, the British denounce an over-centralised EU far too much involved in social matters that should remain a national prerogative. However, it has been less underlined that the arguments advocated by some of the British thinkers opposing the European process present striking similarities with their French counterparts. Indeed, one can observe in some strands of both British and French political thought a common distrust for a polity dominated by multi-level and cross-national forms of rule which are termed 'governance'. From both sides of the Channel, these developments are viewed as causing an alteration in the rights and powers of a democratic government. Put differently, British and French perceptions may diverge regarding the forms taken by the European policies. However, they share their distrust of the decision-taking process within the EU.  They both denounce a shift from popular self-determination to issues-focused governance separating power from popular will. 


In other European countries, critics also point at the absence of a European public space, of a European language and more generally of a European sense of belonging to conclude at the impossibility of a functioning European democracy. Others question the 'Community Model' based on a technocratic and depoliticised approach. In this regard, the contrasting attitudes towards integrating the European Union between the tedious embrace by former dissident intellectuals in Central and Eastern Europe and the ardent support by 'post-communist' parties and government deserve special attention. Mistrust of powerful central administrations, attachment to national sovereignty and admiration for an uncompromising American model are among the reasons of the former; authoritative arguments for the implementation of painful economic and social reforms for the latter. 


 


2.2. Objective and structure of the research


 


The aim of this research project is thus twofold. Firstly, it intends to study the impact of some European policies in certain social milieux to see how the European construct has come to be identified with the modernising trend. Secondly, it intends to analyse how European political thought has been shattered since the very beginning of the European construct by a 'Community method' which owes little to the 'classic' doctrines of government. Both aspects derive from the same assumption: the process of European integration is not a separate sphere of politics, but it challenges national policies, national societies and concepts of nationhood, sovereignty, social autonomy, economic autarchy. The various resistances to this process can therefore only be understood in relation to what this process does to them and what it elicits from them. 


As such, the conceptual and social dimensions are inextricably linked. For instance, political comment has increasingly voiced  popular distrust, which has in turn fed the theoretical criticism of the European integration process. The reactions provoked by this thorough process of social change interact with the political analysis, in an exchange and mutual inspiration between intellectual discourse and political mobilisation, between the macroscopic analyses offered by political commentators and the effects of policies on local societies, between centre and periphery. By focussing on these mutual influences, this research project supposes a genuinely interdisciplinary approach, integrating political theory, social history and political sociology. The exchange of ideas and empirical results between the research conducted in both volleys of the project are an integral part of a coherent, multifaceted interrogation. Consequently, this project proposes to add an  European dimension to twentieth social and intellectual history and to add a social and a theoretical dimension to the understanding of European integration.


 


 


 


2.2.1.  Resisting convergence


 


From a social point of view, the fact that the European Union has come to be confused with modernisation trend can be illustrated by one of  the EU's most visible policies, the Common Agricultural Policy, which had historically the purpose of 'rationalising' farm holdings. Most interestingly, for the formulation of a research project of comparative scope, is that this process of social transformation took place within different temporalities in different areas of Europe. The transition of the industrial heartlands or of the agricultural provinces of the six founding nations of the European community can thus be compared to similar transitions decades later in Ireland and Greece, in the Iberian peninsula or in the run-up to membership in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. 


Rather than pre-formatting well-identified sub-projects, we propose to identify particularly promising areas of research, pointing at the potential of the combined exploration of geographically and chronologically differentiated case-studies, which each taken on its own would not reveal the common dynamics at work in the process of European integration and the resistances it engendered. The individual researchers will then be able to select their own case studies, depending on their access to relevant source materials, their language skills and the feasibility of fieldwork. The central focus of the research is the social and political impact of certain European policies on agricultural communities, mining communities, or any other social milieu specifically targeted by European policies (for instance the public companies in telecommunication, energy, transports…). Are European policies more visible in the 1990s than they were in the 1950s and 1960s? Is the hostility triggered by painful adaptations increasingly directed to a European level of decision making rather than the national level? In this way resistances to Europeanization can be related to social processes, to the responses to increased competition and (de)regulation, as it impacted on rural and industrial communities, but increasingly also on public administration and service industries, as the programme of liberalisation of the 1990 in public sectors, or the recent commotion over the Bolkestein directive in services illustrates. Regional, chronological and social responses are thus differentiated over time and they do provide a clue to the relation of public opinions to 'Europe', not as a theoretical supra-national construction, that is, but as a sum of concrete policies and the social and economic transformations they have implied. 





a. A first set of questions relate to the intrusive nature of European policies and the defence of traditional, autarchic norms or ways of production. These relate both to economic issues and to highly symbolical, cultural issues. The example of agriculture, one of the earliest issues, shows how closely both aspects are interrelated. The Common Agricultural Policy has consistently both organised a systematic and massive transfer of resources from other economic sectors to European agriculture, and been perceived as a lethal threat to rural life, eradicating ancestral traditions, small scale farms and local particularities. The destabilising impact of subsidies and quota policies, the burden placed on an economically retarded sector by new sanitary and veterinary norms have traumatised and in any case often mobilised rural communities. Can one discern a common pattern, or on the contrary diverging impacts and responses by focussing on different case studies – rural communities in France, Greece and Poland, for instance – in a time span ranging from the 1960s to the 1990s (Morel, 1989, 1994 ; Leonard and Kaneff 2002)? Hunting rights, the defence of local dairy farms and slaughterhouses, and the issues of 'terroir' as repository of local and national identity in the fabrication of fermented cheese, 'faisandé' meat or import competition over tomatoes or pork are all part of a symbolically over-charged battle for the defence of rural life and national identity against the very European interference that kept a whole sector artificially afloat (Mendras, 1995; Tracy, 1989). The coal mining or textile industries are other examples in kind. Is there an increased hostility towards 'Europe' discernible or geographical contrast, between, for example, the mine closures in the Belgian mining basins in the 1970s, the British in the 1980s and the Polish in the 1990s? 


 


b. A second set of questions focuses on cultural aspects proper. Europe has sometimes been presented as a Christian bulwark, but more often as the Trojan horse of secularisation, individualism and moral tolerance. European law and the European court and, increasingly, the inclusion of issues of human rights as central conditions in entry negotiations have been denounced as assaults on national sovereignty, with traditional religious values at their core. Divorce, contraception and abortion rights and the decriminalisation of homosexuality have occupied a central place in public debates ranging from Ireland and Portugal to Poland and Romania. When and where did these debates trigger anti-European reflexes? What was the role of Christian churches – catholic, protestant and orthodox – in support for or opposition to European integration? What were the reactions to recent minority policies imposed by the European Union regarding gypsies in the Balkans and Central Europe or Russophone populations in the Baltics? 





c. A third question asks how these reactions translated into formal politics, be it under the form of pressure groups, anti-European parties or vocal instrumentalising of European issues and concrete European policies over time and space. Again, the countries of Central and Eastern Europe offer contrasting pictures. In countries like Slovakia and Hungary, there are hardly any eurosceptic movements, while in others, like Poland and the Czech Republic, they are vociferous and highly organised (Taggart and Szcerbiak 2002). Apart from the unreformed Czech communist party, all the anti-European parties in the region emerged on the right and extreme right wing of the political spectrum. These movements particularly lack homogeneity. Some draw on a mixture of traditionalist, reactionary arguments and on religious fundamentalism, denouncing the menace of Westernising influences on traditional values. Others on the contrary criticise the European Union as a barrier to economic liberalism, bringing back socialist state intervention to the region through the back door. Both radically differ in their attitude towards the United States: for the former, the European Union brings about the Americanisation of Europe, for the latter, a closer relationship with the United States offers an alternative to European integration. A third strand of anti-Europeans especially value the defence of cultural and linguistic distinctiveness against the assault of European homogenisation, especially in the Baltic countries (including, ironically enough, Denmark). The novelty of the politicisation of opposition to European policies asks for a wider historical perspective. Can one trace back less noticed backlashes against European integration, for example in post-franquiste circles in Spain in the 1980, in a period of bustling modernisation and Europeanization under socialist guidance? What was the weight of anti-European rhetoric in populist parties in the 1950s (the Poujadisme in France, for instance)? Is there any correlation between the acceleration of European integration in the 1980s and 1990s and the re-emergence of the extreme right in many Western European countries?


 


2.2.2. Conflicting Concepts


 


Regarding the intellectual 'resistances' to the European process, the literature on the founding of the European has almost exclusively dwelled on the oppositions prompted by the attachment to the idea of national sovereignty. That these critiques were also based on a rejection of the Community’s peculiar mode of government has usually gone unnoticed. Here again, the intellectual resistance to European integration should not be viewed only as a reaction of the national interests against supranational institutions. These reactions were also fostered by what was viewed as an alteration in the rights and powers of a popular government. One example illustrates the duality of this resistance. When de Gaulle denounced the intervention of the European Commission, calling it a 'aéropage apatride' or a 'technocratie en majeure partie étrangère destinée à empiéter sur la démocratie française' (de Gaulle 1970), his critique was twofold: on the one hand, he acted as a Head of state taking the defence of national prerogatives against a supranational institution, but on the other hand he also defended a vision of personalised and accountable leadership against the technocratic ethos of the High Authority. Since the 1950s, this critique has been widely conveyed by European leaders, and echoed by large intellectual movements, so that it has eventually become one of the leitmotivs of anti-European discourses. They are not only a reaction of the 'periphery' against the 'centre', or a collection of corporatist rebellions, but also a defence of classic doctrines of government against the novelties of the 'Community method' and the defence of national social regimes against a continental free-market. Beside the classic nationalist opposition to any form of shared sovereignty, new streams of thought have emerged. How these counter-arguments formed and spread, and how they combined with 'nationalist' resistances, remains to be studied. 


 


a. A first set of issues concerns the hostility towards 'technocratic' forms of governance. Progressive emergence of a 'technocratic' stream of thought in Western political thought, between the 1920s and the 1950s is a well-known phenomenon. Born in the United States in the years before the First World War, the argument that democratic government needs to be counterbalanced by a competent and impartial body of “technocrats” had become popular in Europe in the inter-war period (Dubois and Dulong 1999). The intensive exchanges between North American and European civil servants in the 1920s and 1930s contributed to diffuse the popularity of the 'managerial bureaucracy' in Western Europe. The reception of this movement in pre and post WWII Europe is well documented (Telo 1988), as is its influence on the creation of the so-called Monnet method (Featherstone 1994). 


However, the critiques of this new doctrine have been much less studied. Historical research has apprehended the oppositions to the creation of a supranational High Authority as a mere defence of national interests (Milward 1992), without investigating the conflicts between 'political' and 'technocratic' patterns of thought. The hypothesis put forward by William Wallace et al. that oppositions to European integration were also moved by a latent rejection of 'technocratic governance' remains to be tested (Wallace and Smith 1995). This part of the research will undertake this task through an in-depth comparative case study. Its purpose will be to identify the intellectual resistances to the idea of 'impartial competence' in the founding years of European integration, and to demonstrate how 'nationalist' and 'democratic' critiques interacted. Cases will be selected with a view to offer a range of contrasting intellectual contexts: giving the strength of their national tradition of political thought, France and Britain are the obvious candidates for such a research, but looking at post-authoritarian states such as Germany and Italy, which experienced wide debates on the 'bureaucratic state' after 1945, might also be useful.





The range of positions that will be examined includes the speeches and writings of rank-and-file politicians, the 'doctrine' of professional lawyers and the pamphlets of public intellectuals as well as the propaganda of anti-European movements. Following the method of the 'Cambridge school' for the study of political ideologies (Tully 1988), this research will reconstruct the 'intellectual universe' of the period, identify the available options, explain why some options eventually came to dominate the public debate, and analyse the diffusion of the critiques from one 'field' to another. 


 


b. A second set of issues concerns the resistance generated by the 'liberal constitutionalism' embodied by the European polity. It has been amply shown that the European Union has been shaped by the twin predominance of political consensus on the one hand and the rule of law on the other. The European political model is characterised by the dissemination of power among several institutions and by the existence of a strong legal power. Moreover, the sectional representation of interests in the European public space tends to reduce social and political cleavages and to encourage the articulations of claims in terms of 'rights'. Both the permanent search for consensus in the European arena and the judicial style of politics fostered by European integration have given birth to sharp criticisms. This is particularly obvious in France. In this country, the European polity has shattered a republican tradition which still views liberal constitutionalism as an alien import inspired by the anglo-saxon model. However, one cannot reduce this criticism to a mere defence of a French distinctiveness. Indeed, European political thought at large has been profoundly shaken by the impact of European integration which is accused of substituting a political model grounded on collective will by a model that owes little to popular self-determination. Beside the classic nationalist opposition to any form of shared sovereignty, new streams of thought have emerged which should be studied in the broader context of the opposition to political liberalism. For some authors, both the complexity and the depoliticised nature of the European process threaten to aggravate the twin dangers facing contemporary democracies: individuals' growing autonomy on the one hand and disinterest in public affairs, on the other. Both the loss of popular sovereignty and the extension of individual rights caused by European integration are likely to reinforce the primacy of 'negative' over 'positive' freedom (Berlin 1984). Consequently, the citizens ever less constitute a body apt to express a collective will: they are no longer the agency behind the law-making process, but mere legal subjects that authorities should protect.


Such an ‘intellectual resistance’ to the political model embodied in the European process has not been studied properly. Indeed, for a long time, most commentators used to oppose the enthusiasm – or a least the 'benign neglect' – of the intellectual elite for European integration to the reluctance of the 'ordinary' people. It was rightly pointed out that the support to the European construct was (and still is) strongly correlated to the level of instruction. In the last decade, such a dichotomy between a post-national educated elite and an anti-European popular working class has  been challenged by the emergence of a new kind of criticism of the European process stemming from academic and /or intellectual circles ( For instance : Taguieff 1996 ; Miller 1995 ; Thibaut 1992 ; Schnapper 1994 ; Smith 1998). This part of the project intends to show that this theoretical resistance to European ‘liberal constitutionalism’ is less a novelty than it might appear at the first sight. Indeed, it has existed since the very onset of the European integration and it is rooted in deep theoretical traditions. The research will focus on some ‘turning points’ in the intellectual debates about both the ends and the means of the European construct such as the ratification of the EDC in France (1954) or the debate about the British membership in the early 1970s. It will also show how some contemporary criticism of the European Union – and notably those expressed during the two campaigns for the ratification of both the Maastricht treaty (1992) and the Constitutional treaty (2005) – echo arguments already advocated thirty or fifty years ago (Aron 1974). This axis adds two contributions to this project. On the one hand, it will fill in a gap in the existing literature on the intellectual origins of European integration, by looking not only at the 'positive' sources of the European idea, but also at the resistance of pre-existing doctrines to the emergence of the so-called 'Community method'. On the other hand, it will offer an account of the conceptual constellation that structured original critiques of European integration that may serve to analyse the present debate in a diachronic perspective.


  


*


 


The issue of the rampant hostility towards and criticism of the European integration process is of obvious contemporary political relevance: for the first time in its history the process risks being halted or at least seriously slowed down by the disaffection of European electorates and opinion leaders. What this project attempts to highlight, however, is that the issue is also highly relevant to the core intellectual challenges facing the social and political sciences dealing with contemporary Europe. First of all, the dichotomy characterising mainstream European history, political science and political theory, on the one hand, conceptually over-invested in the national dimension, and the development of  'European studies' as a sub-specialty of each of these disciplines, on the other, unrelated to the central transformations facing European societies in general, is increasingly problematic. The local, the national and the European level are more than ever inextricably linked, forcing political theorist, political scientists and historians to reconceptualise some of their core paradigms such as national distinctiveness, popular sovereignty, democracy. By the same token, the European Union studied as a specific polity requiring specialist methods and interpretations also looses much of its pertinence. This challenges intellectual and institutional traditions, scholarly sociabilities and reading habits. Secondly, this project is conceived as a permanent workshop of interdisciplinary collaboration. Political philosophy, history and political science routinely and most often implicitly 'borrow' inspiration, concepts and research results across their disciplinary boundaries. Turning these exchanges into an explicit dialogue might contribute to emancipate historians from their conceptual weaknesses, political scientists from their lack of chronological perspective and political philosophers of their neglect of empirical research. The essential dynamic of this project is therefore not to bring social scientists closer to an issue of burning contemporary interest, but rather to place the apparent novelty of the challenges of the day in a wider perspective of conceptual debates and social transformations that have characterised the process of European integration and thereby the trajectory of European societies for almost half a century.
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