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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to provide an ovenaed characterisation of the rejection of the Easop
Constitutional Treaty by a majority of voters iraRce’s referendum held on 29 May 2005. Whilst pogto
the salience of political discontent with the indaemt right-wing government and some elements of the
longstanding crisis in French national party peditithe analysis places the emphasis on the ceokegblayed
by social issues in the referendum, the transposiit the European level of the mechanism of tladuation by
voters of traditional parties’ performances anghoesiveness to the country’s social malaise anditiiateral
termination by a majority of left-wing voters ofetlsocial welfare and economic growth confidence fheat
they had made with their national political elitesthe occasion of the Maastricht referendum in2199

Introduction

On 29 May 2005, French voters decisively rejeckedHuropean Constitutional Treaty by a
large majority of 54.7 per cent of the votes intthied referendum on Europe since 1972 and
the Yes vote on enlargement and the accessioredfnited Kingdom to the European
community. Not only did this outcome come in shewptrast with the result of the 1992
referendum on the Maastricht Treaty won with amars1.05 per cent of the vote and the
pro-EU majority that still exists in the French fiaB, but it did also plunge both the country
and the EU in a deep and unprecedented instituteorthpolitical crisis while raising the
issue of the constitution’s demise and paving thg fer other member states to vote against
the constitution or avoid, as in the British caseifistance, a potentially politically damaging
referendum in countries marked with Euroscepticisideed, the Dutch referendum which
was held on 3% June 2005 led to a resounding and even more eiopbjction of the
European charter with 61.6 per cent of the voteibpbsdelivering a final blow to the Treaty.

The announcement by President Jacques Chiracyir2004 of the forthcoming referendum
led to the opening of a bitter public debate natiole and fierce opposition between those
favouring the ECT and those rejecting it. The g&Bcent turn-out in the May referendum
bore testimony to the exceptionally high level abfic interest in the campaign and brought
increased significance to the final decision bynEegs voters. The outcome itself came as no
surprise as most voting intention polls had foreedso vote as early as mid-March 2005
despite a short period of optimism in the beginrohiylay rekindling hope of a last-minute
swing in public opinion. All companies taken togathsurveys published in the last fortnight

! While rejecting the European charter at the poksrly three-quarters (72 per cent) of the votaid they were in favour
of the process European integration (IPSOS). Ewooheter data regularly point to the high level wbort to the European
Union in the general population in France and thiglip perception of the benefits of France’s EU rbership.



before voting day were still giving a picture brbaith line with the final result with figures
between 51 and 55 per cent against the Treatyemarkably consistent series of polls.
Despite the many efforts and calls by EU-officialational and European leaders of the Yes,
the contribution by the ‘undecideds’ did not sigrahtly alter the balance of forces between
the two camps. Nor did the personal interventionBiesident Chirac on three occasions
during the campaign suffice to curb the rising d@pposition to the European
Constitution®.

Political dissatisfaction with the incumbent rightag Government and President Chirac was
regarded by many commentators as a key explanttithe vote on the ECT, particularly in
the light of the high level of mobilisation on tledt side of the political spectrum and the
clear indication that a majority of the traditiotetft-wing electorate had voted against the
Treaty. The public debate on the need for a ‘fiegbetus’ in national politics, which
immediately followed the speech by President Charathe night of the vote, and the
consequent appointment of Dominique de VillepifPaae Minister, resulted in the outcome
being considered as no more than yet another esipresf public discontent with the ever
more unpopular policies implemented by Jean-PRafktarin’s Government, and somehow
reduced the impact of the French vote on the ovpratess of ratification throughout the EU
to being mere collateral damage. Following thisuagstion, the referendum would fit into the
same logics of a ‘second-order’ election as didjristance, the five sets of European
elections that have taken place in France sincd &8fich were all fought over national “first-
order’ issues.

Although hardly questionable, the strong domedament in the May 2005 political vote in
France must be first complemented with the analysike development of anti-
Establishment attitudes in the public and the ofsanti-system parties on the margins of the
political system since the late 80’s. The April 2(fblitical earthquake whereby extreme
right leader Jean-Marie Le Pen reached the seaumdirof the presidential ballot and
mainstream parties of both the Left and the Ridfthimed strict minimum electoral support,
was a clear indication of the widening gap betweging political leaders and the citizens.

Yet, the sole ‘protest’ or ‘dissent’ vote hypottesiould undoubtedly fail to satisfactorily
account for the profound nature and exceptionalmbade of this new tremor in French
politics, as would also the analysis of the outcamterms of a simple xenophobic cautious
retreat in national sovereignty and isolationismmlany respects, the rejection of the ECT in
2005 was first and foremost a retrospective votéherprocess of European integration itself,
and the unilateral termination by a majority ofesstof the social welfare and economic
growth confidence pact that they had made withr thadional political elites on the occasion
of the Maastricht Treaty referendum in 1992. Whihet latter clearly opposed anti-system
Euro-sceptics to mainstream Euro-enthusiasts (eaghpatic converts) of the Left and the
Right, the novelty of the 2005 contest was theaaiitview of the EU model of social and
economic governance in a wide segment of thosemad particularly left-wing voters of

the middle class, who had subscribed to the altematopian European project defended by
President Francois Mitterrand thirteen years earlie

2 Unlike President Francois Mitterrand in 1992, Ritest Chirac never took the risk of debating wilkader of the No. His
first appearance on television on 14 April 2005ttte form of a debate with a panel of about 80ngpwoters aged under
30, which was highly criticised on both content &min, as was the interview given by the Presidemqtrofessional
journalists on 2 May. The last and solemn speechtollay 2005 was the final attempt at convincirgd-lainute voters of
the need for supporting the European Charter gtahs.



l. ‘Second-order’ model and tactical party manoeuvring

The particular salience of domestic issues andabeu of key elements of national concern
help assess the relevance of the conceptual frarkeafithe second-order model offered by
Reif and Schmitt in the early 80’s (Reif & Schmit®80) for European election results to the
analysis of the outcome of the 2005 referendunramée. The timing of the latter within the
national election cycle was that of a mid-term &tecthree years after the last general
election and two years ahead of the next presialdpdilot in 2007. The impact of the
national political agenda and the many concernsitaib@ socioeconomic situation on the
people’s choice was manifest from the referendumpaagn and final results.

Without any doubt, the election was greatly infloeth by the exceptionally high levels of
unpopularity of both the Prime Minister and Presidellowing a steady downward trend that
started in early 2003. A week before polling dayve&rnment popularity reached its lowest
point ever since 2002 with only 39 and 21 per oémiositive ratings for Jacques Chirac and
Jean-Pierre Raffarin respectively (BMAEXxpresssurvey, 20 May 2005) as opposed to 60 per
cent for both of them in January 2003. Disconteitit ¥he incumbent government had been
already strongly expressed in the 2004 regionalEamrdpean elections where right-wing
UMP suffered great electoral losses. In March 200d Jists put forward by the socialist party
and its allies received 50.3 per cent of the votide second round of the regional election
and gained presidency over 21 out of the 22 regimmancils in metropolitan France
(compared with 8 in 1998). Center-left parties veaiotal of 1,126 seats of regional
councilors as opposed to only 522 in the moderglte (36.8 per cent of the vote). The April
2004 cabinet reshuffle and the strong emphasibyttie renewed government on social
justice issues proved to be highly ineffective aras hardly regarded by voters as an
appropriate response to their concerns by Presendc. The UMP faced another electoral
debacle in the June European elections by winnimgi@ 16.6 per cent of the valid vote cast
against 28.9 per cent for the lists put forwardhmy socialist party which on that occasion
achieved its best score ever in European balldts.\Whole period of the referendum
campaign was also characterised by the high ldygssimism in French public opinion and
the many concerns expressed by voters with regaad tinticipated deterioration of the
national economy.

The traditional plebiscitary nature of referend&rance since De Gaulle’s stepping down
from Presidency in the wake of his defeat in th@2lBallot, as well as the personal
involvement by President Chirac in negotiating B@&T and proposing its ratification to
popular vote, were clear incentives for voterseiaes the opportunity to send yet another
message of discontent to the current head of Sthts.potential instrumental counter-
plebiscitary effect was reinforced by the profouradima caused in a vast majority of left-
wing voters by the very specific set-up in the setmund of the 2002 presidential ballot that
opposed President Chirac to populist far right éeaikan-Marie Le Pen: on that occasion, the
socialist and communist electorates were invitegdayy leaders to “save the French
Republic” and resign themselves to voting ‘agaimagtre’ in favour of the moderate right-
wing candidate who consequently polled a specta82& per cent of the vote. To a certain
extent, the post-21 April 2002 syndrome might hemetributed to a number of left-wing
voters rejecting the European Treaty on the grabhatlithe referendum was closely identified
with the personality of Jacques Chirac himselinaf his brainchild— and that a positive
outcome would inevitably lead to the President'sspeal situation being reinforced within
the national political game and his reputationaest at international level.



The strategic dimension and interference by indiaichgendas and personal rivalries were
clearly not absent from the campaign as was demaiadtby all the tactical manoeuvring that
took place on both sides of the political spectrimmost cases with the 2007 presidential
contest in mind. The fierce antagonism and perayrAadsed competition between President
Jacques Chirac and popular UMP leader Nicolas Sgrtaeer the right camp at least partially
clouded the European issue and limited the amdymiifdic support brought by the latter to
the former. The ‘challenger’ undoubtedly benefitenm the political weakening of the
incumbent President after the Treaty was rejecyeithd whole electorate whilst accepted
simultaneously by a vast majority of UMP voters @nkis leadership. Sarkozy who was keen
on supporting the European project would also adbnpromote a radical shift in
government policies in order to meet the growingestations of the public. Similarly, it was
obvious to all that the anticipated victory of the camp would definitely sound the death
knell for the Prime Minister whose mandate had h@eionged by President Chirac in spite
of severe electoral setbacks and an abyssal declp@pularity.

Similar features were noticeable on the left silErench politics, particularly within the PS
which went into a phase of increased intra-partyidaalism and discord during the
campaign. Socialist MP and former Prime Ministeuteat Fabius managed to establish
himself as a key leader of the left-wing No campaigovert opposition to the official stance
taken by the PS following the December 2004 votpdoyy members which gave a
substantial majority of 58.8 per cent in favousapporting the European constitutional
Treaty. In opposing party leader Francois Hollaaslevell as all national spokesmen,
historical figures (Jacques Delors, Robert Badjritechel Rocard, Pierre Mauroy) and

fellow members of pro-Yes Rasmussen’s Party of pema Socialists (PES), Fabius’ aim was
to outline the need for re-thinking the party’sisttiberal approach to the economy and
social issues at both national and European leltelss also clear that such a strategy was in
part meant to assert his personal influence withénparty national leadership as potential
runner for 2007 in spite of bitter internal partyife, the manyad hominenattacks against

him and fierce hostility by socialist leaders of tfies, more particularly the front row anti-
Fabius troika made up of Martine Aubry, Jack Land Bominique Strauss-Kahn. Despite

his formal retirement from national politics, fornsocialist Prime Minister Lionel Jospin —a
long-standing rival of Fabius— took part in thed#ficial campaign on a couple of occasions
by making influential speeches in the national raedifavour of supporting the European
constitution, which most certainly spread rumoursud a possible return to politics as post-
election surveys revealed that a majority of P®rgotvould support his candidacy to the 2007
presidential election.

Alongside this, the referendum momentum re-activatame of the internal fights between
rival groups among top-level party elites that teicen place over the definition of PS
ideology and the need for tactical alliances wisheft wing at the Dijon party congress in
May 2003. The No campaign by a number of promimatibnal socialist leaders built upon
the existing factions united under the banner efltlocal Committees for a socialist No to
the European Constitution’, which fought to promateore leftist project as a response to
the electoral earthquake of 21 April 2002 and tbgedtion from the socialist electorate of a
growing proportion of working class voters disillused with the five-year experience of
Jospin’s ‘plural left’ in office between 1997 and(2. Key proactive figures of the ‘socialist
no’ to the European constitution, Senator and leaflthe “Social Republic” think-tank Jean-
Luc Mélenchon or MP Henri Emmanuelli had signifittgriailed to dislodge the tactical
alliance built around Hollande’s personality anadership back in 2003. In Dijon, the radical



wing of the PS embodied notably by Emmanuelli arédvichon’s ‘New World’ and Vincent
Peillon, Arnaud Montebourg, Benoit Hamon and Jubeay’s ‘New Socialist Party (NPS)’
groups won a respective 16.3 and 16.9 per ceffiteoh&tional congress vote whilst Frangois
Hollande had his motion passed with a comfortakdgonty of 61.4 per cent. In 2005, the
joint campaign organised by the socialist defectogether with leaders of the LCR
Trotskyites, the Communist Party, dissident membétee Green party and the many
representatives of various radical anti-global@atrganisations, was clearly an attempt by
the representatives of the archaic wing of theaistiparty at altering the existing balance of
power within the PS national apparatus and a oalife unification of the whole of the
French left without debarment.

[l The political crisis in France

It is difficult to assess the extent to which aktabove elements —most of which would be
appropriate to the first-order arena of Frenchtjgshk did effectively affect electoral
behaviour and the people’s choice in the May 2@d&rendum. Arguably, the concept of
‘expressive’ or ‘insincere’ voting as defined b ttnaditional ‘second-order’ model as voters
choosing to vote with their hearts rather thanrtheads would fail to account entirely for the
electoral processes that took place on that oaeakigarticular, the very high level of
popular participation in the referendum would ingate the general hypothesis that turnout is
expected to be lower in second-order elections faR003): the participation rate of

69.3 per cent in the referendum on the Europeastitotion was very similar to that of the
1992 referendum on the Maastricht Treaty (69.7cpat) and just below that of the first
round of the 2002 presidential election (71.6 part); the first-order election of reference in
the French political system. In contrast, turn{ouhe June 2004 election in France was only
42.8 per cent (in sharp decline since the firsogaan ballot in 1979 where turn-out reached
60.7 per cent) (Lodge, 200%)

The above data on political participation wouldupport the classic ‘salience’ argument that
somehow there was less at stake in the referendwompared, for instance, to the 2002
general election. Nor would the actual results supine assumption that the incumbent party
should suffer important electoral losses due tengtetrospective judgements of the
government’s record (Kousser, 2004): accordingaitsfers, UMP and UDF supporters voted
massively in favour of the European constitutiothv@0 and 76 per cent of Yes votes
respectively (IPSOS Exit-poll survey, 29 May 2008hen prompted to state their motives
for voting against the Treaty in an open-ended tijmesonly 18 per cent of the naysayers did
guote their “opposition to the incumbent governmard President Chirac”, such motive
ranking fourth in the list of most frequently citeshsons for rejection by all supporters of the
No, as well as amongst left-wing voters (Flash Barometer 171, 30/31 May 2005).

From a systemic perspective, a relevant explanatione French vote in the 2005
referendum lies with the profound crisis of legiicy faced by all governing parties of the
left and the right, the development of deeply rdaati-Establishment attitudes in the
electorate as well as the rise and subsequenitistialisation of new opposition actors on
the extreme fringes of the political spectrum. Vb on the European constitution can be
considered an aftershock of the April 2002 politearthquake and the centrifugal electoral
dynamics of French politics. The constituent eletm@h such a disaffection towards politics,

3 Interestingly, the outcome of the Dutch referencamthe European charter showed a similar pattettmavi overall turn-
out rate of 62.8 per cent far above that of theHasopean elections in June 2004 (39 per cent).



the decline in traditional partisanship and incesiasparty fragmentation, and the weakening
of representative democracy in France have bedrdaelimented by research (Cole, 2003;
Elgie, 2000; Grunberg, Mayer & Sniderman, 2002; lepn1999; Perrineau, 2003).
Diminishing legitimacy of party politics and misstuof the electorate for their political elites
were patent in the 2002 presidential ballot whichfemed the sharp decline in support for
all mainstream parties and the widening gap betwelamg political leaders and the citizens:
while the parties of the traditional “bipolar quiiéi secured about 90 per cent of the vote in
the late 70s, their share was down to only 46.3pet of the total vote on 21 April 2002
(Jaffré, 2004). Over the past decade, this fund@&haradequacy of political supply has also
been revealed in the form of growing rates of atigia in first-order elections (Bréchon,
2003), increased levels of electoral volatilitye throportionalisation’ of electoral choice
under the majoritarian ballot system (Parodi, 198%) the development of parties outside the
mainstream (Cautres & Mayer, 2004; Lewis-Beck, 2&@D04; Perrineau & Ysmal, 2003).

In 2005, the space for electoral competition wasptestructured by the anti-system
dimension which overlapped almost entirely on theaticular occasion with the cleavage that
developped over the acceptance or rejection oEtlrepean constitutional Treaty. Within the
Yes camp, the referendum campaign clearly showetg diespite bitter party disputes over
Europe in the 1992 referendum on the Maastrichafjrehe parties of moderate left and right
had completed their long process of conversiohécBuropean integration project and
ideological shift towards a predominantly Europlptesition.

This was particularly true in the UMP which shoveedery high level of party discipline and
loyalty to President Chirac’s posture on the redifion issue that contrasted with the
Eurosceptic stance of the RPR in the early yeaae@dl, 2002). In the Gaullist movement,
the most significant split over Europe took platd 992 with the ‘internal’ dissidence from
national leaders Charles Pasqua and Philippe SegtheRassemblement pour le non au
référendunfollowing their aborted coup at the national casy of the party in Le Bourget in
January 1990. In October 1998, the party’s Conwandn Europe completed the ideological
‘normalisation’ of the Gaullist movement in suppofthe personal involvement of President
Chirac. The vote in March 1999 by an overwhelmirgjanty of 81.9 per cent of the RPR
parliamentary party (113 out of 138 members) irotavof ratifying the Amsterdam Treaty
led to the departure of Charles Pasqua who substygaeembined forces with Philippe De
Villiers” Mouvement pour les Valeurs the June European elections where their jasnhfor
“Rassemblement pour la France et I'Indépendancédedpe(RPFIE) came ahead of that
put forward by the RPR by polling 13 per cent @ ttote and winning 13 seats in the
European Parliament. In June 2001, no less thageBgent (121) of the 139 Gaullist MPs
approved the ratification of the Nice Treaty, ajpgmilar proportion to that of 90.9 per cent
achieved among the 362 members of the UMP gro&ielomuary 2005 for the revision of the
French constitution preliminary to the ratificatiohthe new European charter. This was
followed by the passing by the national councitred UMP in March of Nicolas Sarkozy’'s
motion with 90.8 per cent of the vote in supportt@ European constitutional Treaty while
simultaneously refusing the accession of Turkeypn&oEU-membership against Chirac’s
personal view. This strong commitment by the vaajomity of the UMP parliamentary group
members and the involvement of most Ministers plabe President’s party in a leading
position in the public debate over the ratificatigvithin the party, the opposition to the
Treaty was supported by a minority faction of Eeegics under the banner of the “New
Gaullists” led by Deputy and President of thinkkd8tand up Republic!” Nicolas Dupont-
Aignan, Senator Philippe Marini or Deputy Jacquesai, President of the “Nation and



Republic” (CNR) political club with the support Georges Pompidou’s former Prime
Minister Pierre Messmer, leader of the “Presence@aullist action” association.

Rid of the anti-Maastricht contestation by Philigpe Villiers in 1992, the traditionally pro-
EU and federalist UDF came as much needed reinfeeneof the UMP in the Yes
campaigr despite recurrent criticism by Francois Bayro@ofernment national policies
since 2002. Whilst highly critical of the Nice Ttgan 2001, the UDF parliamentary group
voted massively in favour of the constitutionalisgan (28 out of 31 members, that is

90.3 per cent) and, through force of circumstafaad itself a major ally of rival UMP
joining forces with th&Chiraquienson a couple of occasions in national meetings.
Paradoxically, neither the UDF historical profowatthchment to European ideals nor the
crucial contribution by former President Valéry &Gisd d’Estaing in drafting the European
Treaty helped the party assert itself as a lead#ra campaign for the constitution. Despite
the gathering of a special “Convention on Europe2@ May 2005 and an impressive record
of public meetings in the two months that precegelting day, the impact of Francgois
Bayrou as promoter of the Yes was largely undercthimepublic opinion with polls placing
the UDF president behind UMP leader Nicolas Sarlazyresident Jacques Chirac as
perceived ‘best spokesman” for the Constitutiorralaly.

On the left side of the political spectrum, tha@él position adopted by the Socialist Party in
the 2005 campaign remained broadly in line withghee EU stance by the PS inherited from
the Mitterrand’s era. In 1992, the campaign forrdtdication of the Maastricht Treaty led to
the dissidence of Jacobin Eurosceptic Jean-Pidrez&ement who subsequently formed the
Mouvement des Citoyensd left the party in 1993. Despite the ambivalesfc'ome Socialist
leaders —among which Lionel Jospin himself— towa&ngsmonetary union, the PS maintained
a fairly clear position on Europe in the wake @ ttarrow victory of the Yes in 1992 (Bell,
1998). Under the auspices of the Jospin Governrtieaf S parliamentary party voted
massively in favour of both the Amsterdam (213 @250, 85.2 per cent) and Nice Treaty
(232 out of 254 votes, 91.3 per cent) in 1999 &b@il2In contrast, the vote over the
constitutional revision prior to the ratificatiohthe European charter in February 2005
showed a manifest decline in the PS support foptbgect with 90 out 149 votes (60.4 per
cent) in favour of the revision and a total of B&t@ntions among which were found future
leaders of the No vote such as Henri Emmanuelliaoirent Fabius.

The No constituency brought together a fairly hageneous collection of minor fringe and/or
radical anti-system parties placed disparatelyherttaditional left-right axis, providing

further illustration of the heterogeneity of theadogical space for Euroscepticism in the
French electorate (Evans, 2000). Indisputably, envative MPF leader Philippe De Villiers
played a prominent part in leading the ‘nationaleseignty’ camp into combat, getting a new
lease of life after the electoral setbacks thaphisy had suffered in the 2002 legislative
elections and, to a certain extent, in the 200bean ballot. De Villiers proved particularly
successful in cunningly —and improperly— articuigtihe European constitution issue with
those of immigration and the accession of Turketh&oUnion. Simultaneously, the anti-
Establishment component of the message sent toswetes evident in the public speeches by
the MPF leader. In comparison, controversial RR8de, and President of the UEN (Union
for Europe of the Nations) group in the Strasbdeagiament, Charles Pasqua, weakened by
previous allegations of political corruption andent accusation of receiving favours from
Saddam Hussein's regime under the UN's oil-for-fam@jramme for Iragq, made a distant

* In the 2005 campaign, the only contestation froitniwithe UDF was that of conservative deputy ChmésBoutin’sForum
des Républicains Sociaaxd UDF representative Jean-Christophe Lagarde.



contribution to the campaign for the No vote bessing the Gaullist heritage in the right-
wing position against the Treaty. Similarly, the Bpted for a discreet campaign although
some of the key issues discussed in the publictdeler Europe were clearly proprietary
issues of the extreme-right on which Le Pen’s peotyld potentially capitalise electorally.
Partly a consequence of continuing party factiamaland the internal dispute over the issue
of Le Pen’s succession, this strategic choice byHN leadership was also prompted by their
analysis that, given the strong rejection of theyplay a majority of the French public, to
associate the party too closely with the No votelldde very likely to lessen the electoral
appeal of the vote against the European constitatidreaty. It was assumed on the other
hand that the FN would in any case berefiosteriorimore or less directly from the victory
of the No camp. The campaign themes proved to beoansistent with those developed in
the 1992 Maastricht referendum and the long-stanHurophobic nationalist component of
the FN’s ideological corpus (Evans & Ivaldi, 200Npt surprisingly, these themes were
echoed by rival yet politically marginalised Brukiggret's MNR which remained however
largely absent from the media during the whole campperiod. As did also Jean Saint-
Josse’s single-issue pafhasse, Péche, Nature, Traditiogf@&PNT) whose timid call for
rejecting the Treaty was hardly audible, mainlaa®nsequence of the party’s decline
following its mediocre performance in the 2004 Ex@an election with 1.7 per cent of the
votes (as opposed to 6.8 per cent in 1999).

Although an important architect of the leftist Note in 1992, Jean-Pierre Chevenement'’s
Mouvement Répiblicain et Citoy@dRC) has since failed to enter the arena of nafio
politics and establish itself as a serious contetwlthe other players of both the left and the
right. In 2005, the party had serious difficultingmaking itself heard within the left camp
and was almost inexistent in the public debate w/kige task of promoting the vote against
the Treaty was taken over by the more or less fbaftiance between the LCR, the PCF and
rebel Socialist leaders. In particular, popularnyggpokesman and former presidential
candidate for the LCR Olivier Besancenot playedarpnent part in the No campaign of the
left with the backing of a number of radical orgaations and representatives of trade unions
under the banner of the Copernicus Foundation lz@dpel des 2000ther parties of the
extreme left such as the Worker’'s PaRgpfti des travailleury or Arlette Laguiller’'sLutte
ouvriere(LO) largely stayed in the background in spitéhfir fierce opposition to the
European Treaty. Enthroned the new ‘Madonna’ ofNbevote by the press and the media,
communist leader Marie-George Buffet was givenapgortunity to play a central role in the
campaign along the lines of the ‘Euroconstructiwed’ critical stance initiated back in 1994 by
theBouge I'Europdist put forward in the European election. Facéith wwndemic electoral
decline and in constant search for ideological titfebetween protest and incumbency
(Courtois & Lazar, 1995; Lavabre & Platone, 20@Bg PC found itself a linchpin of the
broad tactical alliance of the left. Once a mendfehe governing coalition with the socialists
(Szarka, 1999), the PC clearly distinguished itgelin its former dominant partner and
seemed to move further away from the pro-systerntup®$o regain some political strength
through supporting the No vote in the 2005 refeuemd

Overall, the opposition between governing partied minor peripheral forces was central to
the vote. A glance at the structure of electorai@d according to party preference reveals the
significance and polarisation of attitudes aloref fparticular line of cleavage: of the extreme
left and PC supporters, 94 and 98 per cent votathsigthe European constitution
respectively; similarly 75 per cent of the MPF wstand 93 per cent of the FN supporters
rejected the Treaty, as did 79 per cent of those dd cast their vote in favour of CPNT
leader Jean Saint-Josse in the first round of @02 Dresidential election (IPSOS). This



underlying anti-Establishment dimension of the pubkpression in the referendum is of
crucial importance as it reflects the lack of palidigitimacy of the European project itself in
France, which from the start has been regardedigsibeas an ‘elite-driven’ project with
little popular knowledge of European issues andallva trend for the European integration
process to be mediated in most cases by politexdigs. The rich literature on democracy,
legitimacy and European integration has long pdimtethe need for better informing
European citizens in order to persuade them o¥ahee of supranational governance and to
increase the overall political legitimacy of Eurapantegration (Blondel et al., 1998;
Banchoff & Smith, 1999; Schmitt & Thomassen, 1998n der Eijk & Franklin, 1996). To
some extent, the 2005 referendum campaign opespdce for public expression and
information about the Constitutional Treaty, of athiFrench citizens had been noticeably
deprived since the 1992 debate on the Maastriddtyrdespite major forward moves such as
the change over to the Euro or the accession t&lthby a significant number of Eastern
European countries.

In sociological terms, there was strong empiricadlence of the impact of the occupational
element on the propensity for voters to rejectEheopean Treaty at the polls with a clear-cut
class cleavage opposing the haves and the haveanmistemporary French society. This
pattern of class voting on European issues haddrbeen emphasised in the 1992
referendum on Maastricht, yet the gap between ugpetower status citizens seemed to
further widen in the 2005 ballot. On the latter agion, nearly two thirds (65 per cent) of the
professionals, executives, businessmen and mansggpsrted the European charter whereas
67 and 79 per cent of the less skilled routine mamual and working class voters
respectively cast a decisive No vote in the refguem In comparison, 53 per cent of the
former and 61 per cent of the latter had votedresjahe Maastricht Treaty in 1992. The
appeal of the No vote was particularly strikinghe economically disadvantaged and those at
the lower end of the economic ladder as demonsitiate¢he 71 per cent score achieved in the
unemployed in 2005 compared with 59 per cent inl®@2 referendum (IPSOS). The
opposition between those in the lower social staathbetter-off voters was further revealed
in the geographical spread of the No and Yes vdtes.rejection of the Treaty reached peaks
of over 60 per cent in the depressed post-industréas of northern France: 69.5 per cent in
Pas-de-Calais, 66.8 per cent in Somme, 66.7 peircéisne or 61.9 per cent in Nord. In the
blue-collar city of Calais, the No received up tb4/per cent of the votes. In contrast, urban
upper class voters in Paris provided a strong suppdhe European Charter with a total

66.5 per cent of Yes votes. Interestingly, in spitéhe overall majority support to the Treaty
in the capital city, there were significant diffeces across districts, with approximately

80 per cent in favour of the Yes in the predomilyamburgeois and upper class areas (6, 7, 8
and 16") as opposed to less than 60 per cent in the wgpiass —and relatively more

socially deprived-arrondissementef East-Paris (18, 19 and'90

[l. Voting on Europe: the end of an alternative utopia?

A clear message to the unpopular incumbent righgwgovernment as well as the expression
of mistrust of discredited political and intelleatelites by those once referred to ks “

France d’en-basby Former Primer Minister Jean-Pierre Raffariat the vote in the May
referendum in France cannot be restricted to jastgoanother expression of popular
discontent, be it of an even greater magnitudei@ednational impact than the electoral
landslide of April 2002. The people’s choice tcertjthe European charter was also based on
the European dimensigrer seand, within that particular dimension, a twofoltepomenon.



First, one shouldn’t undermine the contributioriite overall total of the No vote by the
Eurosceptic xenophobic withdrawal embodied by Fghitg conservative MPF or the
extreme-right. Undoubtedly, the national sovergigragmp regained momentum during the
whole time of the campaign and eventually tookgaigicant part in delivering the fatal sword
thrust to the European constitutional Treaty. Fevailable exit-poll surveys results, one can
estimate that the right-wing Eurosceptic vote aoted for approximately 45 per cent of all
the nearly 15-and-a-half million No votes in theerendum (CSA EXxit-poll survey, 29 May
2005), the FN supporters representing about a tiiedl those who chose to reject the
European charter (Louis-Harris Exit-poll surveihération 30 May 2005). As mentioned
above, the publicisation and rather crude manimuiaty MPF leader Philippe de Villiers of
the highly controversial issues surrounding possibiture accession by Turkey to the Union
—which the vast majority of French voters systeaadlyy oppose in opinion polls— acted as a
powerful tool for electoral mobilisation and apptathe xenophobic segment of the national
electorate. Indeed, the issue was not totally dldfsem the voters’ mind on polling day:
according to the various surveys published after#ierendum, Turkey’s candidacy to the
EU was quoted as a salient issue and a key mativeejecting the Treaty by 14 to 35 per
cent of all voters: in the IPSOS exit-poll, the egsion of Turkey to the Union came as the
first reason for voting against the European ctutsdn in both the UMP and FN/MNR
supporters (quoted by 56 per cent of both eleasratith no specific account of MPF voters)
(IPSOS).

In that, the vote in the 2005 election did pardgemble that of the 1992 referendum on
Maastricht which had been fought over the issuerahce’s sovereignty, further European
pillar integration and the heterogeneous fearsss bf national identity (McLaren, 2004) to
which the acceleration in the move towards supt@inalism gave risd Like in 1992, the
traditional petty-bourgeois clientele of the natibsovereignty right strongly opposed the
European Treaty: 58 per cent of the self-employed @ No vote in May 2005 (compared
with 56 per cent in the Maastricht referendum) @&$. Particularly striking was the
rejection of the European charter in the rural sigad amongst France’s 650,000 farmers —
70 per cent of the latter voted against the ECTredme62 per cent had rejected the Maastricht
Treaty (IPSOS)- despite the European CAP beingohothsproportionately favourable to
French agriculture. This apparent paradox ties iiip preceding remarks concerning the
salience of a class-based structure of electotehn the 2005 referendum: anti-EU
feelings have become widespread in small-scale agiainst the perceived urge for
increasing productivity and growth in intensivenfiamg at supranational level, and what is
described as an unequal share of the CAP sub$aliearing intensive farming in the largest
units over smaller ones. The embarrassment of the¢ prominent farmers’ union (FNSEA)
was evident in Jean-Michel Lemétayer’s decisiontaajive any indication to members as
how to vote in the referendum (national congres&3oMarch 2005). Grassroots peasant
militancy embodied by th€onfédération paysanrand its former spokesman, popular leader
José Bove, took an anti-ECT stance consistenttivélgeneral anti-globalisation line
defended by the organisation, which brought thecldBer to the anti-liberal free-market
positions of the leftist opposition to the Treaty.

In 2005, indeed, the most significant element eréjection of the European constitution was
the retrospective performance evaluation vote erd model of social and economic
governance and the re-interpretation at the Eurofmee| of salient domestic issues based on

® Linear bivariate correlation between the No votd992 and 2005 was 0.747 at p<.001 in the 96 depats of
metropolitan France.
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the traditional left-right axis of competition. M@economic and social issues — such as
unemployment, the risk of social dumping, publiovgges, competition with the new member
States and more generally fears about globalisaticare clearly central to the referendum
campaign. The high level of pessimism in Frenchipuipinion, the general public
perception of a prolonged economic recession amavitiespread lack of faith in the
government’s ability to resolve the intractablelpemn of unemployment were fuelled by the
country’s actual economic circumstance. After aqaeof stabilisation during 2004,
unemployment had risen again in 2005 to reach géx.2Zent in March, approaching the

2.5 million symbolic threshold. In April, the Eurepn Commission released a forecast for a
slowdown in France’s GDP growth to 2 per cent i2@gainst the more optimistic
anticipation of 2.5 per cent by the French Govemimia February, industrial production fell
0.5 percentage point after a period of stagnatiairanuary.

The social and economic malaise was palpable 2008 and was eventually revealed in the
massive strikes and walkouts taking place acrassdalntry, with tens of thousands gathering
in Paris for protest marches in March 2005. Jeanr® Raffarin’s government had to face one
of the largest trade union mobilisation since Ippantment in Matignon, which brought
together a wide range of corporatist interestd warkers, post-offices, gas and electricity
workers, civil servants, school teachers, hospia¢rgency unit staff, public scientific
research, fishermen, technicians in public radeabtcasting— over the defence of the public
sector, the claim for higher wages and a fierceosjiion against the government’s move to
amend Martine Aubry’s Bill on the 35-hour workingek. The many opinion polls published
during the time of the referendum public debatenfsal to pessimism and boiling social
discontent. The Eurobarometer survey that was adedun the Fall of 2004 showed a
gloomy perception of the general economic condgiby a significant proportion of the
French population with 47 per cent anticipatingrammease in the national unemployment rate
and another 43 per cent feeling that France’s eoansituation would get worse over the
next 12 months (Eub. 62.0, TNS Opinion & Socialf.ov.2004). In March 2005, more

than a half (56 per cent) of the French felt thiaeir purchase power had decreased over the
past three years” (CSAHumanitéLa Nouvelle Vie ouvriere80/31 March 2005). The
National Statistics Institute (INSEE) reported ttiee Household Confidence Indicator (CVS)
had slumped in May giving a reading of minus 2hon the adjusted basis (as opposed to
minus 24 a month earlier) after a long period déderation from September 2004 associated
with persisting doubts about the government pdiceficiency to address the issue of
unemployment.

Social and economic issues clearly dominated tleeeredum campaign by political actors in
both the Yes and No camps, with particular emphasithe perceived neo-liberal, pro-market
nature of the text itself and endless debates theetbest’ social system applicable to Europe.
The ideological polarisation over the European Cassion’s Directive on Services in the
Internal Market referred to as the ‘Bolkestein Diree’, or discussion over necessary
amendments to the Stability and Growth Pact wengosymatic of how the actual debate
over the social European model took shape duriagegferendum campaign in France. The
space for political and electoral competition wiisured by the traditional left-right axis of
conflict (Bartolini, 1984; Evans 2003) thereby dersiating the increasing overlap between
domestic and European areas. Indeed, the refemeade by most competitors to the
opposition between the so-called ‘Anglo-Saxon’ d&rénch’ social models during the whole
period of the referendum campaign did reappedrarcontroversy over the ‘new impulsion’
in government policies following rejection of thee@ty by voters. Such defence of the
French social system against the alleged econadbaral ideology embodied by the European
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constitutional Treaty was a key element in thetelat propaganda by parties of the extreme
left or the PC with expressly working-and lowerssdappeals, opposing Europe as a pure
capitalist construct that would open French workerthe perils of free-market liberalism and
globalisation, and demanding treaty renegotiatisent from public meetings, PS rebel
leader Laurent Fabius clearly lent his support 4anedight mainstream credibility— in the
media to such campaigning themes with a strong asiplon social rather than economic
factors.

The salience of social issues was further demdestia the attempt by the rightist nationalist
camp to grab hold of the many concerns expressewteys in the 2004 regional and
European elections. Although not new to the extragte ideology (lvaldi 2003 & 2005), the
FN’s referendum campaign aimed to increase the'paeductiveness to working-class
voters by stressing the destructive impact of #e-liberal ideology underlying the whole
European integration process. For instance, LesHearty denounced the “extreme liberal
and free-trade dogma of the European Constitutioiclhwvould aggravate the economic and
social catastrophe that is affecting the majorftifi@nch people” (FN national convention,
Strasbourg, 9 April 2005). More surprising was d@liegiance by the once neo-liberal
harbinger MPF conservative leader Philippe de &fiflito rejecting “free-trade globalisation”:
“if the Yes wins, said de Villiers, we will haveatD-plan: relocation of industry
(délocalisation, deregulationdérégulation) and a breaking wave of immigranteferlante
migratoire)” (Meeting in Palais des Sports, Paris, 21 May3)0 contrast, the referendum
outcome demonstrated the incapacity by left-wiraglégs of the Yes to convince their
electorate that the European Constitution wasutiegPS Euro-enthusiast Jack Lang, “ a
rampart and a shield to protect us from US and €@reconomic mammoths” and the best
“weapon against the destructive and hostile ulbrarél capitalist ideology” (PS meeting,
Marseille, 31 March 2005).

On the electoral ‘demand’ side, the salience ofad@nd economic issues was revealed in all
post-referendum opinion polls. Over half (52 peartref French voters said they had
expressed their “discontent with the current ecan@nd social situation in France” whilst
another 40 per cent had voted against the Treatlg@grounds that “the constitution was too
economically liberal” (IPSOS). For 46 per centlud voters, “the Treaty would aggravate
unemployment in France” and was “too liberal” foother 34 per cent (SOFRES). Fifty-
three percent of those interviewed by CSA exprefiseid “worries” about the social impact
of European integration. Looking at the specifias@ns given by the naysayers to account for
their vote, the “negative effects of the Europeam€Zitution on the employment situation in
France”, the “level of unemployment and weaknedgh@feconomy” and the “too liberal free-
market nature of the draft” were cited as the tinste motives for rejection the Treaty (Flash
Eurobarometer 171, 30/31 May 2005). The age streiciiithe No vote was clearly one
opposing those in the working categories of ageecelderly or those in retirement: all age
groups under 60 rejected the Treaty whereas sufiptre European charter was only found
in those aged 60 and over.

The left-wing electorate’s contribution to Francesgusal of the European charter emerged as
a key feature, accounting for an estimated 57 et af the total No vote including 8 and

49 per cent for the extreme and mainstream lefte@s/ely (CSA). Unlike PS party members
who had massively supported Francois Hollandelscgtan favour of the Constitution in
December 2004, the majority of PS supporters faddwaurent Fabius’ line of

argumentation and rejected the Treaty in the pwll2005, 56 per cent of the socialist
electorate cast a No vote whilst no less than T&@et had voted in favour of the Maastricht
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Treaty in 1992 (IPSOS). A similar pattern was obable in the Green party’s supporters
with over 60 per cent of the ecologists voting agathe Treaty as shown in the various exit-
poll surveys. At party level, these results reféeicthe ambivalence of the national leadership
of the Green movement and their timid support efuropean Constitution: whilst most top-
level party elites called for a Yes vote (includimational secretary Yann Wehrling, MEP
Alain Lipietz and Jean-Luc Bennahmias, Deputy Ndémeére, Senator and former
Environment Minister Dominique Voynet and Paris utggMayor Denis Baupin) with the
help of MEP Daniel Cohn-Bendit, a mere 52.9 pet oéthe 8,800 members of the
traditLonaIIy Europhile Green party had voted imdar of supporting the Treaty in February
2005".

Similarly, a breakdown of the vote by trade unideritification revealed that 78 and 75 of the
CGT and FO supporters respectively had cast a loindhe referendum whereas the
majority of CFDT, CFTC and CGC-CFE voters had sufgubthe European Treaty (57, 65
and 85 per cent respectively) (IPSOS). Overalluthiens came highly divided to the
referendum campaign. In the CGT, national leaden&e Thibault was disowned by the
motion against the ECT passed by the majority efNational Co-federal Committee (CCN)
in February 2005 (74 against out of 166 memberhofigh fairly critical of the ‘economic
logics’ behind the European constitutiéimrces ouvrieresecretary-general Jean-Claude
Mailly distanced himself from the pro-Treaty pasitiof John Monks’ European Trade Union
Confederation (TUC) whilst simultaneously refustogall for the No vote. In the Yes camp,
Francois Chéreque’s CFDT did on the contrary joittwhe TUC in supporting the European
constitution following the national bureau of 24p0&smber 2005, yet did not instruct
members how to vote in the referendum. As did tR@Cor the CFE-CGC. The former had
passed a motion in favour of the economic and kobapter of the European Constitution in
December 2004. CFE-CGC President Jean-Luc Cazettesxpressed his personal doubts
about the constitution and fears about the riskoafal dumping with the foreseeable return of
the Bolkestein directive in the case of a Yes vict@®nly the French business organisation
(MEDEF) supported unambiguously the vote in favofuthe Treaty thereby expressing the
traditionally pro-EU element in French corporatéune.

The majority rejection of the Treaty by the leftagielectorate corresponded also to a
significant shift in the sociological support foutpe : whilst they had massively voted in
favour of the Maastricht Treaty, middle-class vetdid —for a noteworthy proportion of
them— swing over towards opposing the Europeantitoiisn. In 1992, 62 per cent of the
mid-level management white collars had voted thiécation of Maastricht; in 2005, over
half (53 per cent) rejected the European Treat@@B). According to other surveys, the
proportion of routine non-manual in middle-managetpositions casting a No vote was
between 56 and 66 per cent (SOFRES and LHF exg-pedpectively). In the ‘employees’
(junior white-collar positions), the CSA instituteported a 66 per cent No vote in the
referendum.

As discussed earlier, political discontent with itheumbent right-wing government is a
possible —although a reductionist— characterisaifdhe electoral swing in the traditionally
pro-EU left-wing voters of the middle-class in @05 referendum. Arguably the referendum
outcome needs also to be assessed in terms oétfegmpance evaluation vote on the process

® The ambivalence of the Green party towards the [i2ao integration process was evident in their dfipogo ratifying
the Amsterdam Treaty in 1999 and call for a draengttiange in the rules of the game at the Europmaat. lIn 2005, like
their socialist allies, the Greens had to facerirgtkdissidence from regional Councillor Francine@aand Paris Deputy
Martine Billard over social issues in the Europeanstitution.

13



of European integration itself and the reapprdgaloters of the alternative utopian project
that was originally defended by pro-Maastrichtesdit-and more particularly former President
Francois Mitterrand— in 1992. In order to underdttre motive for such disenchantment with
Europe, one needs to introduce here some elemerttsrpng to the peculiar relationship that
was established between French voters and the &amqpoject. We would suggest that, in
some respect, the ideal of supranational integratias resorted to by most political elites in
France as an alternative utopian project for masglsimation in view of the ruling parties’
perceived inefficiency to counter the devastatiogja effects of economic recession. In
March 1983, the ideological shift by Pierre Mausogbcialist government towards drastic
austerity policies together with the decision texé&rance inside the EMS led not only to the
PS abandoning its utopian vision of the world, vatihthe well-known political and electoral
conseqguences at national level (Bergougnioux & Geug, 1992), but also to the European
project being identified for the first time in F@with a system of supranational constraints
weighting on the country’s control over its ownuté rather than a political locus for
international co-operation where France’s natiam&rests would flourish.

In 1992, the campaign over the referendum on thasilizht Treaty was an attempt to alter
such a widespread public perception of Europe asarcollar, and a clear invitation to pass
a vote of confidence in the future benefits of [Egla membership. More fundamentally, it
was the opportunity for French citizens to seabrfidence pact on social welfare and
economic growth with their national elites wher¢hg European integration project was
regarded as a credible alternative political utapidiscredited and inadequate domestic
socio-economic policies of both the left and tlghtifollowing successive alternations in
power in 1981, 1986 and 1988. Europe was then ooedt@s a means of compensating for
the lack of responsiveness by dominant parties ssrdehow, a solution to France’s
economic recession and intractable problem of ut@mpgent. The notion of ‘European
social model’ was a key element in President Frisndatterrand’s conception of Europe and
was central to his commitment to obtaining theusmn of a social chapter to the Maastricht
Treaty. The official speech by then Prime Minid®&rre Bérégovoy before the French
Deputies on the opening day of the parliamentasgisa on constitutional amendments prior
to the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty on 21992 contained all the elements of the
proposed alternative pact on Europe: the projediuither European integration was
described as a driving force behind ‘social progjtéan advanced social model’ and “a space
for the protection of workers’ social rights aneé ihsertion of those excluded from economic
growth”. A rampart against economic and sociak%$ar-faire’, Bérégovoy’s conception of
Europe was also raising ‘hopes of economic gromitbre jobs and an increase in purchasing
power”.

In May 2005, the majority of voters —among whonufed a significant proportion of the left-
wing electorate— put a decisive and abrupt endich an utopian European project. They
seized the opportunity of the referendum on the E&€Caxpress their grievances and terminate
unilaterally the confidence pact they had made wi#ir national leaders thirteen years
earlier. The critical assessment of the Europeatieinaf social and economic governance
was a key element in the referendum: unlike thdipalebate over the Maastricht Treaty
which was mostly about the ‘EU to be’ and therefomespective in essence, the ECT
campaign proved more complex in that the retrosgeetvaluation of the post-Maastricht
European social system did interfere with the mtbje dimension inherent in the
Constitutional Treaty, notably with regard to theshnecessary institutional changes within
the enlarged Union. As Europe became more presgrgaple’s everyday life —particularly
since the tangible change over to the Euro in 2&@Rdid the overlap between the domestic
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and European arenas become more apparent andpasegjuence, the propensity for voters
to transpose at the European level the mechanismotiofg on the assessment of national
parties’ socioeconomic performances, which has lee&ent at the national level from all
major elections and subsequent alternations in paeeh election since 1981 going against
the incumbent government. What was at stake i2@@5 referendum in France was the
popular perception of the apparent European Uniimalkility to secure and deliver the so
long promised public goods at supranational lexed] satisfy the citizens’ fundamental need
for protection against the many threats poseddathbility and permanence of the French
social model by economic globalisation. The genpeateption of Europe was again one of a
specific system of constraints imposed on Franaautih the Stability and Growth Pact, the
monetary union or directives issued by the BrusSelsimission, if not simply one of Europe
as the benevolent ally of the evil forces of frearket liberalism, contested and considered
responsible for the economic and social crisisranEe.

V. Conclusion

At party level, the referendum proved particulathmaging to President Chirac and the
socialist party. The personal failure of the forroeer the European issue clearly undermined
his credibility at both national and internatiotelels. Together with the perception of
President Chirac by other EU leaders as the umgitburier’ of the European Treaty, the
electoral setback of May 2005 will indisputably tashadow over his ability to enter the
2007 presidential competition and solicit a thirdndate from French voters. On the left, the
PS is now facing the perspective of a difficulttpaongress in Le Mans in November 2005
after the ousting of Laurent Fabius and a numbéisfollowers (including Claude

Bartolone, Henri Weber or Alain Claeys) from theirional leadership on 4 June 2005, and
the growing pressure put on the party’s top-lemstances by the minority groups that
successfully advocated for the rejection of theopaan charter. Strategic issues concerning
the opportunity for building a left-wing pole wewader discussion since the failure of
Jospin’s candidacy in the 2002 presidential electi®oy, 2003). Despite however internal
party dispute and the temporary tactical co-openadif all anti-ECT forces of the left, a broad
alliance that would embrace all supporters of ditst No vote in the referendum remains
very unlikely. The real issue for the PS is novadigone of leadership together with the
preparation of a credible alternative to the incantlright in anticipation of the 2007
presidential election in order to successfully appe socialists voters in both the No and Yes
camps.

Undoubtedly, one major issue will be whether orthetreshuffling of the party system that
took place over the referendum issue will subsistsignificantly impact on the domestic
political arena in the 2007 national electionshaligh constantly present in voters’ mind and
a structuring dimension of the attitudinal and idgacal space in French politics, Europe
never really emerged as a salient igselesein first-order elections in France (Belot &
Cautres, 2004). The Maastricht naysayers of batheth and the right never managed to
occupy the realm of national electoral competitioidl have so far remained largely marginal
to the core party system, as was demonstrateddtance by the failure of Villiers’ MPF or
Chevenement’s MDC to weigh significantly on theamume of the 1995, 1997 and 2002
elections in spite of notable performances in @4lor 1999 European contests. Given their
intrinsic anti-Establishment element and becausg émcompass a wider range of social
issues beside the sole European dimension, piotiated at the extreme ends of the political
spectrum are more likely to benefit electorallynfrthe dynamics of the No vote in the
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referendum. This is particularly true of the Froational whose electorate’s anti-EU feelings
form part of a specific attitudinal syndrome thdtettentiate Le Pen’s voters from those of
both the mainstream left and right (Andersen & By&003; Grunberg & Schweisguth,
2003). In the 2002 presidential election, the Eeeopcleavage already resurfaced in an
extreme right guise, with the Le Pen vote reaclpeaks among those who had vigorously
opposed the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 (Ivaldi, 20022005, the far right supporters were
the only ones to clearly reject not only the ECT &lso the whole process of European
integration, with 54 per cent of Le Pen’s voterasidering France’s EU membership to be a
‘bad thing’ (Flash Eurobarometer 171, 30/31 May®00dhe long-standing and indeed
problematic question of ageing Le Pen’s successsioe, the French far right will probably
be in the best position to capitalise on the reeodf the ECT in forthcoming national
ballots.

Notwithstanding the strong polarisation of attitsdewards Europe at both party and
electoral levels, European issues tend generalig tabsorbed and incorporated into the
political parties’ national agenda if not simplyetlly avoided by mainstream actors when
the time comes to appeal to voters in first-orddldbs. To a large extent, this was due in the
past to the very nature of the European issuetarditamatic impact in terms of increasing
party factionalism, but most of all to the vertibabf the pro / anti-EU cleavage which was
essentially organised along the lines of nationakseigntyversussupranationalism. In 2005,
the opposition over Europe was more closely adi®al with the classic left-right axis of
electoral competition over traditional social amdm®omic issues and should therefore be
more easily transposakédepriori into the domestic arena. Given the outcome of the
referendum, however, the pro-EU position taken laynstream actors of the left and right
might prove untenable if not simply politically sidal and only the competitors of the No
camp will benefit from re-activating the issue e 2007 national campaign.

At international level, the decisive French votetloe European Constitution —immediately
followed by that of the Dutch— did put a seriouft lathe process of reforming European
institutions. Britain’s subsequent decision to shgllans to hold a national referendum
together with the acknowledgment by Prime MiniSteny Blair of the Treaty's demise
further cast the fate of the moribund European téinarinto doubts while opening a period of
profound uncertainty within the Union. Obituariegyht be premature but the decision by the
Brussels EU summit on 16-17 June 2005 to have sepalthe ratification process was a
clear indication of its deceleration and increadesys of ‘contamination’ to other member
states who have yet to pronounce their decisiotheronstitutional Treaty. The feeling that
the outcome of the French and Dutch referenda hadqa the Union into paralysis was
reinforced by the strong Franco-British disagreenadout the 2007-2013 EU budget,
controversy over the British rebate and growingauntainty concerning the future of farm
subsidies long secured by French farmers through @&asures. On 29 May 2005, the
majority of French voters sacrificedal-Europa on the altar of a new utopian project for a
more social protectionist EU: the opening of ratthéficult negotiations with other member
States over contradictory national self-interesigen increasing pressure from Europe’s trade
competitors might soon lead to this most cherisgmal dimension being overshadowed by
those very economic logics that formed the corErahce’s decision to reject the European
constitutional Treaty.
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