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1.  Introduction

European integration is a never-ending process. A process that started in the fifties with the aim to rebuild Europe after the devastating war, and nowadays has grown  into a union of 27 members states with a single currency, a common market and several shared institutions.

In March of this year, the fiftieth anniversary of the Treaty of Rome was celebrated. This was a reason for the member states to reconsider which way to go in the process of European integration. Especially for the Netherlands this is a very important issue.

In recent years, the ideas on Europe within the Netherlands have changed considerably. For decades The Netherlands, as one of the six founding members, was seen as a pro-European country and a loyal EU-partner. However, the strong resistance of certain political parties to the Constitutional Treaty which eventually lead to its rejection, confirms that thinking about European integration in Dutch politics has definitely changed over the years. In this research paper I will present an overview of the way thinking about European integration has changed in Dutch politics and within three political parties in particular.

The research question in this paper is:

How has thinking about European integration changed in Dutch politics, in particular within the CDA, the VVD and the ChristenUnie?
A historical background about the evolution in thinking about European integration in the Netherlands is needed to describe how this thinking has been changed. This will be pointed out in the first two chapters. Further sub-questions to answer the central question are:

· What were the positions of the parties in Dutch politics with respect to the European Constitution?

· What was the role of Europe in the Dutch national elections of November 2006?

· What can be expected in the future of the European debate in the Netherlands?

In this paper I will try to focus mainly on the CDA, the VDD and the ChristenUnie. The reason why I chose to restrict my central question to these three parties is because the subject is too extensive to take all political parties into account. However, to place the subject in a broader context it will be necessary to include certain remarkable positions of other parties in some cases. 
The content of this paper is divided into five chapters. In the first two chapters I will give an overview of the evolution in thinking about European integration within the three parties since 1950. The third chapter is dedicated to the European Constitution and the referendum held in the Netherlands. After that, the fourth chapter will discuss the way Europe was present during the November 2006 elections and the final fifth chapter deals with the question what to do next with the European debate in the Netherlands.

Justification of research methods

The information on the history of European integration was mainly found in books on the subject and through articles on the internet. Besides that, a very useful source were the Handelingen of the Tweede Kamer, and the election programmes available on the website of the Documentation Centre for Political Parties. As to the other chapters there was no doubt a lot of information available, mainly on the internet. Very useful sources were the reports and columns of the Clingendael Netherlands Institute for International Relations, the Advisory Council on International Affairs and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Furthermore, I have made use of electronic newspaper articles and internet sources of experts on the subject. 

2.  European integration in Dutch politics 1950 - 1990

2.1 The fifties

Ever since 1946, the Anti- Revolutionary Party (ARP), the Christian Historical Union (CHU), the Catholic Peoples Party (KVP), the Labour Party (PvdA) and the Liberal Party (VVD) were the potential governmental parties in the Netherlands. The KVP was the largest one in parliament, directly followed by the PvdA (DNPP election programmes). All parties had very differing views regarding European integration. The KVP and PvdA were the most positive ones; the CHU and the VVD were more reticent. The ARP initially totally dissented from European integration. They felt that the independent position, which the Netherlands had had for a long time, had to be asserted (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.45). 
But in the late forties the refusing or sceptic attitude from the ARP, CHU and the VVD began to change. On the one hand, this had to do with the straitened economic situation. It was evident that closer European co-operation on the domain of trade would contribute to a faster rebuilding of the Dutch economy, which was heavily damaged by the war ( Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p. 45). But perhaps more decisive were the increasing international tensions between the West (The United States with its allies) and the Eastern bloc dominated by the Soviet Union. With the start of the Cold War the Dutch political parties became aware that, besides NATO, also co-operation in Western Europe was needed to form a block against the threat of the Communist regime. Besides that, closer co-operation could be a way to decrease the deep-rooted contrasts between Germany and France.

In the fifties, this resulted in a more federalist view on European integration within the largest Dutch political parties (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.45). As we can see in their election programmes, they all argued for a stronger European co-operation, which to a certain extent was allowed to replace some national sovereignty (DNPP). The KVP was most progressive in this. In 1952, the KVP talked about ‘federal unification of Europe’, although they still mentioned explicitly the preservation of national independence (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p. 46). The ARP and the CHU emphasised even stronger this preservation of national independence in the process of European integration, but during the elections of 1952 also these parties seemed to strive for a federalisation of Western Europe and the transfer of certain national powers to international bodies. The VVD showed also to be willing to give up a part of the national sovereignty in favour of supranational bodies. Although, the Liberals felt that the creation of a common market was a condition for realisation of political unification, so they warned the other parties for too much hurry (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.46).
This pro-European disposition, which is proven by the election programmes, was also visible in parliament. In October 1951, the Tweede Kamer voted in large majority in favour of the realisation of the first supranational European organisation, the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p. 47). The ECSC Treaty was ratified in Paris and united France, West Germany, Italy and the Benelux countries in one Community in order to establish a common market for coal and steel and free access to sources of production (“ESCS”, para.1). During the debate in the Tweede Kamer, a difference became clear between the intergovernmental minded cabinet lead by Prime Minister Drees (PvdA) and most of the other parties. Unlike his party, Drees did not support federalism. He feared the transfer of too much national power to the High Authority; the supranational institution which was going to control the ECSC. (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.48)

After the elections of 1952, Willem Beyen was asked to become Minister of Foreign Affairs in the third cabinet of Drees, a job which he had to share with KVP Minister Josef Luns. The reason for this duo-job was that Drees would prevent that the post of foreign affairs would become property of the KVP, which strongly sympathised with European federalism. All the other six Ministers of Foreign Affairs in Europe were Catholics, and Drees feared for a ‘Vatican Europe’. Beyen did not support any of the political parties, so Drees trusted him in having an objective view on European integration. In the duo-job Beyen was responsible for European integration and Luns for non-European issues. Afterwards, this decision of Drees can be seen as a ‘big mistake’, because Beyen turned out to be really pro-European (Hellema, Zeeman & vd Zwan, 1999, p.93).
After the creation of the ECSC, the process of European integration seemed to be accelerated with the foundation of the European Defence Community in May 1952. The outbreak of the Korean War convinced Western leaders of the growing threat of international communism. The European Defence Community (EDC) aimed at the merger of the six national armies into one West European army, from which newly armed West Germany had to be a part of. Because this asked for a political structure, this lead to a plan for a European Political Community (EPC) which had to coordinate the foreign politics of the EDC countries. Because the EDC was seen as a stronghold against the threat of communism, the largest Dutch political parties strongly supported it. For the plan of an EPC, the opinions were divided. The KVP was clearly in favour; the ARP and the CHU showed some hesitations. Again Drees (PvdA) was less enthusiastic; he thought European integration on political level was unrealistic (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.48).
In 1954 the European Political Community project failed when it became clear that the French parliament would not ratify the European Defence Community. The French feared that the EDC involved an unacceptable loss of national sovereignty. As a consequence, the EPC proposal had to be abandoned (“European Political Community”, para.1). The KVP criticised the passive attitude of the Dutch government after the failure of the EDG and EPC. They warned about the danger of delay in the integration process (Hellema et al, 1999, p.95). In the aftermath of failure of the EDC and EPC, Beyen together with the Belgian minister of foreign affairs Paul-Henri Spaak developed two proposals to revive European integration. Spaak came up with a plan for the ECSC that proposed extending sectoral integration to nuclear energy and to transport. This proposal eventually resulted in the creation of Euratom (European Atomic Energy Community). Beyen proposed a plan that had to result in the creation of a general common market. Both proposals became approved in 1956 during a conference in Venice, and eventually lead to the negotiations about the treaties of Rome (“European Union politics”, 2007, p.3).
In March 1957 the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, France, West Germany, and Italy agreed in Rome on the foundation of the European Economic Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). The EEC aimed to unite the member states economically, which should eventually lead to a political union. It realised the free movement of goods, service, labour and capital, while Euratom called for the joint development of nuclear energy across the EU (“European Economic Community”, para.4). This new phase in the European integration process was greatly supported by the Tweede Kamer. In October 1957, ARP, CHU, KVP and PvdA voted in favour of the EEC Treaty. The VVD was critical. They feared that the EEC would become too protectionist. However, they still voted in favour. Only the Reformed Political Party (SGP) and the Dutch Communist Party (CPN) voted against (Aarts & vd Kolk,2005a, p.48).
2.2 The sixties
The parties in Dutch parliament which supported the start of European co-operation had in the fifties a majority of ninety a ninety-five percent of the votes. Only two parties in parliament did not share the national consensus. On the right side this was the orthodox protestant Reformed Political Party (SGP), which because of religious ideas could not agree with any threat to national sovereignty. In their view God had created the Netherlands as a sovereign state. Within a united Europe, God’s gift to the Netherlands would be threatened. In 1963 the Reformed Political Alliance (GPV) came into parliament which also opposed to European integration because of religious views. Besides that, they felt that in a European federation the position of the queen would be marginalized. On the other side of the political spectrum was the Dutch Communist Party (CPN), which rejected European cooperation on account of ideological and political conviction. They thought the unification of Europe would affect the working class in a negative way, and protested against the capitalistic influence of Europe (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.49).
After the treaties of Rome had come into force, the process of European integration stagnated in the sixties. This had especially to do with the attitude of French president De Gaulle. He strove for total independence of France and wanted to decline the supranational character of the EEC. Also thanks to these problems the interest for European integration within most Dutch political parties flagged. Within the ARP, CHU and VVD still less became publicized about Europe. Overall, the attention for Europe seemed to decline. Also within the PvdA, which always has been very supportive to European integration, the attention decreased surprisingly. With the creation of the EEC, the idealism of the former period seemed partly disappeared. Only within the KVP there remained an undiminished interest. This probably had to do with the influence of Minister of Foreign Affairs Luns (KVP). Since 1956 Joseph Luns was still the only Minister on the post of Foreign Affairs, after Beyen resigned. Luns can be considered as really pro-European and as the largest opponent of French president De Gaulle. Luns abhorred the anti-supranational ideas of de Gaulle and was very combative in opposing him (Heldring, 1997).                                                                                             
Although the debate about Europe in parliament was not that spirited anymore, the parties did keep the same attitude towards European integration. They still wanted a powerful continuation of the integration process: closer economic co-operation had to result in supranational political unification. In 1963 the KVP mentioned that it would support ‘the creation of the United States of Europe with a federal government’, and also ARP, CHU and VVD joined this federalist front (Aarts & vd Kolk,2005a, p. 51).
Just intergovernmental co-operation, like the French proposed, was not enough for these Dutch parties. In their election programmes they pointed out that they were willing to transfer a part of the national sovereignty to Brussels, but they lacked to define which of the powers would be considered for this. In their plea for a European federation the parties pointed out the necessity of the enlargement of democratic parliamentary control, which had to find expression in a directly elected European Parliament. Besides this deepening of European co-operation, the parties also wished an enlargement with democratic nations, in particular Great Britain. De Gaulle had twice vetoed the accession of Great Britain because of its, in his view, too strong orientation on the United States. This attitude of de Gaulle was not appreciated at all by the Atlantic minded Dutch political parties. All parties supported KVP Minister of Foreign Affairs Luns in being dissent from the politics of De Gaulle (Aarts & vd Kolk,2005a, p.52).
2.3 The seventies and eighties
After the retirement of De Gaulle as president of France in 1969, the process of European integration seemed to start flourishing again. In 1970 the member states decided on the preparation of an Economic and Monetary Union (EMU). In 1973 Great Britain joined the European Community, together with Ireland and Denmark. It seemed that the European unification process was at full speed again.
But then suddenly, the outbreak of the oil crisis caused a heavy economic recession. This misfortune lead to a large-scale re-nationalisation within the European Community. Besides that, the new member state Great Britain was opposed to everything with a supranational character (Aarts & vd Kolk,2005a, p.53). But despite these obstructing factors, the integration process was not totally stopped. The EMU perished because of the disorder which existed in international monetary relations since 1971. This would lead to the creation  of the European Monetary System in 1979 with as primary goal “to bring back the order to Community monetary relations and to create a zone of monetary stability in Europe”(Capeta, 1995, p.2). In the same year the first direct elections for the European Parliament were held.

Despite the years of economic depression the largest Dutch parties kept supporting European unification and the proposed monetary co-operation. The main point the VVD showed up with in its election programme (1971 – 1975) was the enlargement of power of the European Parliament and a stronger position for the European Commission (DNPP). Another new theme on the agendas of the parties was the attention for developing countries. The election programme of the ARP (1971-1975) said that “a united Europe has to strive for a decline of the contrast between rich and poor”. Also CHU, KVP and VVD supported this vision (Aarts & vd Kolk,2005a, p. 54). Until then, in GPV programmes no reference is made to Europe.
In 1977 the KVP, CHU and ARP together took part as one party in the elections. 
In 1980 they officially merged together under the name Christian Democratic Appeal (CDA). As a reaction to this a new party was formed: the Reformatory Political Federation (RPF). 
The orthodox founders of the RPF opposed the formation of the CDA because this turned out in a co-operation between the Protestant ARP and CHU with the catholic KVP. In their view it would be unrealistic that Catholics and Protestants would co-operate, because of the ‘cold war’ they had lived in during the period of polarisation in the Netherlands. The RPF was an orthodox Protestant Christian party, just like the GPV and SGP. The small differences with these parties were only based on theological distinction. Also the RPF was of the opinion that society should be based on Biblical norms and values and in relation to Europe they were as critical as the other two parties (“Reformatory Politcial Federation”, para.2).
In 1985 the European Council decided on the review of the Treaty of Rome, which resulted in the introduction of the European Act in 1987.  In short this Act enforced the community character of the European Community, but the politicians in The Hague were not that enthusiastic. The CDA called it ‘a sufficient agreement’, but in their view it wasn’t perfect (Aarts & vd Kolk,2005a, p.55). Also, the VVD saw the agreement as a minimum package, what is really remarkable because in their election programme of 1982 there is no attention for European items. In the election programme of 1986 on the other hand, Europe is much more present. Despite the disappointment within the parties about the poor supranational results, the Tweede Kamer agreed on the European Act in large majority. The orthodox Protestant Christian parties voted against (see Appendix). 
3.  European integration in Dutch politics 1990 - 2004
3.1 The nineties
How federalist the Dutch government was, became clear in 1991 in the lead up to the Treaty of Maastricht.  In the first half year of 1991, Luxembourg had the presidency of the European Community. Some time before, the member states had decided that at the end of 1991 the European Monetary Union (EMU) had to function and at the same time the European Political Union (EPU) had to be a fact. The Monetary Union marked the crowning step in the process of economic integration in Europe. “This scenario of one currency, one market and 12 member states raised the issue of whether further political integration was needed to complement the union already achieved in the monetary and economic fields” (Issing, 2000, p.33). Also other domains needed to be coordinated, thinking of security policy and defence. This resulted in a plan for a European Political Union.

Two conferences were held in Luxembourg which had to lead to the EMU and the EPU. In April 1991, the Luxembourgians came up with a proposal. In this concept the European Commission got a limited role; intergovernmental decision-making was proposed on domains like justice, police and foreign and security policy. Community interests could hardly be found in this proposal. The Netherlands, under the leadership of Prime Minister Lubbers (CDA), made clear that it could not agree on this proposal. They were in favour of more power for the European Commission. Only Great Britain, France, Denmark and Ireland supported the Luxembourg plan (Nijland, 2004).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
On the 1st of July 1991 The Netherlands became president of the EU which gave it the possibility to define the strategy for the Community for the upcoming six months. Prime Minister Lubbers was firmly determined to change the Luxembourg plan, so that the European Institutions would get more influence. These ambitious ideas were strongly in line with the CDA view on European integration. In a publication which was publicised for their 10 year jubilee, it says about their federalist ideas: “We always have supported the aim to create a European Union in form of a totally integrated economic and political association of all concerned countries. We would like to see that the member states let go of the idea of the individual nation state, and that they go more into the direction of a system that gives freedom, democracy, prosperity and social well-being to all citizens in Europe on an equal basis. Completion of the European common market, the Economic and Monetary Union as well as the European Political Union are next phases in this process” (Bohn, Stafleu & Van Loghum 1991, p.136).
In August a very ambitious new plan was presented by the Dutch, strongly inspired by PvdA secretary of State for European Affairs Dankert. The difference with the Luxembourg version was that justice, police and foreign and security policy now would belong to the European Political Union. The Netherlands wanted these domains to be handled in Europe under a common structure, which meant more influence for the European Commission, the European Parliament and the European Court of Justice. In other words, less authority for the individual countries and more for Europe as a whole. In Dutch Parliament the plan was met with great support. Even opposition party VVD  was supportive (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p. 56).

But on Monday 30 September 1991 it went wrong; all European member states, except Belgium, rejected the Dutch concept for a European Political Union (Nijland, 2004). This day is still known in Dutch history as ‘Black Monday’. For Lubbers there was still one option left: to save what could be saved from the concept for the EPU before the start of the Euro summit in Maastricht in December 1991. In the following months, negotiations were held in all capital cities about certain paragraphs and things which had to be changed. Finally Lubbers’ mission succeeded and a concept for the treaty text of the EPU was ready.  As regards content, the text was strongly based on the original Luxembourgian version of the proposal (Nijland, 2004). In the final Treaty of Maastricht the realisation of an Economic and Monetary Union was arranged, and also the authority of the European Parliament was expanded. All large Dutch parties agreed on the ratification of the Treaty of Maastricht in 1992. Only GroenLinks and the Orthodox Christian parties voted against (see Appendix).
3.2 Bolkestein and his Euro scepticism

After this peak of Dutch supranationalism, during the nineties the pro-European harmony in The Hague began to change under influence of VVD-leader Frits Bolkestein. In 1994 the VVD described in its election programme that they strove for a European Union on a federal basis, in which besides the EMU also a common approach on domains as environment, foreign policy and criminality was urgently needed (DNPP). At the same time, Bolkestein openly criticised the idea of a federal Europe, because in his view there was no European identity on which that political project was based. Giving more sovereignty to Brussels would lead to a gap between citizens and politicians, said Bolkestein. He worried about the legitimacy of the European Union. In his opinion, the only way the EU could win legitimacy was to stick to its basic tasks (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.56). As leader of the VVD in the Tweede Kamer (1990 – 1998) Bolkestein has opposed a great number of proposals from the Dutch government to expand European integration further than the liberalised common market and the EMU. He was clearly against a political union because this would obstruct the free market and lead to more bureaucracy. In his book “De grenzen van Europa”( The borders of Europe) he argued that “the competences of the Union should be scaled back to a more limited range of acitivities” (Harmsen, 2004, p.4). Further European ambitions, like influence in social policy and the enlargement of the EU to the East, he described as dangerous illusions (Lagendijk & Wouters, 1999, p.2).
Bolkestein actually introduced the word euro scepticism in the Netherlands. It might be a bit paradoxical, but in 1999 Bolkestein became appointed as commissioner of the European Commission and was responsible for Internal Market, Taxation and Customs Union issues until 2004. However, being sceptical about European integration on certain domains, did not imply that he was a firm opponent of a united Europe. Bolkestein became very famous in the EU because he  launched the proposal for a services directive in 2004. The aim of the services directive was the freedom of establishment and the free movement of services across the EU and has been one of the most-disputed pieces of EU legislation in recent years (“Services in the internal market”, 2004). It is part of the Lisbon strategy which aims to make the EU the world's most dynamic and competitive economy by 2010.
3.4 The Treaty of Amsterdam

In 1997, again under Dutch presidency, a Euro summit was held in Amsterdam with as main objective to modify certain regulations of the Treaty of the European Union, the constituent treaties of the European Communities (Paris and Rome) and of some acts related to them. The final outcome, the Treaty of Amsterdam, did not substitute the previous treaties but rather it complemented them (“Treaty of Amsterdam”, 2003, para.3). Just four years after the ratification of the Treaty of Maastricht, a number of important issues on the EU agenda like the enlargement with Eastern-European member states, prompted the process of the Treaty of Amsterdam.
The final text of the treaty, however, did not exactly meet the expectations of the Dutch presidency under the leadership of Prime Minister Kok (PvdA). Kok and his team had had more ambitious plans regarding the reform of the Union than the final outcome presented.

Also, under the other parties, the treaty attracted widespread criticism. The CDA said that this treaty gave cause for concern. It did not solve one of the greatest pending problems of the Union: the adaptation of the institutions to an increasingly wider Community. In their opinion, the European institutions were not efficient enough to handle an enlarged European Union (Handelingen TK, 1997). Another reason why the CDA was not that enthusiastic was because no progress was made to work out the democratic deficit of the Union. Before the entrance of ten new member states, rules should be made for the division and the weight of votes in the Council of Ministers. The treaty failed to do so. In the more pro-European point of view of de Christian Democrats, “the Treaty was not a step courageous enough towards a political Union. Community competences in spheres as common foreign and security policy or police and judicial co-operation were not enhanced”(“Treaty of Amsterdam”, para.3).With respect to foreign policy, decision-making maintained on the basis of consensus.
The Orthodox Christian parties also were of the opinion that this treaty had not added that much to the old treaties. However, they were not disappointed at all! The RPF said “to be happy to see that most of the intended proposals of the presidency had not made it into the final treaty because this would be another unnecessary step into the process of European integration” (Handelingen TK, 1997). The GPV “wondered if it would have mattered if the Amsterdam Treaty was not created at all. The treaty as it is right now is released from any federal ambition. Until now, the Treaty of Maastricht has been the last qualitative step towards integration. Amsterdam adds nothing to this. On the contrary, it has made clear that the European integration process has reached his limit” (Handelingen TK, 1997).
The VVD proved also to be very satisfied with the contents of the Treaty. Party leader Bolkestein did not make a secret of the fact that he was glad that the Dutch presidency had not succeeded in convincing other EU member states of ideas which were not supported by the VVD. Where other parties complained about the poor treaty text, Bolkestein was really positive. He called it a real advantage that the decision-making with respect to foreign policy maintained on the basis of consensus. By that, the national right on veto preferred by the VVD was secured (Heldring, 1997).

Although GPV and RPF did not see the Treaty of Amsterdam as really threatening, they chose to vote against ratification. CDA and VVD voted in favour (see Appendix).

3.5 The Treaty of Nice
The Treaty of Nice was signed on 26 February 2001 under the presidency of France. For the Netherlands the delegate for negotiations was again Prime Minister Kok (PvdA), as representative of the Dutch government containing PvdA, VVD and Democrats 66 (D66).
Most of the changes agreed on at Nice decided how power should be divided within the European institutions after enlargement. Under the Treaty, the size of the European Parliament as well as the European Commission should decrease. A rotation system for the countries in serving on the Commission was initiated. By that, the Treaty increased the number of articles that should be voted by Qualified Majority Voting in the future rather than unanimity. This should result in a loss of the right on veto in some areas within the Council of Ministers (“Nice Treaty”, 2001, para.2).
On this last point the opinions between the large Dutch parties were very differing. 

The CDA on the one hand advocated a further expansion of Qualified Majority Voting. In their opinion the preservation of the right on veto in certain areas was extremely bad for the development of co-operation. “Now we run the risk that no decisions can be taken at all. The short term importance for a member state can block the decision-making by giving them the right on veto”, said the CDA.  “Especially on the domains of migration and asylum we urgently need policy-making on a European level. We can ascertain that only Qualified Majority Voting can realise a break-through in these domains. But the fact that just one country now can decide to block such a proposal, is a matter of concern to us” (Handelingen TK, 2000). The VVD on the other hand, has always been in favour of this right on veto for the member states. They saw it as a real pity that the veto was abolished in a number of areas, but were positive that in the domain of fiscal affairs the right on veto was preserved (Handelingen TK, 2000). 
In general the CDA as opposition party was much more disappointed about the treaty as the VVD was. The CDA again called it a poor agreement, and it wondered whether the objectives of the Euro summit in Nice, namely preparing the EU for enlargement, improving decision-making and expanding the democratic control, had been reached sufficiently.

The VVD was more positive and called the results of Nice acceptable. They were greatly relieved that equal rotation for a seat in the Commission was laid down in the treaty. In an earlier stage, France had proposed that in a EU of more than 20 members, the smaller member states should have to rotate their commissioners. The new treaty ensured total equality between the member states in relation to the rotation of their commissioners, to the satisfaction of the VVD (Handelingen TK, 2000). It was clear that the maintenance of certain national interests was very important for the VVD.

In 2000, Orthodox Christian parties RPF and GPV decided to unite their powers into one party. From that moment on, they worked together under the name of ChristenUnie.
About the treaty of Nice, the ChristenUnie said to have mixed feelings. On the one hand they accepted the treaty, because it did not involve the further transfer of sovereignty to Brussels, but only the desired enlargement of the European Union with several East and Central European countries. On the other hand they remained sceptical. During the debate in the Tweede Kamer about the Treaty of Nice they criticised the size of the European institutions after enlargement. “It seems that the European Union suffers from institutional obesity; it keeps growing and growing. We are worried about the efficiency and workability of such large institutions.” Together with the CDA they wondered if the objectives for the preparation of the Union for enlargement were realised with this Treaty. “On the one hand the heads of government say ‘Hallelujah’ to further-going co-operation and integration, but on the other hand they are secretly saving their own national interests”, declared the ChristenUnie in the debate (Handelingen TK, 2000).
Never before the parliamentary consensus regarding a new round in the European integration process was that large in the Netherlands as in 2000 with the Treaty of Nice (see Appendix). Even the Orthodox Christian parties (ChristenUnie and SGP) voted in favour of the Treaty, but they emphasised again to be definitely against a further expansion of supranational decision-making. “We do not want to go further than a Union of individual European states”(Handelingen TK, 2001). The only party which kept opposing the European Union, was the Socialist Party (SP). In their opinion transnational concerns and the large countries would rule the liberal European ‘super state’. This would result in a society were social attainments become sacrificed to the enlargement of the economic power of competition. The SP rejected the Treaty of Nice because in their opinion it was a next step in the direction of a federal Europe (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p. 58).
3.6 Growing scepticism after 2000

Despite the scepticism of VVD-leader Bolkestein and the keen opposition of the Socialist Party (SP) in the second half of the 20th century, the overall opinion in Dutch politics regarding Europe hardly changed. The campaigns for the European elections in 1999 were barely dominated by the differing views of the political parties on European integration, also because in fact there were not that many differences. The main concerns of the party leaders during the debates were the low turn-outs with elections and the negative image of Euro parliamentarians because of the large amounts of money they should earn. Except the VVD, all parties distrusted the candidacy of Bolkestein for the European Commission, because of the euro sceptic statements he made in the past. The European elections succeeded in quite a short time the national parliamentary elections, and probably that was the reason that the European elections were not such a hot topic among the citizens. The turn-out became a real low. Only thirty percent of the electorate showed up at the election-day (DNPP Yearbook, 1999).
Gradually, the consensus in Dutch politics with respect to Europe began to change with the national elections in 2002. Reason for this was the enlargement of the European Union with certain East and Central European countries and Cyprus. In the campaign for the elections of May 2002, new VVD-leader Dijkstal declared that “the Netherlands should use their veto against the entry of these new countries, if the agriculture and structure funds were not reformed before the enlargement” (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.59). The CDA criticised this threat of the VVD. In the election programme of the CDA (2002) it can be read that in their opinion the obstacle of the right on veto for the member states should be banned with respect to the structure funds. In their opinion the richer countries should not have the possibility to receive money from the structure funds, so that this money could be divided among the new joining countries (DNPP).
Another reason for the changing attitude in parliament towards Europe was the tumultuous rise of Pim Fortuyn in Dutch politics. He claimed so many attention during the election campaign, that European topics moved to the background. With the rise of Pim Fortuyn and his party LPF, the anti-European and nationalist protest in Dutch politics became stronger. Just like the Socialist Party, Fortuyn felt that European integration was a project of the political and economic elite, in which the citizens were not taken into account. Instead of a bureaucratic European ‘super state’, Fortuyn would not go further than a Union of sovereign states which would cooperate only on economic level (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.59).
Although Europe had not been high on the agenda during the election campaigns for the national elections in 2002, the rupture in the pro-European consensus became clearer than ever. The enormous victory of the LPF in the elections showed the anti-establishment mood under the electorate. Under the influence of this populist protest, CDA and VVD were almost ‘forced’ to emphasize more on the national dimension in their programmes. The Christian Democrats kept supporting a strong and federal Europe, but in their election campaign for the European elections in 2004 the Dutch identity was put in the forefront, proven by their slogan: ‘For our own place in Europe’. The VVD went a step further and ran their campaign under the slogan: ‘In favour of Europe, but there is a limit’. With this limit they pointed to the enlargement of the European Union in geographical respect, but also to the enlargement of powers of the Union (DNPP). For the ChristenUnie, the rise of Pim Fortuyn cannot be seen as a real threat. In fact, they felt that the ‘new politics’ of Fortuyn created chances for an outspoken party like the ChristenUnie. They were convinced that this approach created more involvement in politics (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.59). 
Pim Fortuyn had proven to be extremely popular, especially with dissatisfied PvdA voters who had lost confidence in their party. Then, on 6 May 2002, eleven days before the election, Fortuyn was murdered by an animal rights activist. Nevertheless his party did very well during the elections, where the LPF gained an unprecedented twenty-six seats in parliament, while PvdA, especially, lost heavily.  As a result, also PvdA realised that it had  to change its course with regard to Europe, in order to prevent that the distance between the party and their electorate would become larger. Geert Wilders and the Socialist Party (SP) can be considered as the heirs of the ideas of Fortuyn. Geert Wilders scored electoral success with the anti-multicultural part of the agenda, while the SP did this with its Euro scepticism.
4.  The European Constitution
4.1 The first referendum for the Netherlands

On 29 October 2004, the Heads of State and Government of the 25 EU Member States signed the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe in Rome. This signature launched the ratification process of the Constitution, which had to take place before the end of 2006 in every Member State ( EC Eurobarometer, 2005, p.2). Meanwhile, a part of the Tweede Kamer gave to understand that they did not want to restrict the ratification just to a parliamentary action. Three parliamentarians (PvdA, D66, GroenLinks) decided to hand in a legislative proposal in which they asked for a consultative referendum, before the Tweede Kamer should decide about the ratification of the Constitution. This parliamentary initiative was actually opposed by the governments’ senior party, the CDA (Crum, 2005, p.1). Also the other Christian parties (ChristenUnie and SGP) voted against.  Their argument was that the referendum would be formally consultative, but de facto binding, which would be unconstitutional (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005b, p.4). The CDA is principally in favour of a representative democracy, so they are very critical about every form of direct democracy, like a referendum. On the other hand they feared that citizens would misuse this referendum to oppose or penalize the current government. This fear was not totally unfounded. According to Besselink (2006, p.2), professor at the University of Utrecht, “it is evident that in a country where there is no tradition of referenda, and you give citizens the binary choice of saying ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to something (an option they do not have in normal elections), they will say ‘no’. This is not a matter of sheer obstreperousness. A rather simple explanation of this is that under such circumstances citizens want to say something really meaningful which makes a change to things which otherwise would happen nevertheless (i.e. the EU Constitution would have passed)”.
The VVD, in former days, shared the opinion of the CDA with respect to the referendum. They agreed on the fact that a referendum would undermine the position of parliament. Finally, CDA and VVD reconsidered their opposition. Given the fact that the opinion polls concerning the Constitution were very positive, the parties decided that it was a safe bet that the Dutch population would vote in line with the government (Victor, 2005).

In January 2005, the Eerste Kamer accepted the proposal for a consultative referendum, so the first national referendum in the Netherlands since the Napoleonic period became a fact (Besselink, 2006, p.2). The referendum only had a consultative status, although most parties already indicated that they would accept the outcome unconditionally. Only the CDA and main opposition party PvdA declared that they would only respect the result of the referendum if at least a minimum turn-out of thirty percent was secured (Crum, 2005, p.1). Realistically, however, it would probably not be politically possible to ignore the outcome of a referendum, as it would leave those parties open to the charge that they were undermining a democratic process (Keohane, 2005, p.1).
4.2 The ‘Yes’-camp
The political parties were, with respect to the European Constitution, divided into two camps.

The camp arguing in favour of the constitution stretched from the governing coalition parties (CDA, VVD and the liberal Democrats 66) to the opposition parties PvdA and GroenLinks

(Victor & Kreickenbaum, 2005). Support for the Treaty in parliament was overwhelming; almost eighty-five percent of the parliamentarians were in favour of the Constitutional Treaty, which meant 128 deputies out of 150 (Besselink,2006, p.1).
In general, they all were of the opinion that the Constitution would make the EU more alert, transparent and democratic. They declared in unison that a more effective battle against terrorism and crime and a tightening of European policy concerning migration and asylum would become possible. The government parties also pointed out the importance of the European common market for stimulating economic activity. Besides that, the ‘yes’-camp parties emphasized also the aspects which fitted in their own political profile. The PvdA stressed the social character of the Constitution, which centralised the movement to a social economy with more jobs and more social security. In their view, Europe would me more social with than without a Constitution.  The CDA especially emphasized the European Community values like human dignity and freedom, and the increase of European political influence in the world. The treaty should provide for a European Minister of Foreign Affairs, which in their view would only increase the influence of the Union (“Europese grondwet versterkt Nederland”, 2005). The VVD made a more different stand. The liberals had mentioned before that they rather had no constitution than a bad one. Finally they joined the ‘yes’-camp, also because of the inclusion of the free market principle in the constitution. Less of any federalist spirit was visible within the VVD. They were happy that the Dutch identity kept secured because of a clear restriction on European tasks in the constitutional treaty ( Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.62).

For GroenLinks the inclusion of a statement for a fair and ‘humane’ treatment of animals and more attention for environmental issues were reasons to be in favour of the Constitution. However, their supporters were very divided. A large part of the GroenLinks voters were not convinced of the benefits of the Constitution. The partyleaders of GroenLinks agreed on the fact that the party didn’t support the whole package of the Constitutional Treaty, but they were convinced that this proposal was the best possible compromise.
4.3 The ‘No’-camp

As expected, the constitution was opposed by the traditionally Euro sceptic parties: LPF, Geert Wilder, SP and the ChristenUnie. Representatives of the official ‘No’-camp emphasised the loss of national sovereignty. They warned that the Netherlands would become “an impotent province” if the constitution would be accepted (Victor & Kreickenbaum, 2005, p.2). Concerns about the threat to the Dutch liberal legislation on many social questions were combined with anger about the expensive Euro, the Dutch financial contribution to the EU and the by the government supported war against Iraq (Marsden, 2005, p.1).
Besides that, also the ‘No’-camp parties each had their own criticism. The ChristenUnie opposed the constitutional treaty because in their view it missed the reference to the Jewish-Christian tradition of Europe. Furthermore they claimed that the motor of European integration is speeding out of control. They worried that the EU was expanding too fast, without a visible limit (Rouvoet, 2005, p.1). Hans Blokland, member of the European Parliament for the ChristenUnie was of the opinion that a European Constitution would be needless. “The European Union is not a state and for this reason has no need of a constitution”, he affirmed (Harmsen, 2004, p.6). The right-wing populist Geert Wilders, a former member of the VVD, supplemented nationalist agitation with his anti-Muslim sentiments against the potential entry of Turkey into the EU. Also the arguments of the right-wing Pim Fortuyn List (LPF) were based on a xenophobic stance, because they considered immigrants as a threat to Dutch liberal traditions. Both made the preservation of the Dutch sovereignty central to their attacks on the Constitution. On this issue they became supported by the Socialist Party (SP), who also emphasised their opposition to what they described as the constitution’s neo-liberal economic ideology and the militarization of Europe (Marsden, 2005, p.1). Furthermore they believed that the reasons the new constitutional treaty was based on were false. The treaty should be an addition to the national constitutions and replace the four existing treaties of the EU by one clear text. But according to the Socialist Party this was not the case. In their view the treaty looked more like a political programme because it described too many things in detail. The competences of the EU would increase too much at the expense of the national governments (“Nee tegen deze grondwet”, 2005).
4.4 The campaign

In trying to portray the campaign preceding the referendum, directly a problem appears.

Actually, there was not one real campaign, but several different campaigns from different stakeholders like political parties, organisations and committees. Supporters as well as opponents of the Constitution differed too strongly to really co-operate. In the ‘yes’-camp government and opposition parties were opposing each other, and in the ‘no’-camp right and left wing parties. Neither one of them succeeded in putting forward one coherent message (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.104).

According to Crum (2005, para.4), associate professor at the Centre for European Policy Studies, “the referendum turned out to be a major test of the ability of Dutch politicians to convince the electorate”. The supporting parties of the constitution, however, lacked the initiative and were really passive and defensive in their campaigns. In fact, they started their campaign only a few weeks before the actual polling day. The members of the cabinet were full of confidence that they would be able to persuade the voter. After all, they were convinced that they were supporting a good cause and Dutch voters were considered to be very European minded (Toonen, Steunenberg,Voermans, 2005, p.7) .

The CDA in their campaign emphasized the positive aspects of the constitution: stronger co-operation in the battle against crime and terrorism, more prosperity, peace and common values, a clear admission of the autonomy of the member states and the possibility for civil initiative (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.113). In an early stage it seemed that the VVD would vote against the European constitution, because of the initially aimed decline of the European Commission. But eventually they chose for a sober ‘yes’. The VVD advocated the constitution simply because they felt this constitution was better than the preceding treaties. On their pamphlets they wrote that the constitution would make Europe more safe, democratic and prosperous, without having a negative effect on the Dutch identity (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p. 113).

Early opinion polls by the Maurice de Hond Polling Institute had shown that a majority of the Dutch electorate intended to vote in favour of the Constitution. However, after the  assassination of controversial Dutch filmmaker Theo van Gogh in November 2004, nationalist and chauvinist sentiments became more present in the debate about European integration and the Constitution. Also dissatisfaction among the citizens about the social policy of the government played a large role. The Netherlands, as well as other European countries was undergoing a severe economic crisis. As a result, the Dutch government took measures like tax reduction for big businesses and cuts in wages and welfare benefits. This lead to falling living standards for the Dutch population and a rise in unemployment (Victor & Kreickenbaum, 2005, p.1).
Right and left wing populist parties (SP, LPF, Geert Wilders) adapted easily to these sentiments of dissatisfaction. Among the citizens, fears were growing for the effects of unemployment and social insecurity. When the debate turned to these social issues in relation to the proposed constitution, public support for the constitution began to decline and a change of mood became clear (Victor & Kreickenbaum, 2005, p.2). Besides that, also the complexity of the treaty was to great advantage for the opposition. For the ‘Yes’-camp it seemed a mission impossible to gain support in society for such a complicated document within a few weeks. For the ‘No’-camp is seemed much easier to run the campaign by adapting to sentiments which had totally nothing to do with the constitution, like the expensive Euro, the enlargement of the EU and the potential entry of Turkey. Also innovations provided by the constitution, like the European Minister of Foreign Affairs, were used by the ‘No’-camp as icons for the threatening European super state (Boudewijn, 2005). As a consequence, support for the constitution decreased from 73 percent of those polled in December 2004 to just 21 percent in May 2005 (Victor & Kreickenbaum, 2005, p.2).
Politicians in the ‘Yes’-camp were being accused of providing just general statements as answers to specific questions. On the other hand the ‘No’-camp, and in particular the ChristenUnie, was being characterised by their detailed knowledge of the Constitution text. Their being factual and well aware of the context in which the Constitution had to be understood was enough to face the ‘Yes’- camp down (Toonen, et al, 2005, p.8).

As the referendum date approached, the ‘Yes’-camp became more and more hysterical in trying to persuade their voters. They tried to influence the electorate by for instance referring to the horrors of World War II as an argument in favour of a united Europe and claiming that ‘The Netherlands would place itself outside the European border’ by voting no.

But when the polls continued to show declining support for the Constitution, it became evident that the public was immune for this campaign. The well prepared “No”-camp took over the initiative and pushed the ‘Yes’-camp into an unstable position.
4.5 The result
On 1 June 2005, just three days after the rejection of the Constitution in France, voters in the Netherlands likewise said ‘No’ to the ratification of the proposal for a European Constitution. Compared with France, the signal of the Dutch ‘No’ voters was even more pronounced. Some sixty-two percent of the Dutch electorate voted against the Constitution, with a surprisingly high turn-out of sixty-three percent. The high voter turn-out and the large majority for rejection came as a shock for the centre-right government (Victor & Kreickenbaum, 2005, p.1). 
Originally, the Dutch citizens had followed tacitly the Dutch government and parliament in their policy of expansion of European integration. With the ‘No’, this period of permissive consensus in the Netherlands had ended and the image of the Netherlands as a loyal EU partner became unstable. Although the referendum had been non-binding and consultative, the government felt obliged to stop the process of ratification. For the cabinet, as concluded by Minister of Foreign Affairs Bot (CDA), the European Constitution was dead.
5.   Europe in the Dutch national elections – November 2006

5.1 Background

On 22 November 2006, the Dutch voters went to the polls for the parliamentary elections.

These elections had to be called as a result of the governmental crisis caused by junior government partner D66. After they sided with a motion of no confidence in Immigration Minister Rita Verdonk (VVD), they decided to leave the coalition cabinet of Prime Minister Balkenende (CDA) so that the government collapsed. After a year of silence, it was obvious that a Dutch reaction on the constitutional crisis was expected. But the sudden elections made it an inconvenient moment. According to Jan Rood (2007, para. 2), professor at the Clingendael Netherlands Institute of International Relations, “it was evident that after the overwhelming ‘No’ vote in the Dutch referendum not a single move to break the European constitutional deadlock could be expected from de Dutch side until after the elections. For the government-in-office the European Constitution was ‘dead and buried’ ”.

Immediately after the referendum on the European Constitution in June 2005, the political parties unanimously agreed on the fact that Europe needed to be politicised (Rood, 2007). For too long, European integration has been an administrative process to which politicians paid too less attention. Not to mention that they took pains to explain their European points of view to the citizens. However, politicians never have had reason to politicise European integration. Until recently, politicians as well as citizens in the Netherlands were in general fairly pro-European. But the failure of the referendum on the Constitutional Treaty has revealed that European integration is not a matter of course anymore. Instead of hoping for better days, the political parties decided not to muddle through at this stage and to start a public debate about the future of Europe in the Netherlands.

Government and parliament came up with the initiative to take action together in a broad social discussion, later named the National Europe Debate (NED). The aim was a public debate, initiated by The Hague, to expand the legitimacy of European decision-making. Politicians should cross the country, listen to the citizens and inform them about decisions regarding Europe. This eventually turned out to nothing. Even before the start of the NED, parliament decided to retract their assistance to the project (v. Grinsven, v. Keulen, Rood, 2006, p.25). Eventually the government has taken other initiatives in the form of websites and brochures about Europe, but the question remains whether these initiatives were inspiring enough to start a public debate about Europe in the Netherlands. 

5.2 Europe in the election programmes

There can be stated that Europe did not play a major role during the run up to the elections. Actually, it was not at all a topic in the campaign. The electoral campaign was mainly dominated by domestic issues like immigration policy. European topics became anxiously evaded and in particular the European Constitution was taboo. “For the pro-European political parties, given the current Euro sceptic climate in the Netherlands, this was not an issue with which to win votes; it rather constituted an electoral risk”, according to Rood (2007, para.4).

A reading of the 2006 electoral programmes shows that Europe was indeed mentioned in the programmes, although very casually. The majority of the parties restricted their topic about Europe just to the positioning of certain policy dossiers. The views on the future of the European Union, or the content of a new constitutional treaty were not mentioned at all.

The ‘No’ to the constitutional treaty has led to a national reflex within the parties and in their election programmes. More than with former elections did the parties plea for a clear demarcation of national and European powers, and a stronger role for the national parliaments. Besides that, all parties would like to see less European legislation and more transparency in decision-making.

Of course there were also differences visible in the election programmes. First with regard to the further enlargement of the European Union. The VVD shows to be in favour of enlargement, unless the candidates meet the Copenhagen criteria. The CDA is more critical. They propose to offer a partnership to the candidate member states which cannot meet the Copenhagen criteria. This means that a candidate member is not automatically ensured of a real membership in the future. The ChristenUnie argues in their election programme for more rest in the European process of integration. They expect a more reserved attitude and stronger requirements regarding the enlargement of the Union. Besides that the ChristenUnie is clearly against the membership of Turkey (DNPP).
The possibility of a new treaty is another point of discussion. CDA and VVD underline the necessity of an eventual revision of the constitutional treaty. The ChristenUnie wants at most an adjustment of the current treaties. They stick to the outcome of the referendum; no constitutional treaty, not even on the long term. Remarkably, the CDA is the only party which remains a resolute opponent of the use of a referendum in case of a new treaty. The VVD seems to reconsider their earlier participation in the parliamentary majority in favour of a referendum, but does not make clear their current point of view. All other parties are in favour of a new referendum (v.Grinsven, et al, 2006, p.12).
Finally a difference with a quantitative character. Most of the parties have created large election programmes. The CDA and ChristenUnie both made programmes of 60 to 80 pages. The VVD programme on the other hand only counts 4 pages. Within this context it can be noted that the parties have reserved very little space for European items. It is interesting that a Euro sceptic party like the ChristenUnie relatively spends the most attention to Europe, but still just 1.5 pages. The CDA spends one page, and the VVD just a few lines. It seems very remarkable that, after their call for more politicisation and better information about Europe, the parties just spend less attention to it in their election programmes (v.Grinsven, et al, 2006, p.12). To underline this lack of interest in Europe, it can be added that neither in the CDA programme, nor in the VVD programme Europe can be found in their list of priorities.

The ChristenUnie only mentions the ‘importance of international co-operation’ as one of their priorities in their programme. (DNPP)

5.3 Result of the elections
The November 2006 elections resulted in a repetition of the outcome of the referendum on the Constitutional Treaty in June 2005.  The Euro sceptic parties on the margins of the political spectrum, the same parties that formed the ‘No’-camp during the referendum campaign, won many seats, while the big centre parties all suffered defeats (Rood, 2007). “As the latter parties have traditionally been the pillars of the Dutch pro-European course in the past, this implies that the continuation of such a pro-European course will be more problematic”, according to Rood (2007, para.5). 
After a long period of negotiations, finally a new cabinet was established consisting of CDA, PvdA and ChristenUnie. It was inevitable that one of the Euro sceptic parties should be included after their large victory in the elections. A result of this is that a Dutch acceptance of the European constitution will therefore probably be out of the question. Anyhow, there will be little room for new challenges regarding Europe in this new cabinet.
6.  The future of the European debate in the Netherlands
Almost two years have passed since the Dutch population rejected plans for a European constitution, and since then hardly any efforts have been made by the government to define the Dutch position on the future of Europe. The by the European Council declared period of reflection in June 2005 seemed to be translated in the Netherlands as ‘a break in thinking about Europe’. As stated in the previous chapter, this was partly caused by the elections of November 2006, where the topic of Europe was anxiously avoided because of the electoral risk. But also nowadays, the political discussion about the Netherlands and Europe in the future is missing. This silence may cause a real danger for the Netherlands of becoming isolated. Following the current German EU presidency it should be clear in what direction the EU is moving by the end of their term in July. Their initiatives, as well as the political agendas of several other member states (including France), both highlight the need for the Netherlands to adopt a definite position towards the European Union and towards the Constitutional Treaty in particular (Advisory Council of International Affairs, 2006, p.6).
6.1 The governmental coalition agreement

The newly formed cabinet Balkenende IV (CDA, PvdA & ChristenUnie) has announced to strife after fundamental and sustainable solutions for problems in Dutch society and a strengthening of social cohesion. The election victory of the populist parties hasn’t led to their participation in government, but has definitely contributed to a political climate change in The Hague. The large support for the parties claiming a more reticent and inward-looking attitude of the Netherlands with respect to Europe, had to be taken into account by the governmental parties. The change became indeed visible in the proposed foreign policy of the cabinet.

As well as during the election campaigns, the topic Europe is poorly present in the coalition agreement of the cabinet (Hellema, 2007).


Although Europe is mentioned in the first ‘pillar’ of the agreement which is entitled ‘an active international and European role’, no clear analysis of the Dutch position towards European integration is given. The principle of subsidiarity and democratic control regarding Europe are key points in the agreement. The coalition parties argue for a stronger position of the national parliaments. This underlines the shift to a more conservative and defensive character of the European course in the recent years (v. Grinsven, v. Keulen, Rood, 2006, p.29).

On the other hand more European cooperation is desired following the agreement on areas as environment, energy, asylum and migration policy and terrorism and criminality.

But mark, these are policy areas in which the European Union has little authority; the real responsibility rests with the member states. However, a survey done by the European Commission entitled ‘A citizens’ agenda: delivering results for Europe’ proves that European citizens wish to see more action by the EU in these areas. Also the Dutch government supports the view that the best way to rebuild confidence in European integration is to achieve concrete policy results by means of EU projects that directly tackle the problems and concerns of Dutch citizens (Advisory Council on International Affairs, 2006, p.6). This means that the Netherlands has chosen for a policy which focuses on closing the gap between citizens’ expectations of the European Union and the actual results it delivers. The debate on institutional reform is in this case subordinated to the “Europe of the results”. The Speech from the Throne 2006 stated: ‘To safeguard our security and prosperity, to protect the environment and our long-term energy supplies, we need our fellow Europeans. These tasks take precedence over the debate on the structure of the Union’. Also The State of the European Union 2007 bears out the same view (Advisory Council on International Affairs, 2006, p.5). Political opportunism seems the right explanation for this reticent attitude. Regarding their attitude now, it is very unlikely that the Dutch government will take the initiative to break the European constitutional deadlock, although they are aware of the fact that the EU crisis needs to be ended pretty soon.  
6.2 Towards a new Treaty

The new coalition agrees on the fact that a modification of the Treaty of Nice in the future is inevitable because of the workability with 27 member states. But, instead of a new constitution, they propose an amending treaty which contains only those elements needed to increase democracy and efficiency. According to Prime Minister Balkenende (CDA) this amending treaty should include “measures to make clear the division of powers between Brussels and member states, as well as strengthening the role of national parliaments and setting out the rules for further enlargement of the EU” (“EU constitution should be ditched, says Blair”, 2007). Furthermore, not having the characteristics of a constitution is also relevant to the question of having a referendum or not. As stated in the coalition agreement, the government strives after a new treaty that is convincingly different from the  rejected constitutional treaty in terms of its content, size and name. According to minister of European Affairs Timmermans (PvdA), “effective European governance based on subsidiarity will make it easier for citizens to identify with the Union and should increase confidence” (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2007).

Taking into account that there are 18 member states that already ratified the Constitutional Treaty, it will be evident that certain elements of it will be used again in the upcoming treaty. In fact, also for the Netherlands some parts of the Constitutional text will be useful in fulfilling their desires, like the cut down of the European Commission, a decline in the rights on veto and more influence for national parliaments. Even opponents of the Treaty in Dutch parliament and society have conceded that certain parts of the text are improving the existing treaties (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2007). However, the Socialist Party (SP) warned for the risk that the new Treaty turns out in a ringing of changes, which means that the same Constitutional Treaty will be maintained under another name. Therefore, the SP absolutely requires a referendum on a future Treaty.

Anyhow, it will not become an easy job for the Netherlands to gain support for their proposal under the EU member states. Perhaps they can collaborate with the newly elected French president Nicolas Sarkozy, who is also in favour of a simplified treaty which includes only those elements needed for certain crucial institutional changes. Sarkozy’s proposal totally fits in the time schedule made by the European Council to put a treaty in place by 2009 (v.Grinsven et al, 2006, p.33).

It may be evident that the Netherlands is concerned deeply with a full involvement in the process of negotiations. Besides that, the direct relation between the content of a new treaty and the way of ratification forces to an active Dutch involvement. After all, the more the new treaty resembles the rejected Constitution, the bigger the pressure will be to held a referendum before ratification. Especially for the CDA, as only opponent of a referendum, this will be a very controversial point of discussion.

There can be concluded that the cabinet Balkenende IV is facing an important and difficult task. The Dutch European policy hasn’t made a convincing and stimulating impression in the past years. It has been evident that the politicians in The Hague had lost touch with the concerns of the electorate. Finding ways to bridge this divide can be seen as a challenge to the new Dutch government. The negative outcome of the referendum has made clear that citizens want to get more involved and better informed about Europe. For a long time, the Hague has kept quite silent about the way they want to revive the topic of European integration in Dutch society. After the excuse of radio silence because of the risk in elections, it is time now to come up with a clear vision and strategy. After all, the lack of a stimulating vision and a brisk public debate is the fundamental problem of the Dutch crisis regarding Europe. However, not only it is necessary to create a public discussion to secure public confidence in the Netherlands. Also other European partners are waiting impatiently for a Dutch sign. The first step in breaking the silence about Europe has been made by the government with the view on how a future treaty should look like. The next step has to be to revive the debate about European issues, so that citizens feel more involved in European decision-making and legitimacy is secured.

7.  Conclusion

In the introduction the central question was raised: How has thinking about European integration changed in Dutch politics, in particular within the CDA, the VVD and the ChristenUnie?
When looking back at the roots of European integration in the Netherlands, starting in the late forties, there can be noted that practically all parties in Dutch parliament were fairly positive towards European integration. The main reason for this was that the Netherlands, after the war experiences, was looking for partners on European territory in order to realise economic recovery, co-operation and more certainty on the maintenance of peace. Besides that, the increasing international tensions between the West and the Eastern bloc dominated by the Soviet Union gave occasion for the Netherlands to end its traditional neutral position in politics. For decades, the consensus in Dutch politics about the importance of European integration for the economy and the international safety of the Netherlands has been unaffected. All large parties argued in their election programmes for a federal way of co-operation, which to a certain extent was allowed to replace some national sovereignty. New phases in the unification process, like the realisation of the ESCS, the EEC, Euratom, the EMU and the European Act were always largely supported by The Hague. 

In general, the parties were aware of the fact that a small state as the Netherlands was better off with a powerful European Commission, than with an intergovernmental structure which would be ruled by the largest member states. However, with respect to the transfer of national sovereignty to Brussels the parties sometimes had varying opinions. In particular the VVD was fairly critical sometimes. The Liberals always have prioritised the proper functioning of the internal market above other policy areas in their European policy. That does not alter the fact that they in principle were predominantly federalist, which means supportive to a supranational structure in Europe.  The KVP, one of the precursors of the current CDA, has in general been most progressive in striving after European federalism. Even after the stagnation in the process of European integration in the sixties, caused by the attitude of French president De Gaulle, an undiminished interest for Europe remained within the KVP. Only the orthodox Christian parties and the Dutch Communist party kept strongly opposing European integration in parliament. 
We can conclude that from the fifties till the nineties the Netherlands can be seen as a predominantly pro-European country and a loyal partner to the European Community. But since the early nineties, the Dutch debate about Europe has evolved in a markedly critical direction partly caused by VVD-leader Frits Bolkestein. Bolkestein was one of the first Dutch politicians which openly criticised the continued progress in European integration. His attitude put an end to the pro-European harmony in the Hague. With the next step to European integration in 1997, the Treaty of Amsterdam, became clear that the parties had differing expectations of co-operation in the Union. The same applies to the Treaty of Nice in 2000. What can be noted within the VVD is that gradually more priority is given to the maintenance of national interests. The orthodox Christian parties, since 2000 united under the name of ChristenUnie, kept sceptical about European integration. Nevertheless, the parliamentary consensus in the Netherlands with respect to Europe had never been that overwhelming as in 2000 with the Treaty of Nice. Reason for this was the poor Treaty text which did not involve a further loss of national sovereignty. 

A clear change in thinking about European integration became visible with the meteoric rise of populist politician Pim Fortuyn in Dutch politics in 2002. Under influence of his populist protest, centre parties as CDA and VVD were almost ‘forced’ to emphasize more on national aspects in order not to lose anymore popularity.  Also PvdA had to change its course with regard to Europe, in order not to lose anymore connection with their electorate. We can conclude that since then, a visible rupture in the Dutch pro-European consensus can be noted. The criticism on the European Union is mainly situated at the margins of the Dutch party system: the Socialist Party on the left wing, the ChristenUnie, SGP, LPF and Geert Wilders on the right. This alliance was able to let all the centre parties suffer defeats during the referendum on the European Constitution in June 2005. For the first time in the history of European integration, a clear message was given by society that European integration was heading in the wrong direction. As a result, the proponents of the European Constitution in parliament had no other choice than to adapt more to the sentiments of the electorate, which meant more attention to national interests and a more critical posture towards the European Union. Since the sixties the Netherlands has been dominated by a mentality in which awareness of national identity was put to the background. During the nineties, the resistance against this mentality had already risen, but the Fortuyn revolt has considerably contributed to the reinforcement of the awareness of national identity, visible in Dutch society and in politics. What we have to be aware of, is that we do not run on in this one-sided view on politics, because this is the way Dutch politics is bending to during recent years. This attitude marked the elections of November 2006. From the results of this election, we can assume that the presence of populism in Dutch politics can be considered as a lasting phenomenon. After the Fortuyn revolt in 2002, the results of the 2006 elections showed the same pattern, although in reverse. Again the populist parties gained great support, but this time great winner was the Socialist Party on the leftwing of the political spectrum. 
None of the political parties considered Europe as a priority during the campaign for the 2006 elections. In cases that Europe was of any importance, it had to do with national issues like subsidiarity and more influence for national parliaments. For established parties as the CDA and VVD, the campaign confirmed a further development of criticism towards European integration. Until recently, the topic of Europe was totally absent in the political debates. Even in the new coalition agreement, the topic Europe was hardly present. However, the pressure of other EU member states forces the Netherlands to come up with new ideas about the future of Europe. The government already gave to understand that, instead of the present constitutional treaty, they propose just an amendment to the existing treaties. Hopefully the negotiations about the following Treaty text will revive thinking about European integration in the Netherlands, so that it will become a matter of course again. 
What can be said concretely about the way thinking about European integration has changed within the CDA, VVD and ChristenUnie?

We can conclude that the CDA has been fairly constant in thinking about European integration. Since the launch of European integration, the CDA and its precursors have supported explicitly the continued progress towards a ’federal Europe’. But as well as in other established parties, the consequences of the growing support for Euro sceptic parties have affected the position of the CDA towards European integration. The impact of the failure of the referendum on the Constitution has resulted in a more reticent posture, in order to adapt to the public opinion. As representatives of the people, the CDA realised that without public support, substantial progress will be difficult to achieve. 

In the past, the VVD was also strongly supportive to a developing European integration. But as said earlier, the VVD sometimes stroke a somewhat dissonant note, especially on economic domains. Great emphasis is placed by the VVD on the strict respect for the principle of subsidiarity. Also with the introduction of the proposal for a European Constitution the VVD was sceptical. Eventually they voted in favour of the Constitution, but more because of the preservation of national interests. What we can conclude is that thinking about European integration within the VVD over the years has shifted from a really pro-European position to a more critical posture. However, it should be underlined that the VVD still supports the development of the European supranational institutions, but with a clear restriction on their tasks.
A more sceptical attitude towards European integration can be found within the ChristenUnie. Ever since the orthodox Christian parties have entered the Dutch political arena, they were opposing European integration because of religious reasons. Also with respect to the European Constitution, the lack of religious reference was one of the main reasons for the ChristenUnie to oppose. However, recent years have shown a more realistic stance towards Europe within the ChristenUnie. The ChristenUnie nowadays, in contrast to the Socialist Party, does not call the project of European integration fundamentally into question and agrees that European co-operation is needed on certain areas. Not without a reason they voted in favour of the Treaty of Nice in 2000, for the first time in the history of the party. Nevertheless, with their position in the governmental coalition as junior partner of the CDA and PvdA, the ChristenUnie will probably have a restraining influence on Dutch advances to European integration. 
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9.  Appendix 
Position of Dutch political parties in the Tweede Kamer with respect to European Treaties 

1951 – 2005   (Aarts & vd Kolk, 2005a, p.50)
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1) In 1980, ARP, CHU and KVP merged together under the name CDA

2) GPV and RPF work together since 2000 and merged together under the name ChristenUnie in 2002.

3) In 1990, CPN, PSP and PPR merged together under the name GroenLinks.

4) European Constitution
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